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Introduction

The thirty-three books of Augustine's Answer to Faustus, a Manichean were

probably written between 408 and 410, but their precise date is unknown. Augus

tine's huge opus is a reply to a work by Faustus entitled The Chapters (Capitula),

which he most likely wrote between 386 and 390 and which survive, perhaps in

their entirety, in Augustine's reply.

Faustus was born, as Augustine tells us, in Milevis, a town in Numidia about

one hundred miles to the west of Thagaste. He was probably a convert to

Manicheanism, and by 382 he had become a Manichean bishop. His reputation

had led Augustine to expect that he would be able solve all his problems with the

Manichean religion. When Faustus eventually came to Carthage, however, where

Augustine encountered him, he found him to be eloquent and charming but not

sufficiently learned to be able to answer his questions about Manicheanism.1 This

meeting between the two men was a major factor in Augustine's growing disillu

sionment with the Manichean version of Christianity, which had professed to

teach an all-encompassing knowledge of reality without the burden of faith.

In 385 or 386, after having met Augustine, Faustus was exiled for a year to a

desolate island in the Mediterranean where he wrote The Chapters, which

aimed at answering the objections of an unnamed former Manichean who had

converted to Catholicism. This may have been Augustine himself, who was

certainly the most illustrious convert to Catholicism from Manicheanism in

Africa during the period in question. In each of the thirty-three chapters, except

for the first, which is introductory, Faustus poses for himself an objection

supposedly coming from a Catholic and goes on to explain how Manicheans

defend themselves against that objection. In doing so, Faustus presents us with a

reasonably comprehensive and reliable understanding of Manicheanism as it

was known in Africa at the end of the fourth century of the Christian era. As

Gregor Wurst has pointed out, the Capitula do not build upon each other

in a logical development but rather belong to the question-and-answer, or

erotapokriseis, literary genre, which did not demand any such structure.2 The

objections most often focus upon why Manicheans do not accept the Old Testa

ment (chapters 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, and 15), or the law and the prophets (chapters 17,

18, 19, and 22), or simply the prophets (chapters 12-13), or Moses in particular

(chapters 14 and 16). For Manicheans rejected the Old Testament in its entirety,

claiming that it was opposed to the New Testament and useless to Christians,

1 . See Confessions V, 6, 10-7, 1 1 .

2. G. Wurst. "Bemerkungen zu Struktur und Genus Litterarium der Capitula des Faustus

von Mileve," in Augustine and Manicheanism in the Latin West: Proceedings ofthe Fribourg-

Vlrechl International Symposium of the IAMS, ed. by J. van Oort, O. Wermelinger. and G.

Wurst (Leiden: Brill, 2001 ) 307-324. here 321 .
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and alleging that the Hebrew patriarchs led lives of scandalous immorality.

Another large cluster of objections concentrates upon the birth or genealogies of

Christ (chapters 2. 3, 5, 7, 11, 23, 26, 27, 28, and 29). For Manicheans rejected

the birth ofJesus and consequently every genealogy that might be given for him,

and they insisted that their God was not defiled by human flesh. Another few

objections focus upon the character of the Manichean God (chapters 20, 2 1 , 24,

and 25). For the Manichean God was necessarily limited by a coeternal evil

substance, which was in fact another God or first principle, which was extended

in the sun and the moon and was not the creator of human bodies. Three

objections are based on words of Saint Paul or of Jesus that Catholics used

against Manicheans (chapters 30-33). For the apostle had foretold, as Catholics

claimed, that there would arise heretics like the Manicheans, while Paul and

Jesus had taught that no foods were unclean, and Jesus had even stated that the

three great patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, were enjoying the kingdom

of heaven.

Augustine's work reveals a plan that is conceived and executed with more

deliberation and design than Faustus' Chapters. Since this introduction will

attempt to present a summary of the Chapters and Augustine's answers to them, I

shall here merely indicate some points in Augustine's replies that strike me as

particularly noteworthy. First, Augustine manifests an extraordinary skill in inter

preting the Old Testament scriptures. For he distinguishes the commandments

governing life that the Christians continue to observe — namely, the Decalogue,

with the exclusion ofthe commandment about the Sabbath— from the command

ments symbolizing life that the Christians no longer observe, because what these

latter foretold in figures has now been fulfilled through the coming of Christ. In

replying to Faustus' claim that the Old Testament does not have any prophecies

about Christ, however, Augustine not merely indicates some prophecies about

Christ but makes the much bolder claim that everything in the Old Testament,

aside from the commandments governing life and the connective material in the

narratives, is prophetic about Christ and his Church. In illustrating how he finds

predictions of Christ and the Church in the Old Testament, he masses extensive

evidence for his position in ways that are at least highly ingenious — if not

convincing for those of us more at home with contemporary standards of exegesis.

Secondly, Augustine's reply to the Manichean claim that passages in the New

Testament which conflict with their faith are interpolations offers a devastating

critique of the Manichean principles of selection and rejection of passages in a

work which they claim to accept, and it reveals Augustine's excellent awareness of

how a critical text may be established when the extant manuscripts contain variant

readings. Thirdly, Augustine manifests a familiarity with the details of the Mani

chean myth and successfully criticizes that myth, especially the features that

render the Manichean God limited in a bodily way, mutable, violable, and corrupt

ible, as well as subject to ignorance, misery, and necessity, and ultimately unable
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to defend against the forces of evil some of his own members, which are destined

for eternal confinement in the dread sphere of darkness. In the face of Faustus'

frank admission that his God cannot be unlimited if evil exists, which, as another

bodily substance, necessarily places a limit or boundary on God, Augustine insists

that it is pointless to try to discuss the question of whether God is limited or

unlimited with people who cannot think of anything but bodies, since, without a

metaphysics of the spirit, Manicheans are forced to imagine or picture God for

themselves whenever they try to think of him. Fourthly, besides his fondness for

an allegorical interpretation of the Old Testament, Augustine also shows that he

can deftly handle a quite literal interpretation of problematic passages in scripture,

such as the conflict between the genealogies found in Matthew and in Luke, or the

claim ofthe apostle Paul that, if he ever knew Christ according to the flesh, he does

so no more. For Faustus had taken the latter passage to be an acknowledgment of

an earlier error on the part of Paul, who had formerly thought that Christ was a

descendant of David.

For the Latin text of the work I have used the critical text established by J.

Zycha in CSEL 25. 1 (Vienna 1 89 1 ), although I have frequently consulted the text

in PL 42 as well as the text found in volume 3 1 of the BAC edition, which on occa

sion amends the CSEL text. The work has been translated once before into English

by R. Stothert in A Select Library of the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the

Christian Church IV, ed. P. Schaff and H. Wace (New York 1887; reprinted

1956). The work was translated into French by the Abbe Devoille in Oeuvres

completes de saint Augustin XIV (Bar-le-Duc 1869). It has also been more

recently translated into Spanish by Pio de Luis with an excellent introduction and

notes in Obras Completas de San Agustin XXXI, Escritos antimaniqueos (Madrid:

Biblioteca de Autores Cristianos, 1993).

The Structure and Contents of the Work

Book One

Augustine explains that Faustus' work came into his hands and was read by

brothers who asked him to reply to it (section 1). Faustus begins his work by

explaining that, though Adimantus, the disciple of Mani, has amply refuted "the

lies of the Jewish superstition and of the semi-Christians," it is still appropriate

for him to reply to the cunning statements of those who debate with Manicheans.

He sets out to juxtapose the words of the Catholics and his own replies to

them (section 2). In reply Augustine chides Faustus for warning people against

semi-Christians, inasmuch as Manicheans are themselves pseudo-Christians.

After all, the label "semi-Christian" means that such people are imperfect Chris
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tians in some respect, while the label "pseudo-Christian," which Augustine

intends to prove fits the Manicheans, means that such people are false Chris

tians, that is, not Christians at all (section 3).

Book Two

Faustus puts in the mouth of his Catholic objector two questions, namely,

whether Manicheans accept the gospel and whether they accept the birth of

Christ. He answers that Manicheans do accept the gospel but not the birth of

Christ. He appeals to the Gospel of Mark, which begins with the preaching of

Christ and with the words, The gospel ofJesus Christ, the Son ofGod (Mk 1:1),

and contrasts it with the beginning of the Gospel of Matthew, which contains the

genealogy and infancy narratives and is entitled The book ofthe generation of

Jesus Christ, the son ofDavid (Mt 1:1). Faustus argues that genealogy is not the

gospel (section 1 ).

Augustine asks Faustus what he is going to say to the apostle, who told

Timothy to remember that Christ Jesus, a descendant ofDavid, rosefrom the

dead according to my gospel (2 Tm 2:8). In denying that Christ was born

of human parents, Manicheans preach another gospel than that which Paul

preached (section 2). They speak of a first or primal man who came to wage war

against the nation of darkness, but their myth is filled with contradictions

(section 3). They claim that Jesus Christ is the son of this first man, and Augus

tine points out that the teaching of the apostles knows nothing of their first man.

Paul preached a first man who was earthly, but Manicheans preach another first

man and contradict the apostle (section 4).

They object to the star that led the wise men to the infant Jesus, but Augustine

says that they have their Christ bound not only in all the stars but in the earth and

in all the things that are born from it. According to the Catholic faith, the fate of

no human being is determined by the stars. How much less was the birth in time

of the creator of all things determined by a star! If the star was one that existed

and left its course to announce Christ's birth, Augustine asserts that astronomers

have never determined the fates ofhuman beings under the stars in such a way as

to claim that a star left its course and traveled to the place of a person's birth. If,

however, as seems more probable, a new star came into existence in order to

indicate Christ's birth, he was the reason for its coming into existence, not it for

his. If there is fate, a term which derives from a Latin word meaning "to speak,"

it is Christ the Word who holds the fate of the stars rather than vice-versa

(section 5). Hence, Augustine asks why the story of Christ's birth should not be

called the gospel, since it announces to us the good news of the healing of our

weakness. He also wonders what good news is announced in the books of Mani,

according to which God was unable to defend his own kingdom against the
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enemy nation without sending a part of his own nature to be devoured and

polluted by the nation of darkness in so terrible a way that a part of him will

remain bound forever in the sphere of darkness (section 6).

Book Three

On being asked whether he accepts Christ's birth, Faustus replies that he had

tried for a long time to accept that God was born, but that he had been especially

troubled by the disagreement in the genealogies of Matthew and Luke and was

uncertain which of them he should follow. Hence, he left them aside and took up

Mark and John, who do not introduce David or Mary or Joseph. Mark, in fact,

says, The gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God (Mk 1:1), as if he were

reproaching Matthew for speaking of the son of David. But Faustus agrees to

yield if Augustine can make the two genealogies agree (section 1 ).

Augustine answers that the disagreement between the genealogies of Mat

thew and Luke is so obvious that Faustus should have considered that something

important was concealed in their disagreement, since those gospels have

attained such great authority throughout the world. Hence, the proper response

would have been pious investigation rather than hasty criticism (section 2).

The disagreement revolves around how Joseph could have had two fathers.

Although a human being cannot be born of two biological fathers, it is quite

common that one man has a biological father and a second father who has

adopted him. Adoption was a well-known practice among the Jews, and scrip

ture speaks of Christ as the Son of God who was equal to the Father and of our

being children ofGod by adoption. Hence, Faustus should have seen that Joseph

could have had the father mentioned by Matthew and the other father mentioned

by Luke and that the differing series of ancestors in the two evangelists resulted

from the two fathers (section 3). Augustine also explains why Matthew began

from Abraham and ended with Joseph, while Luke began from Joseph and

ended with God, and he tells Faustus that he could never have learned this unless

he had been taught by some learned Catholic (section 4). Augustine states that

he has resolved the problem with the genealogies and challenges Faustus to

yield to the truth, as he had promised (section 5). But Faustus is perhaps still

bothered about the propriety of believing that the Christian God was born, as if

Christians believed that the divine nature itselfcame into existence in the womb

of a woman. Augustine insists that Christ, who is true Son of God in terms of his

divinity and true Son ofMan in terms ofhis flesh, was not born of a woman in the

form of God but in the form of the servant that he assumed. He also notes that,

though Manicheans are horrified at putting the flesh of Christ in the womb of a

virgin, they put the very divinity of God in the wombs not merely of human

beings but even of dogs and pigs (section 6).
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Book Four

To the question of whether he accepts the Old Testament, Faustus replies that

he accepts it if it contains his inheritance but that he does not accept it if it does

not. He points out that the Old Testament promises the land of the Canaanites,

but promises it to the Jews who are circumcised and who observe the other

prescriptions of the Jewish law. Since Christians do not observe any of these

prescriptions, Faustus rejects the Old Testament along with the promises that

Christians have been denied. Moreover, since the inheritance promised in the

Old Testament is so miserable and earthly and remote from the blessings of the

soul promised in the New Testament, he would refuse it even if its lawgiver

thrust it upon him without cost (section 1 ).

Augustine concedes that the Old Testament contains promises of temporal

realities and is called the Old Testament for that reason, and he agrees that the

promise of eternal life and of the kingdom of heaven belongs to the New Testa

ment, but those temporal realities were, according to the apostle, symbols of

what was to come. Hence, Christians look to the Old Testament not because it

promised those temporal realities but because its testimonies win faith for the

New. Furthermore, the patriarchs and prophets understood the old promises as

signifying the New Testament, though Manicheans fail to understand them

because they cannot think in spiritual terms (section 2).

Book Five

Regarding the question of whether he accepts the gospel. Faustus says that it

is obvious that he accepts it because he observes what it commands. The gospel

is nothing but the preaching and commandment of Christ, and Faustus delin

eates how he lives in accordance with Christ's teaching (section 1). To the

objection that to accept the gospel also entails believing everything written in it,

Faustus concedes that he does not believe that Jesus was born, but he accuses his

Catholic opponent of not doing what the gospel commands. He claims, in addi

tion, that it is more certain that accepting the gospel consists solely in observing

the commandments, which is at least the more difficult task (section 2). Christ

taught that those who do his Father's will, not those who believe that he was

born, are going to enter the kingdom of heaven, nor do the beatitudes declare

blessed those who believe that he was born. If there are two parts of the faith,

Faustus claims to have chosen that part to which eternal life is promised (section

3). Augustine replies that he has already mentioned that Christ calls himself the

Son of Man. The Son of God, by whom we were created, also became the Son of

Man by assuming flesh in order to die for our sins. He promises eternal life to

those who believe in him, and to believe in him is nothing other than to be in the

true Christ, as he declared himself to be and as his apostles preached him
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(section 4). To observe all the commandments without faith and love has no

benefit, and there cannot be true love without true faith. Christ declared that he

was the truth, but Manicheans claim that he lied about the reality of his flesh.

Augustine then attacks the genuineness of the poverty that Faustus says he

observes (section 5). But he turns from personal accusations to a general attack

on the commandments of Mani, insisting that, if Manicheans do not observe

them, they are deceivers, but that, if they do observe them, they are deceived.

Christ, after all, permitted his disciples to pick corn on the Sabbath, an action

that, according to Mani, constitutes murder (section 6). There is pride involved

in Faustus' claim to live the beatitudes, but Augustine refrains from attacking

the luxuries of his way of life. He does, however, question whether even a Mani-

chean who lived by Mani's commandments could live according to the beati

tudes (section 7). He specifically attacks the Manichean view that Manicheans

suffer persecution for the sake of righteousness; instead, they suffer whatever

persecution they do suffer because of their blasphemy (section 8). There are

many persons in the Catholic community, on the other hand, who live lives of

poverty, chastity, and fasting, but there are also good married people in the

Church as well as people who own homes and property (section 9). Augustine

accuses the Manichean Elect ofdeceiving their Hearers, and he mocks the Mani

chean belief about the return of the souls of the more deserving Hearers in

melons and cucumbers, from which they are supposedly released when the Elect

eat them (section 10). Manicheans may criticize the sins ofCatholics, but among

the Manicheans those who make a pretense of living as Manicheans are evil,

while those who are sincere in living as such are fools (section 1 1 ).

Book Six

Faustus asks himself whether he accepts the Old Testament. He asks how he

can, since he does not observe its commandments, and he notes that Catholics too

do not observe circumcision, the Sabbath rest, the animal sacrifices, the abstinence

from pork, and the other Jewish practices. The only difference between the Cath

olic and the Manichean faith is that Catholics choose to lie and praise in words

what they despise in their minds, while Manicheans say what they think (section 1 ).

Augustine responds by stating that Manicheans are utterly ignorant of the

difference between commandments that regulate life and commandments that

symbolize life. The commandment about circumcision was symbolic of life, for

the Jewish people were commanded to observe it as a foreshadowing of what was

to come. Paul clearly taught that the Jewish rites, which are no longer observed by

Christians, were symbols that foretold what was to come (section 2). Circumcision

on the eighth day, for example, symbolized the stripping away of fleshly and

mortal concupiscence through the righteousness that Christ brought by his resurrec

tion on the eighth day. Though Manicheans despise circumcision as unclean, they
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believe that the members of their God are imprisoned in those fleshly members.

Their God is in fact defiled not only in acts of marital intercourse but in all acts of

sexual misconduct (section 3). Augustine concedes that Christians now regard the

Sabbath rest as useless because the hope of our eternal rest has been revealed. The

Manichean Elect, however, rest every day and wait for their Hearers to go out into

the garden to pick vegetables and fruits in order that the Elect may release their

God from them by eating them. Manicheans mock the Jewish observance of the

Sabbath, but they would be better off to observe the Jewish Sabbath than their own

rest, for the Manichean rest is unacceptable on account of its meaning and

damnable on account of its error. Augustine points to the absurdities implied in the

Manichean belief about releasing particles of their God from the food that the Elect

eat (section 4).

Manicheans decry the sacrifices of the Old Testament. But those sacrifices

signified in many ways the one sacrifice whose memory Christians now cele

brate and, when that one sacrifice was revealed, those old sacrifices were abol

ished. Manicheans are disturbed over the killing of the animals but fail to notice

that Jesus told the leper whom he healed to offer such a sacrifice. Furthermore, it

would be better to observe those sacrifices than to believe that the Hearers offer

living victims to the Elect to eat (section 5). Augustine mocks Manicheans for

their refusal to eat meat and for their beliefs about the vegetables and fruits that

they do eat. In contrast with the Manicheans, Paul taught that all things are clean

for the clean (Ti 1 : 1 5), and Jesus taught that nothing that enters a person' s mouth

makes him unclean. Jesus taught this to his disciples, not just to the crowds, as

the Manichean teacher Adimantus had claimed. Augustine asks the Manicheans

whether Jesus really stated that a man was not made unclean by what he ate. If

they say that he did not state it, Augustine asks why Adimantus used it to attack

the Old Testament. But if they say that he did state it, why do they believe that

they are made unclean by eating meat (section 6)? Augustine explains why

Paul's statement that every creature ofGod is good ( 1 Tm 4:4) is not contrary to

the Old Testament's prohibition against eating certain animals. For a lamb is

clean and a pig unclean not because of what these animals are but because of

what they signify. The Old Testament abstinence from certain kinds of meat

warned people to avoid the sort of sins that those animals signified (section 7).

According to the Manichean error, it is not meat but their God who is unclean in

the part of himself that he sent forth to defeat his enemies, because that part was

swallowed and defiled by the nation ofdarkness. Augustine explains why Mani

cheans hold that meat is more unclean in terms of their myth, points to the incon

sistency in the content of the myth, and insists that they have no grounds for

believing that meat is more unclean. If Manicheans claim that meat is more

unclean because animals come from sexual intercourse, they ought to eat such

creatures as worms, which do not result from intercourse, and they ought to main



Introduction 1 7

tain that the first princes of darkness, whose parents were trees, are cleaner than

Mani, whose parents begot him by sexual intercourse (section 8). So too, the

Jewish people ate unleavened bread at that time, when it foreshadowed what

was to come, and, now that the reality it symbolized has come about. Christians

no longer eat it. Yet they retain the Old Testament in order to understand what

was written and done at an earlier time for our instruction. In the same way, it

was formerly a sin not to celebrate the feast of tabernacles, but it is now a sin not

to be part of the tabernacle of God, which is the Church. So too, the command

ment against patching linen with purple or wearing a garment made of linen

and wool signified that one should avoid disorder and confusing vocations.

Finally, Augustine explains the symbolism of the commandment against yoking

together an ox and an ass and indicates that Faustus' manuscript, where he

read that the law declared unclean someone bald and with unruly hair, was

apparently defective (section 9).

Book Seven

Faustus gives several reasons for his non-belief in the genealogy ofJesus, but

the principal reason is that Jesus never said that he had a father or a family on

earth. Likewise, the authors of the genealogies did not know Jesus at the time of

his birth and could not have recorded events that they personally witnessed.

Hence, it would be foolish to believe the testimony of such witnesses (section 1 ).

In reply Augustine recalls that Jesus often referred to himself as the Son of

Man as well as the Son ofGod and that, though in terms of his divinity he did not

have an earthly family, he was humanly speaking a descendant of David.

Furthermore, if Manicheans do not want to believe the authors of the genealo

gies on the grounds that they did not witness his birth, Augustine asks why they

believe what John said about the Word, who was with God in the beginning. If

the evangelists lied about what Manicheans do not want to believe, Augustine

asks how they can justify their belief in what the evangelists said about other

things (section 2).

Book Eight

Expatiating on his refusal to accept the Old Testament, Faustus says that he

has been given the New Testament and that he avoids sewing a new patch onto

an old garment, for he is convinced that Christian newness will not mix with

Hebrew oldness. Even if he had been born a Jew, he ought to have rejected the

Old in accepting the New Testament. He also appeals to Paul's rebuke to the

Galatians for reverting to the practice of circumcision (section 1 ).
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In reply, Augustine reiterates what he had previously said in Books IV and

VI, namely, that Christians do not defend the authority of the Old Testament in

order to imitate Jewish servitude but to bear witness to Christian freedom. Paul

had, after all, said that what happened to the Jewish people in figures was

written down for our sake. Manicheans misunderstand Paul's words to the

Galatians; Catholics do not sew a new patch onto an old garment but, like the

wise head of the household, know how to bring forth from the storeroom things

both new and old. If a new patch is not suited for an old garment, then the

members of the Manichean God should not cling to the princes of darkness and

should not be able to be mingled with them (section 2).

Book Nine

Still on the topic of the Old Testament, Faustus says that, if the apostles who

were born under it abandoned it, then those who have been born as gentiles are

surely permitted to leave it alone. The apostles left the bitter tree of Judaism for

the sweet tree of Christ; hence, the gentiles should not be expected to leave the

sweet tree for the bitter one (section 1).

Augustine asks why the apostle speaks of the Jews who refused to believe in

Christ as branches broken off from the domesticated olive tree and of the pagans

as branches of the wild olive tree that have been grafted onto the domesticated

olive tree. He concludes that Manicheans, who do not want to be grafted onto the

root of the domesticated olive tree, are not, like the Jews who did not believe,

branches broken off from the domesticated olive tree but branches remaining on

the wild olive tree of the gentiles (section 2).

Book Ten

Faustus admits that he has learned from both the Old and the New Testaments

not to covet others' property. In the Old Testament, however, property implies

"riches and a full belly, children and grandchildren, a long life and, along with

these, a kingdom in Canaan," but all of this has been promised to those who

observe the Jewish law. Hence, Faustus leaves to the Jews what is promised to

them and is content with the kingdom of heaven, which the gospel promises

(section 1).

Augustine expresses annoyance at Faustus' repetition of the same themes,

and he replies that Christians observe from the Old Testament the command

ments that regulate life but, now that what they foretold has been revealed, no

longer observe the commandments that symbolize life. Though Christians do

not keep the latter commandments in their religious practice, they still maintain

that they are prophetic of what has been revealed (section 2). As to why Catho
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lies hold on to the Old Testament, though they do not observe its commandents,

Augustine says that they reverence and observe the authority of scripture. Mani-

cheans cannot reply when they are asked why they do not believe what is said in

the New Testament. To Faustus' claim that he learned from both Testaments not

to covet others' property, Augustine asserts that Faustus could not have discov

ered this from his own God's conduct with respect to the kingdom of darkness.

In any case Catholics do not covet the Old Testament as others' property, since

what was written in it was written for our sake, as Saint Paul testified (section 3).

Book Eleven

To the question as to whether he accepts the apostle, Faustus replies that he

certainly does. But to the further question as to why he does not believe the apos

tle's words in Romans 1:3 that the Son ofGod was born as a descendant of David

according to the flesh, Faustus says that they represent an old view of Paul's

concerning Jesus, when he thought that Jesus was the son of David. But Paul

later learned that this claim was false and said, If we knew Christ according to

the flesh, we no longer know him in that way (2 Cor 5:16). Faustus therefore

claims that Paul's words in Romans represent his childish view, which he later

put aside and that, if the earlier statement was really his, he corrected it in the

Second Letter to the Corinthians (section 1 ).

Augustine replies that Manicheans find no way of escape when they are

cornered by the clear words of scripture save to claim that the testimony against

them is a falsification. If this defense is permitted, no books will retain any

authority. It is one thing not to be bound by the authority of certain books but

something else to accept the authority of certain books and to claim that one

statement in them is the work of their author and another is not. To do the latter,

Augustine insists, is to make oneself the standard of truth. For Manicheans do

not appeal to older manuscripts or to manuscripts in the original language but

simply say that a statement that agrees with them is true, while one that does not

is false. The authority of the Catholic Church, based on the succession of

bishops from the time of the apostles, guarantees the accuracy of the canonical

scriptures (section 2). All the manuscripts have the words of Paul that the Son of

God is a descendant of David according to the flesh. Hence, Faustus should not

have said that he accepted the apostle, for he does not accept what Paul says

about the first man from the earth or about the second man from heaven. Augus

tine adds further texts to show that the apostle certainly said that Christ was a

descendant of David according to the flesh. Accordingly, Faustus should not

have said that he accepted the apostle, for neither does he accept that Christ died,

was buried, and rose, that he had a mortal body and that his body had real scars,

which he showed to his disciples after the resurrection. Paul taught that Christ
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had real flesh and that he rose in a transformed but real body. Faustus, on the

other hand, tries to deceive the ignorant when he claims that he accepts the

apostle (section 3).

To Faustus' argument that the statements in the Letter to the Romans and in the

Second Letter to the Corinthians cannot both be true, Augustine responds that all

the manuscripts in all the languages have Paul's words in Romans, and he rejects

the idea that the apostle was mistaken at that time (section 4). He distinguishes the

authority of later authors from that of the canonical books of the Old and New

Testaments, which is upheld by the succession of bishops. In the writings of later

authors it is permissible to reject something as incorrect, but in the canonical writ

ings one may not doubt that something is true, even if is found in only a single

author (section 5). In the case of two statements from the canonical books, even if

the statements are not taken from the same author, we are not permitted to doubt

the truth of either, and since we cannot claim in this case that the manuscripts are

defective, it must be that Manicheans do not understand the two statements

(section 6).

The context of the passage in the Second Letter to the Corinthians shows that

the apostle was speaking about our future life in Christ, which will not be a life

according to the flesh, that is, according to the corruption and mortality of the

flesh. The apostle meant by the term "flesh" not the substance of the body but its

present corruption and mortality. Hence, if we once knew Christ according to the

mortality of the flesh before he rose from the dead, we no longer know him in that

way. If Manicheans stick to the proper sense ofthe term, they have to hold that the

apostle lied when he claimed to have known Christ according to the flesh, if Christ

never existed according to the flesh. Furthermore, if Christ did not have flesh

because of what the apostle said, then other persons whom the apostle knew did

not have flesh either, since he said that he no longer knew anyone according to the

flesh. Instead, the apostle said this because he was considering the future life as if it

were already present. In a similar way he says elsewhere that we have been saved

by baptism, but also that we have been saved only in hope (section 7). An examina

tion of the passage from the Second Letter to the Corinthians shows that the apostle

said this because ofthe resurrection ofChrist with the desire that we would not live

according to the flesh in the hope of earthly goods but according to the spirit in the

hope of the resurrection. Unlike Christ, for whom this is no longer a hope but a

reality, we have all attained the resurrection not in reality but in hope. In the resur

rection of the dead, however, the old things will have passed away not in hope but

in reality. Hence, the apostle speaks about the hope of the resurrection as if it had

already come about. If he no longer knew any persons according to the flesh, it was

because they were not living in the hope of carnal things, even though they still

carried about corruptible and mortal flesh. How much better, Augustine main

tains, would it be to understand the agreement of the scriptures rather than to

accept a part of them as true and to reject another part as false (section 8).
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Book Twelve

As to whether he accepts the prophets, Faustus asks for a reason why he

should accept them. To the answer that he should accept them because of the

testimonies they gave about Christ, Faustus replies that he has not found any

such testimonies. He also declares that it is an admission of weakness in faith not

to believe without a witness, and that Christian faith is simple and absolute.

Furthermore, God himself witnessed to his Son not through a seer but by his

own voice, and Christ said of himself that he bore witness concerning himself,

and he did not appeal to the prophets. Hence, we need no testimonies from the

prophets about Christ. The seers of the Jews, moreover, did not live morally

good lives of wisdom and virtue (section 1).

Augustine replies to this with a three-part argument. He refers to the prophe

cies of the Hebrew prophets concerning Christ, shows how much we are helped

by them in terms of the truth and firmness of faith, and argues that they lived in a

manner appropriate to their prophecies. For the first part he does not produce the

actual prophecies, which Manicheans do not accept, but proves from the words

of Paul, such as the first verses of Romans, that the Hebrew prophets did indeed

bear witness to Christ, since Manicheans accept the apostle (section 2). Augus

tine adds further texts from Paul to show that the Jews had the Testaments, not

merely the Old Testament but also the New, which was symbolized by the Old.

He also appeals to the words of Christ, who said that Moses wrote about him

(section 3). Manicheans, however, preach a false Christ. Hence, like the Jews,

they have a veil over their heart when they read the Old Testament, and that veil

will not be removed until they cross over to the true Christ, whom the Hebrew

prophets foretold (section 4).

Disputing Faustus' claim that the Hebrew prophets foretold nothing about

Christ, Augustine points to the words of the apostle that all the promises of God

were fulfilled in Christ (section 5). In answer to the Manichean request to be

shown where the prophets foretold Christ, Augustine offers God's promise to

Abraham, In yourdescendant all the nations ofthe earth will be blessed (Gn 26:4),

and Paul's words in Galatians that this descendant is Christ (section 6). But no one

can mention all the predictions of the Hebrew prophets concerning Christ, for

everything in those books is said either about him or on account of him, although

not everything is said there clearly (section 7). Augustine begins to illustrate this

claim, first of all, from the creation narrative in Genesis (section 8). Then, from the

sacrifice of Cain and God's rejection of it, he shows how the actions of the Jews in

rejecting Christ were predicted (section 9). In Cain's question about whether he is

his brother's keeper, he finds the Jewish pretended ignorance about who Christ is

(section 10). And in God's curse upon Cain, he sees the curse upon the Jewish

people, who still work the earth, that is, carry out the works of the law in a fleshly

manner (section 1 1). Like Cain, that people groans and trembles on the earth, and



22 Introduction

yet no one will kill them; in the same way God threatened with punishment anyone

who would kill Cain (section 1 2). So too, the sign that God put on Cain foreshad

owed the Jewish law, which continues to set apart the Jews from other peoples,

among whom they have been scattered (section 1 3).

Augustine moves ahead to Noah and the ark, which symbolize Christ and the

Church (section 14). The clean and unclean animals in the ark symbolize the

good and bad people in the Church from all nations (section 15). There are

further features of the ark's symbolism. For example, the entrance in its side

signified the side of Christ opened by the lance, from which the sacrament of

forgiveness flowed (section 1 6). Augustine also explains the meaning of the

forty days of flooding and the death of everything outside the ark (section 17).

Noah's age of five hundred years when he was told to build the ark, and the

further one hundred years that it took to build it, signify the six ages of the world,

with the sixth age symbolizing the time ofthe growth of the Church (section 18).

Augustine goes on to discuss the symbolism of the twenty-seventh day and of

the seventh month (section 1 9), of the raven that was sent out after forty days and

of the dove sent out after another seven days (section 20). So too, he indicates the

significance of the roof of the ark's being opened in the six-hundred-and-first

year of Noah's life, of the earth's drying up on the twenty-seventh day of the

second month, and of the people's coming out together from the ark, although

they had entered separately (section 2 1 ). He also discusses the meaning he finds

in the fact that Noah's descendants received the blessing to fill the earth and that

they were given all the animals as food (section 22).

In Noah, who became drunk from the vineyard that he planted and was found

naked in his house, Augustine sees Christ suffering in his people, and in his three

sons he sees the Jews and the gentiles who have been called to the Christian faith

and the Jewish people who have preserved for them the law and the prophets

(section 23). Likewise, in the two sons who showed reverence for their father's

nakedness he sees the blessing of God on those in the Church who came from

the Jews and the gentiles. It is surprising that Manicheans fail to grasp the

symbolism realized in the churches spread throughout the whole world. Like the

sons of Ham, Manicheans scorn the naked flesh from which they were born

(section 24).

Manicheans claim that the prophets of Israel did not foretell Christ, but

Augustine insists that all those pages, as he has just illustrated, are brimming

with predictions of him, if Manicheans would only examine them with piety.

Augustine continues to make his point with the story of Abraham and Isaac

(section 25) and with that about Jacob's wrestling with an angel and the stairway

from earth to heaven, on which the angels of God ascended and descended, for

the angels signified the evangelists, and the stairway signified Christ (section

26). Manicheans take no delight in the holy scriptures, whereas, for Augustine,

Christ meets and refreshes him everywhere in them (section 27). Christ meets
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him in Joseph and in the staff of Moses (section 28). The apostle himself

explained that the rock from which the Israelites drank on their way through the

desert was Christ and that the manna was Christ (section 29). The desert symbo

lizes the life of the faithful in this world, and the celebration of the Passover

clearly points to the redeeming death of Christ. And yet Faustus cries out that he

has found nothing in those writings that foretold Christ (section 30)! Joshua's

name was changed to Jesus, and he led the people into the land of promise.

Augustine also explains the symbolism of the walls of Jericho and of the harlot

(section 31). The time of the judges was followed by the time of the kings, and

these two times signify that the kingdom will come after the judgment. Samson

is a symbol of Christ, and the fleece on the threshing floor symbolizes the nation

of the Hebrews, which had Christ as hidden in mystery, and then the whole

world, which has him as revealed (section 32). Augustine briefly touches upon a

few things from the times of the kings (section 33), turns to Elijah, who was fed

by the raven (section 34), and to Elisha, who was mocked like Christ (section

35). He comments on the symbolism of the migration into Babylon and the

return from Babylon with the restoration of the temple (section 36). He thinks

that even another whole work would not allow him to include, even briefly, all

the things that foretell Christ in the Old Testament.

If anyone says that Augustine is just being clever in showing that all these

things foretell Christ, he appeals to the words of the apostle, All these things

happened to them in figures (1 Cor 10:10), and, These were all symbols of us

( I Cor 10:6). He insists that actions in the scriptures that were done for no natural

benefit and for no necessary purpose must signify something (section 37). For

instance, why was Eve made from Adam's side? Why did the ark have the partic

ular dimensions that it had? Why were there seven pairs of clean animals and two

pairs of unclean ones? Why did Isaac carry the wood? All such apparently super

fluous things warn us that they signify something and that we must seek out what

they signify (section 38). Even the Jews had to defend their books by claiming that

they signified something. Philo, for example, did this when he explained the

proportions of the ark in terms of those of the human body, but of course he failed

to find how they signified Christ (section 39). Pagans too have recourse to a figura

tive sense in interpreting their myths (section 40). Augustine insists that, whoever

says that other things were neither said nor done in the Old Testament, in order that

we might understand Christ in them, will be confronted with other clear and

prophetic statements (section 4 1 ). He takes as an illustration Jacob' s words to his

son, Judah, which clearly speak of Christ (section 42). While not mentioning all

the prophecies that refer to Christ, Augustine lists a few more from Isaiah and the

Psalms (section 43) and still others from Daniel (section 44).

Augustine now takes up Faustus' claim that it is a mark of weak faith not to

believe in Christ without a witness. He asks the Manicheans what the basis was

for their believing in Christ, since they themselves did not, after all, hear the
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voice of the Father from heaven. Furthermore, Paul quoted the Psalmist in

support of his claim that people need someone to preach if they are to come to

believe. In order that people would not scorn their preaching as mere myths, the

apostles appealed to the prophets who foretold those events long before (section

45). Catholic discipline teaches the need for simple faith before understanding

lofty realities, but such simple faith includes a belief in God's providential plan

for our salvation, which was foretold long ago by the prophecies of the Old

Testament (section 46).

To Faustus' objection that the prophets did not live lives worthy of their

prophecies, Augustine asks the Manicheans how they know this. For the present

Augustine settles for Paul's testimony to the righteousness of Abraham's faith,

which the apostle proposed to us as an example to imitate (section 47). This is

the answer that Augustine would give Manicheans in defense of the conduct of

the patriarchs and prophets. Even if he did not understand the symbolism of their

actions, he would not criticize them. But he promises to reply to Faustus in detail

when he mentions the individual actions of these men, for here Faustus offers

only a vague and general criticism (section 48).

Book Thirteen

Faustus poses for himself the question of how he worships Christ if he rejects

the prophets who foretold that Christ was going to come. He replies that he does

not know whether anyone can prove that the Hebrew prophets foretold the Christ

whom Manicheans accept, namely, the Son of God. But in any case this criticism

would hold only for converts to Christianity from Judaism, not for converts from

paganism. Ifhe were still a pagan, it would be absurd to try to convert him to Chris

tianity by using the Hebrew prophets, since he would first have to accept those

prophets. Even today, if he were trying to convert a pagan, he would not try to do

so through the Hebrew prophets. He adds that, if some pagan seers had some

predictions about Christ, as they are reputed to have had, they might be of help in

converting a pagan (section 1 ).

Augustine initiates his response by expressing the hope that his long previous

reply will sufficiently refute Faustus' claim that the Hebrew prophets foretold

nothing about Christ. After all, the title "Christ" was found only in that nation

where it was used for both kings and priests. Where, then, did Manicheans learn

this name? Faustus does not notice that the Hebrew prophets are read in all the

churches but that the pagan seers are not (section 2). Manicheans are displeased at

the sort of Christ that the Hebrew prophets foretold, but the people of all the

nations believe in that Christ. Manicheans should not suppose that the Hebrew

prophets foretold only Christ the man. Augustine shows that they foretold a divine

Christ (section 3). Mani was not a prophet of Christ who was to come, and he

falsely called himself an apostle of Jesus Christ. If Faustus wants to convert a
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pagan to Christ, he will have to appeal to the scriptures, which proclaim the sort of

Christ that Manicheans do not accept (section 4). Faustus had claimed to believe in

Christ on the basis of his reputation for holiness and wisdom, but Augustine

wonders whether reputation is a reliable witness, especially for Manicheans, since

Christ is everywhere proclaimed a descendant of David according to the Hebrew

prophets. The authority of the scriptures is against the Manicheans, and the Mani

cheans' reputation is bad, whereas Christ is reputed to be a descendant of David.

Though they pretend to accept the gospels, they reject the passages that they do not

like as falsifications (section 5). Manicheans therefore have to offer an argument

for the truth of their myth with its truncated beginning, rotten middle, and ruinous

end, but they cannot. In that regard they are not helped by the authority of their

scriptures, nor by the power of miracles, nor by the soundness of their way of life,

nor by any argument from reason (section 6).

Faustus thought that it was unreasonable to try to convert a pagan to Chris

tianity by using the Hebrew prophets. Augustine shows that one can prove the

credibility of those prophets by proving how what they foretold has come about.

For example, there are the prophecies about persecutions from the kings of the

world and the conversion ofthose kings and of their nations to Christ (section 7).

Jeremiah foretold Christ, who was God and also man (section 8). Furthermore,

Isaiah had foretold that the pagans would hide away their handmade idols, and

Augustine suggests that the potential convert from paganism might see that

Isaiah predicted what has been realized in the pagan himself (section 9). This

great evidence might lead the pagan to claim that Christians composed the

prophetic writings after the events, but the Jewish people scattered throughout

the world have preserved those books. In preserving them, the Jews are proof

that the Christians did not write the prophecies after the event (section 10). If a

pagan were disturbed by the fact that the Jewish people did not accept the

gospel, he would be shown that the scriptures predicted that they would not, and

the pagan would have to be taught that the blindness of the Jews is a punishment

for their sins (section 1 1 ). So too, if the pagan were disturbed because there are

Christian heresies, the Hebrew prophets foretold this as well (section 12). If the

pagan still asks for a clear sign by which he might know that he has found the

Church of Christ, there are yet other prophecies foretelling that the Church was

to be exalted like a city on a mountaintop that cannot be hidden (section 13).

Hence, Augustine argues that, from such testimonies of the prophets, which the

pagan sees have already been fulfilled, he would find the Hebrew prophets

worthy of belief concerning the divinity of Christ (section 14).

If any pagan prophets or seers foretold anything true concerning the Son of

God or God the Father, it would have some value for refuting the pagan but not

for confirming the authority of those seers. But the sacred authors worshiped the

one God by rites that were prophetic of what was to come and that were abol

ished when the events they signified occurred, and the kingdom was not taken
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away from the Jews until Christ, the true king and true priest, had come (section

1 5). Hence, a pagan would surely be moved to faith if he preferred his salvation

to his sins and was instructed in the Christian way of life. He would learn that not

everyone in the Church shared in the same heritage and that it was necessary to

tolerate sinners in the Church with patience, as was also foretold in the same

prophets (section 16).

Augustine asks Faustus, then, how he will try to convince of the divinity of

Christ a pagan who believes neither the prophets about Christ nor Christ about the

prophets. Faustus, after all, admitted that he did not know of any pagan seers who

had foretold anything about Christ. Nor would he use Mani to commend Christ,

for Manicheans use the name of Christ to commend Mani, who they say is the

Paraclete whom Christ promised. No one would be so blind as to believe Mani,

even though he does not believe in Christ. Hence, Faustus was wrong in claiming

that the Hebrew prophets are useless before one believes and superfluous after

wards (section 1 7). Should those, then, who have come to believe throw away the

books by which they came to believe? This would have to apply to the gospels

themselves. If the believer says that he still reads the gospels in order not to forget

why he came to believe, then for the same reason he ought still to read the prophets.

If one should throw away the books by which he came to believe, Manicheans

ought to throw away the books by which they came to believe in their myth, which

contains a teaching filled with horrible consequences. Catholics, however, read

the books of the prophets and ofthe apostles to be reminded of their faith, to obtain

the consolation of their hope, and to be exhorted to love (section 1 8).

Book Fourteen

With respect to Moses, Faustus says that he does not accept him because he

never spared anything human or divine in his blasphemies and because he cursed

Christ who hung on a tree. If Moses was a man of God, he knew the wrong that he

was doing but, if he did not know the wrong that he was doing, he was not a man of

God. Moses' abuse also touches all the martyrs who have died a similar death on a

tree. Moreover, he said that they were cursed even in the eyes of God. Faustus

puzzles over the possible dilemma posed by Moses' curse on everyone who hangs

on a tree and on someone who adores the sun or the moon, and he asserts that

Moses' curse on everyone who does not raise up offspring in Israel also falls upon

Jesus and his disciples (section 1 ).

Augustine asks Manicheans why they are angry at Moses, since his curse did

not touch their Christ, who did not have a real and vulnerable body, which could

have had real scars after its real resurrection (section 2). He explains that death

itself is called sin because it came about as the result of sin. Hence, sin is not

merely the evil action that deserves punishment but also the punishment that sin

brought about. It was death that hung on a tree and was condemned so that it
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would not reign (section 3). Faustus therefore should not be surprised that sin

was cursed, that death was cursed, and that the mortality of the flesh was cursed.

Someone who confesses that Christ died and that death comes from sin and for

that reason is called sin ought to understand that Christ became a curse for us

(Gal 3:13), just as he diedfor all (2 Cor 5: 1 5). For he took on our punishment in

order to destroy our guilt and to end our punishment (section 4). Augustine says

this not merely on the basis of his own understanding but also on the basis of the

apostle's words. He asks why Moses should not have called cursed what Paul

called sin, for the curse is the companion of sin (section 5). To add that one

hanging on a tree is cursed even in God's eyes is not more odious, since God

certainly hated our sin and death. Moses insisted upon the universal everyone

because he foresaw the future Manicheans who would not want Christ to meet

real death (section 6). A true Christian understands that Moses did not insult

Christ by his curse but praised his humility, but Manicheans do not praise Christ

when they deny that he had real flesh and that he really died for us (section 7).

Some ignorant people think that Moses cursed Judas rather than Christ, but the

apostle does not allow us to understand the curse otherwise than about Christ

(section 8).

Faustus did not specify what he meant when he accused Moses of never

sparing anything human or divine. Augustine notes, however, that he avoided

saying that Moses never spared anything of the gods so that he would not drive

off the ignorant Christians whom Manicheans try to attract (section 9). Mani

cheans are, after all, worshipers of idols or demons and hold the teachings of

lying demons when they argue that the Son ofGod is a liar (section 1 0). Without

knowing it, Manicheans worship idols and demons in the false images of their

myths, but they worship a creature instead of the creator in worshiping the sun

and the moon. Hence, Augustine suggests that Faustus said that Moses spared

nothing divine because he forbade the worship of the sun and the moon (section

11). In forbidding the worship of the sun and the moon, Moses does not

disparage the sun and the moon but praises God as their creator. Faustus'

supposed dilemma involving being cursed for worshiping the sun and the moon

and being cursed for being hanged upon a tree overlooks the fact that no one is

forcing Manicheans to worship the sun and the moon. A true Christian,

however, understands that one must above all avoid the curse of worshiping the

sun and the moon because it entails the death of the soul, not that of the body, as

Christ also taught. Manicheans' horror at the curse is in fact horror at the real

death of Christ, and, by teaching that Christ only pretended to die, they make

Christ a teacher of lies (section 12). Finally, in reply to Faustus' claim that

Moses was opposed to continence and virginity, Augustine cites a passage from

Isaiah to the contrary and explains how Moses' curse was to be understood in a

carnal sense in the Old Testament but in a spiritual sense in the New (section 1 3).
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Book Fifteen

Once again, with respect to his rejection of the Old Testament, Faustus says

that a full vessel does not accept anything more but spills out anything that one

tries to pour into it. The Jews rejected the New Testament because they were

filled with the Old, and Manicheans who are filled with the New reject the Old,

while Catholics are full of neither but are half full of each. The Manichean

church is wed to the poor Christ and is content with the writings of her husband

alone, whereas the church of the Catholics is forgetful of chastity and enjoys the

gifts and writings of another. The Hebrew God is poor and needy and cannot

give what he promises even to his own wife. Faustus accuses Catholics of

sewing a new patch on an old garment and of serving two husbands without

pleasing either. He contends that anyone who, after divorcing idolatry, worships

both the God of the Hebrews and Christ is like a fallen woman who, after her

husband's death, marries two men (section 1).

Augustine begins his answer by observing that the apostle Paul fits Faustus'

description of the man who pours out half of the vinegar of the Old Testament in

order to fill his vessel with the honey of the New. The new patch and the old

garment do not signify the two Testaments but rather two lives and two hopes,

that is, the hope ofearthly happiness and the hope of the kingdom of heaven. For

the two Testaments, the Lord used the comparison of the head of the household

who brings out of his storeroom things both new and old. For those who under

stand correctly, the Old Testament is a prophecy of the New, and the patriarchs

and prophets who understood what they were doing already had the hope of

eternal salvation and belonged to the New Testament (section 2). Manicheans

claim to be the chaste spouse of Christ, but in proclaiming a gospel other than

what Catholics have received, they try to remove Catholics from the chastity

that the Church preserves in Christ. Hence, Augustine addresses the Catholic

Church, the true spouse of Christ, and asks her to watch out for her children. He

reminds her of how he had once been torn from her bosom by the error of the

Manicheans and addresses in her the little ones, lest they be led astray (section

3). He tells them that they have not been led astray by an alien God who

promised them a full belly and the land of Canaan, and they should not be

disturbed by the two stone tablets, for they have the law written by the Spirit of

God in the carnal tablets of their own hearts. They should, rather, mock the

Manicheans who think that the earth and trees and stones are alive and have

feeling, while flesh lives with a more dense and more obtuse life. These little

ones should not fear the two tablets, which were written by the finger of God,

that is, by the Holy Spirit, for they fulfill the law under grace, not out of fear.

After all, they understand in the two tablets the two commandments of the love

ofGod and the love of neighbor. As the love ofGod preserves the chastity of the

Church, so the love of neighbor preserves her unity (section 4).
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Augustine then addresses the deceitful congregation of the Manicheans and

accuses her of prostitution with demons, that is, with the imaginary figures oftheir

myth. He tells the Manicheans that they have rejected the two tablets of the true

God, which are opposed to their own books. They reject the first commandment

and delight in the names of many gods (section 5). It is wrong not only to say that

there are countless gods, as Manicheans do, but even to say that there are three

gods. Augustine exhorts Manicheans to reject their sacrilegious myths. He distin

guishes between the mythical teachings of the Manicheans and things said in the

scriptures, which have to be understood figuratively or spiritually. Manicheans

claim that Mani came last in order to explain everything in plain language. Hence,

they cannot appeal to a figurative or symbolic interpretation ofMani' s writings but

are forced to take everything he said in its literal sense (section 6). They violate the

second commandment by locating Christ himself in a lie when they deny his true

flesh, and in their restlessness they do not understand the third commandment.

Since Manicheans fail to understand the three commandments about the love

of God, they cannot but fail to understand the seven commandments about the

love of neighbor. For they hold their parents in contempt for binding them in the

bonds of the flesh, and they commit real murder by refusing food to a starving

person out of fear of committing a false murder. Similarly, they turn marriage

into adultery by avoiding the conception of offspring. Their error forces them to

steal and to speak false testimony and to covet the property of others. In fact, the

only commandment that their error does not force them to violate is the ninth

(section 7).

The true spouse of Christ, however, understands the difference between the

letter and the spirit, which is the difference between the law and grace. She

understands that the law was given for the sake oftransgression, but she does not

call the law evil, for she understands the teaching of the apostle. Hence, the true

spouse of Christ is dead to the law, that is, to sin, which becomes more abundant

when the law commands but grace does not give its help. But Manicheans fail to

hear the apostle, who says that the law is good, and the commandment holy, just,

and good (Rom 7: 12), and so they blaspheme God (section 8). The true spouse

of Christ wants Manicheans to be converted from their myths so that they do not

fear Adonai and mock the Hebrew names that they do not understand. Mani

cheans, like Eve, have been deceived by the serpent so that they have lost the

chastity of Christ (section 9). They have cast abuse upon the God of the prophets

because he did not give the Jews what he promised, but they did not understand

what he promised or see that he already gave it. The Manicheans themselves,

however, were clearly foretold by the apostle (section 10). The true spouse of

Christ sees that God's promise to Abraham has already been fulfilled in her and

confidently awaits the fulfillment of the promise of the heavenly Jerusalem.

Hence, the true spouse of Christ calls Manicheans to return to her and to be puri

fied of their error (paragraph 1 1 ).
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Book Sixteen

After asking himself why he does not accept Moses, since Christ said that

Moses wrote about him and told the Jews that, if they believed Moses, they

would have believed him, Faustus replies that he wishes that not only Moses but

all the prophets ofthe Jews and of the gentiles had written about Christ. It cannot

be held against him if Moses is thought to have written something about Christ,

and he claims that one can accept a testimony to Christ from wherever it may be

found. Even if he accepts a testimony to Christ from Moses, that does not help to

take him captive under the law, which he claims is no different than paganism

(section 1). Faustus says that he searched and could find in the books of Moses

no prophecies about Christ; hence, he suspects that the passage in which Jesus

declares that Moses wrote about him is spurious. He says, furthermore, that

Jesus called all those who came before him thieves and robbers and that, when

the Jews challenged Jesus for bearing witness to himself, he appealed to the

witness of the Father and not to any from Moses (section 2). Faustus asks his

Catholic opponent to teach him what Moses said about Christ, and he asks that

he teach him as if he were a Jew or a pagan who did not have to believe that what

Christ said was true (section 3). If a Catholic offered as evidence God' s promise

to Moses that he would raise up a prophet like him, a Jew would laugh at him

because Jesus was not a prophet, and certainly not a prophet like Moses (section

4). If the Catholic produced the passage where it says that the Jews shall see their

life hanging (Dt 28:66 LXX), Faustus notes that, though Catholics add the

words on a tree to this, the passage cannot refer to Christ, unless Moses' curse on

everyone who hangs upon a tree also applies to Christ (section 5). So too,

Faustus argues against the plausibility of the claim that, if the Jews believed

Moses, they would also believe him, because the teaching of Moses is very

unlike that of Christ, since Moses taught the observance of the Sabbath rest, of

circumcision, and of abstinence from certain kinds of meat (section 6). Because

of the difference between the teaching of Moses and that of Jesus, the Jews did

not believe Christ precisely because of their faith in Moses (section 7). If the

Catholic objector insists that it should be enough that Jesus said that, if they

believed Moses, they would believe him, Faustus responds that such a claim

might be enough for a Christian but not for a Jew or a pagan (section 8).

Augustine replies that everything which Moses wrote pertains to Christ

because it either foretells him in figurative events or words or commends his grace

and glory. Hence, Faustus' statement that he is ready to accept any prophecies

about Christ that he might find in the Old Testament is an inadequate response

(section 9). Augustine refutes Faustus' claim that the law of Moses differs in no

way from paganism and says that the New Testament speaks of a temple, a sacri

fice, an altar, and a priestjust as the Old Testament did. Moreover, Faustus feigns a

hatred for paganism, while he in fact worships many gods (section 10).
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Since he cannot show Faustus that Moses said everything that he said with

respect to Christ, Augustine will in the present work show how the passages that

Faustus chose to criticize have to do with proclaiming Christ. There is no reason

for Faustus to think that he is forced into the dilemma of declaring either the

passages spurious or Jesus a liar. But Augustine first insists that, if the truth of

the gospel is called into question, no writing will retain any authority (section

1 1 ). Faustus said that he heard the words of Jesus that all who came before him

were thieves and robbers, and he claimed on the basis of them that Moses could

not have written about Christ. Augustine counters that both statements from the

gospel must be accepted as true, and he explains that those who came before

Jesus were thieves and robbers because they were not sent, as Moses and the

prophets were (section 12). Faustus overlooked the fact that Jesus appealed to

the Jewish law in replying to the Jews who claimed that he bore witness to

himself. Augustine argues against Faustus 's claim that the Jews would have

immediately asked what it was that Jesus thought Moses said about him (section

13). The reason Faustus finds no prophecies about Christ in the writings of

Moses is that he does not understand them, because he reads them with a proud

arrogance. Augustine admits that to ask a Jew or a pagan simply to believe the

words ofJesus is useless, but it should not be useless to ask Faustus to believe the

authority ofthe gospel, which his profession obliges him to accept (section 1 4).

Augustine then turns to God's promise to Moses to raise up a prophet like

him. He explains that likeness does not mean likeness in every respect; despite

the differences between Moses and Jesus, they are alike in other ways (para

graph 15). Augustine admits that Moses was a sinner and that his faith wavered,

but Paul also admitted to being a sinner, and Peter's faith also wavered. He says

that the death of Moses was a prophecy about Christ (section 16). In the scrip

tures the same person often plays different roles at different times to signify

different things, and Moses symbolized the Jewish people under the law. For

example, as Moses doubted God's power at the rock, so the people of Israel did

not believe that Christ was the power of God and nailed him to the cross; the

apostle, after all, said that the rock was Christ (section 1 7). Augustine asks

Faustus why the promise of a prophet like Moses was not a prophecy about

Christ, since Christ referred to himself as a prophet. He therefore calls upon a

Jew instead of Faustus (section 18), and he asks the Jew what prophet God

promised when he spoke to Moses. If the Jew suggests Moses' successor, who

led the people into the promised land, Augustine will ask the Jew why Moses

changed the name of his successor to Jesus and why he sent him ahead from the

valley of Paran into the promised land, if it was not because the true Jesus went

on ahead of us in order to prepare a place for us. Likewise, since God referred to

the same successor of Moses as an angel endowed with God's name, could this

angel ofGod be anyone but the true Jesus (section 1 9)? If, then, the Jew wants to

be a true Israelite, he should recall that the symbolic Jesus, who led the people
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into the land of the dying, is dead, and he should recognize that the true Jesus is

alive, so that under his leadership he may enter the land of the living. A true Jew

would not resist so clear a prophecy. So too, any pagan who does not want to be

stubborn would not hold those books in contempt but would recognize that

Christ was foretold in the Hebrew writings (section 20). We should laugh at the

stupidity of the Manicheans, who think that pagans would not be willing to learn

the Christian faith through the books of the Jews, especially since all the nations

ofthe world are becoming disciples of Christ by means of those books. Because

the Jews preserve those books for us. Christian preachers cannot be thought to

have made up the prophecies about Christ (section 21 ).

Faustus also produced the passage in which it was said to the Jews, You shall

see your life hanging, and you shall not believe in your life (Dt 28:66 LXX).

Augustine asks whether anyone would dare to say that this passage could not be

understood about Christ, since Christ said that he was life and it is clear that he

hung before the eyes of the Jews, though they did not believe in him. This

passage is included among the curses, but not all curses are bad. While a Chris

tian might say that this passage — but only this passage — was written about

Christ, everything that Moses wrote has to do with Christ (section 22). Hence,

the other curses among which this passage is found must also refer to Christ.

Augustine would rather admit that Moses did not understand the passage in

reference to Christ than that he did not prophesy. After all, Caiaphas prophesied

without knowing what he was saying (section 23). Having already addressed the

curse upon everyone who hangs upon a tree, Augustine declares that Moses'

command that the people should kill a prophet or leader who wanted to turn the

people of Israel away from their God or to break one of the commandments

could not have been directed against Christ, for he taught them to love the God

of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob and to obey the commandments (section 24).

Since everything that Moses wrote has to do with Christ, the command to kill a

leader who leads the people astray is intended to preserve the faith in the Church

by the spiritual sword of the word of God (section 25). Augustine points out the

weakness in Faustus' argument that there are no prophecies about Christ in the

writings of Moses; hence, Faustus has not shown that the passage in which

Christ said that Moses wrote about him is spurious (section 26).

Faustus also argued that, because the traditions of Moses and of Christ are so

different, it was implausible that the Jews would believe in both Moses and

Christ. Augustine, however, mentions that people in all the nations of the world

have come to believe in Moses and in Christ at the same time (section 27). With

regard to the Sabbath, circumcision, and the distinction of foods, on which

Faustus had claimed that the two traditions differed, Augustine appeals to the

apostle's statement that all those things were symbols of the Christian people

(section 28). The Sabbath rest was a prophecy about Christ, who rested in the

tomb on the Sabbath before his resurrection, and circumcision was prophetic of
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the stripping away of the mortality of the flesh, which will take place in the

resurrection. There is no truth to Faustus' claim that, according to Jesus' words,

circumcision made a convert to Judaism a son ofhell (section 29). Regarding the

distinction of foods, Faustus said that Moses acted like a glutton. Augustine, on

the other hand, argues that the different kinds of meat signified human beings

who were to be incorporated into the body of Christ or to be rejected (section

30). Following an idea proposed by his fellow Manichean Adimantus, Faustus

said that Christ had forbidden his disciples to eat meat but had allowed worldly

people to eat anything. Augustine accuses Faustus of lying and appeals to the

teaching and conduct of Jesus to show that Jesus did not teach one thing to the

crowds and another to his disciples (section 31). Hence, Catholics are faithful

to Moses' words when they observe the realities signified by such figures,

although they neglect the figures themselves (section 32). Finally, Augustine

sums up his refutation of Faustus and notes with satisfaction that Faustus had

appealed to the way Christ taught the apostle Thomas by showing him his scars,

for, if those scars were real, then the whole teaching of the Manicheans is under

mined (section 33).

Book Seventeen

Faustus asks himself why he does not accept the law and the prophets when

Christ said that he had come not to destroy them but to fulfill them. He asks who

testified that Jesus said this. His Catholic opponent answers that Matthew had him

say this on the mountain in the presence of Peter, Andrew, James, and John.

Hence, Faustus wonders why Matthew bore witness to this, though John, who was

there, did not, and he concludes that it is unclear whether Jesus said any such thing.

From the fact that the author ofthe Gospel ofMatthew spoke ofhimself in the third

person, it seems that someone other than Matthew wrote it (section 1 ). The alleged

statement of Jesus indicates that the Jews must have suspected him of destroying

the law. Moreover, the Old Testament itself had warned against adding or

subtracting anything from the law (section 2).

Augustine responds by marveling at the Manichean insanity of refusing to

believe Matthew when he tells us something about Christ and of wanting us to

believe Mani. After all, if we should not believe Matthew because he was not

present when Christ said those words, we have far less reason to believe Mani.

who was not even born until much later. Matthew could of course have learned

what Christ said from John, who was present when Matthew was not. Moreover,

the Lord could have told Matthew what he had said, and John admitted that there

were many things that Jesus said and did which he did not record in his gospel

(section 3). The fact that Matthew wrote about himself in the third person is no

proof that someone other than Matthew was the author of the gospel attributed to

him. Jesus too spoke of himself in the third person (section 4). Faustus' argu
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ment— that Jesus would not have said that he did not come to destroy the law if he

had not done something to cause such suspicion — is a weak one. Jesus could

certainly seem to be destroying the law in the eyes of the Jews who did not under

stand (section 5). Finally, by the fulfillment of the law Faustus understands an

addition of some words and fails to realize that the law is fulfilled by love. The law

is fulfilled when what it commands is carried out or when what it has foretold is

realized (section 6).

Book Eighteen

Faustus continues to probe Christ's words about fulfilling the law and the

prophets, and he argues that, unless they mean something else, they are directed

as much against Catholics as against Manicheans, because both are Christians

living under the assumption that Christ came to destroy the law and the prophets.

Although Catholics do not admit this in words, they show it in their practice. If

Catholics and Manicheans believed that Christ said these words, they would

have to repent and observe the law in its entirety (section 1). If we grant that we

were mistaken in the past, Faustus asks whether his Catholic opponent is now

going to be circumcised, observe the Sabbath rest with Saturn's chains, feed the

demon of the Jews with sacrifices, and abstain from pork. Pointing to the

teaching of Jesus, Faustus confidently asserts that no Catholic is going to

observe all these prescriptions of the law (section 2). The Manichean faith has

taught him not to believe everything that he reads was written in the name of the

savior, but to test whether each thing is true, sound, and incorrupt. He explains

that the sower of the night has scattered weeds in almost all the scriptures, so that

he must use reason tojudge what is true and what is false. Catholics, on the other

hand, must either yield to silly superstition or admit that this passage is spurious

or deny that they are disciples of Christ (section 3).

Augustine replies that, since Faustus repeats the same things so often, he

himself will not hesitate to repeat the same arguments to the contrary. Christians

do not do the things from the law and the prophets that were signs of the things that

they do now. When Christ came, the law was fulfilled because Christ brought

about the reality of what the law symbolized. The law would not be fulfilled if the

things that symbolized what was to come were not removed from Christian obser

vance (section 4). Augustine emphasizes the absurdity and impiety of Faustus'

attempt to link the Sabbath rest to the pagan god Saturn (section 5). He explains

that the animal sacrifices were symbols and prophecies of Christ, by whose blood

we have been redeemed (section 6). He says that Mani taught his followers the

impious perversity of accepting from the gospel anything not opposed to the

Manichean heresy and of not accepting from it anything that was opposed. Cath

olic Christians do not believe everything rashly and, for this reason, certainly do

not believe Mani and the other heretics. Moreover, Catholic Christians are not
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embarrassed because they supposedly do not observe the commandments of the

law and the prophets, for they recognize that whatever was foretold in them by

means of symbols has been fulfilled in Christ and the Church (section 7).

Book Nineteen

Faustus continues with Jesus' statement about fulfilling the law and the

prophets. He agrees that Jesus said this but asks why he said it. Was it to calm the

furor of the Jews who saw that he was trampling upon their beliefs, or was it to

teach us to submit to the yoke of the law? Faustus of course opts for the first alter

native. Jesus, however, did not specify which law he meant (section 1 ), for there

are three kinds of law: the law of the Hebrews, the law of the gentiles, and the law

of the truth. So too, there are prophets of the Jews, other prophets of the gentiles,

and still other prophets of the truth, as Faustus tries to show from scripture (section

2). It is not clear which kind of law and which kind ofprophets Jesus meant, for in

that context Jesus mentioned the commandments against killing, adultery, and

false swearing, which antedated the law of Moses. Moreover, he showed that the

fulfillment he promised also had to do with those commandments, since he

forbade anger instead of murder, desiring a woman instead of adultery, and all

swearing instead of merely false swearing. When Jesus did mention some

commandments of the Jews, he completely eradicated them by commanding their

opposite, for example, turning the other check instead of taking a tooth for a tooth

and an eye for an eye (section 3). Faustus admits that he would be lost for words if a

Nazarean raised as an objection Jesus' words about not destroying the law, but he

has no hesitation about how to deal with Catholics, who obviously do not observe

the Jewish law (section 4). He is grateful to his teacher, who supported him when

he almost became a Jew, because he had supposed that only an Israelite could

become a Christian. Thus he would come to Christ half-full with the law and the

prophets and would be filled up by Christ (section 5). He asks his Catholic oppo

nent why a Christian destroys the law and the prophets if Christ did not, and he

indicates that Christians do not keep the Sabbath rest, do not mar their bodies with

circumcision, do not offer sacrifices, and do not observe the other sacraments of

the law and the prophets (section 6).

Augustine notes that Faustus now agrees that Jesus said that he did not come

to destroy but to fulfill the law and the prophets. But he wonders why Faustus

goes against Paul's statement that the Jewish observances were all symbols of us

and that all the promises of God were fulfilled in Christ. The New Testament

makes it clear that the law which Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill was the

Mosaic law, and the apostle Paul shows how, through the coming of Christ, the

righteousness of the law may be fulfilled in us. For the righteousness of the law

is fulfilled by the grace of the Spirit in those who learn from Christ, who is the

propitiation for our sins (section 7). So too, Christ fulfilled the prophecies when



36 Introduction

the promise of God became the truth in him. Hence, Christians no longer carry

out observances that announced things to come, because those things have come

about in Christ, and the fact that Christians no longer observe those practices is

the proof that Christ has fulfilled them. Augustine appeals to the words of the

Lord, The law and the prophets lasted up to John (Lk 1 6: 1 6), and to the words of

the Gospel of John, The law was given through Moses, but it became grace and

truth through Jesus Christ (Jn 1 : 1 7). He also acknowledges that there were other

prophets in the Church, but these did not foretell Christ's first coming (section

8). Hence, a Christian is not circumcised precisely because Christ fulfilled what

circumcision had symbolized, and a Christian does not keep the Sabbath rest

precisely because Christ fulfilled what it had foretold (section 9). Likewise, a

Christian does not observe the distinction of foods because Christ has fulfilled

what it symbolized, nor does he any longer observe the various other Jewish

practices that the law had commanded (section 10). Since the observances of

such symbols announced that Christ would come, it is not absurd that a Christian

no longer observes them now that Christ has come (section 1 1 ). Every religion

needs sacraments; the visible signs of holiness, however, can be present even in

those who are not holy, and in that case they are merely signs, not the reality of

holiness (section 12). Christ abolished the sacraments of the old law, which

predicted his coming, because by his coming he fulfilled them (section 13). If

the righteous of old endured persecutions for the sacraments and symbols of

what had not yet been realized, Christians ought now to be ready "to endure all

things for the baptism of Christ, for the eucharist of Christ, and for the sign of

Christ." For the sacraments of Christ are proofs of the fulfillment of the former

sacraments, which were promises of things to be fulfilled (section 14). Students

of the scriptures weigh the question of whether faith in the Christ who was to

come benefited the righteous of old as much as faith in the Christ who has come

benefits the Christian today (section 15). For the present, however, Augustine

aims to show that it is not true that the realities which the prophetic religion fore

told and which the gospel religion has announced as having come about are

different merely because the signs and sacraments are different. Someone who

claims that, if Christ did not destroy the law and the prophets, the sacraments of

the law and the prophets would remain in Christian celebrations, could also say

that, if Christ did not destroy the law and the prophets, his birth, suffering, and

death would still be promised (section 16). The first Christians who came from

Judaism to the Christian faith were for a time permitted to keep the rites and

traditions of their fathers, which no longer signified something that was to come,

provided that they did not believe that such rites and traditions were necessary

for salvation. But when the gentiles became Christians, they were not burdened

by the rites and sacraments of the law. Paul wrote extensively against some

Christians who came to the faith from Judaism and tried to impose on the

gentiles the Jewish observances. Augustine remarks that the Nazareans, whom
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Faustus mentioned, are among those who maintain that the Jewish observances

remain necessary for salvation even now (section 17). Hence, Manicheans have

no grounds for claiming that Christ came to destroy the law and the prophets

because Christians no longer observe them. Christians no longer maintain the

rites that promised what Christ has fulfilled, but they certainly do observe the

commandments that are concerned with correct conduct, although they do not

observe the sacraments that promised Christ's coming (section 18).

Christ did not fulfill commandments that antedated the Mosaic law, as

Faustus supposes, nor did he render commandments of the Mosaic law invalid

by commanding the opposite. Instead he strengthened certain commandments

of that law (section 1 9). Augustine asks whether the righteous of old, such as

Enoch and Seth, never thought that it was wrong to be angry at a brother without

reason or to call him a fool. If they did not, how were they righteous? If they did,

how did Christ first forbid such actions? If, in fulfilling the law, Christ made

wrong what was previously not wrong, he did not fulfill a law that existed but

made a new law (section 20). Augustine likewise asks whether the righteous of

old committed adultery in their heart, if Christ' s fulfillment of the law first made

it wrong to desire a woman in one's heart (section 2 1 ). As far as fulfilling the law

against swearing is concerned, even Paul swore, and Manicheans swear by Mani

and by the Paraclete. Hence, Christ did not fulfill the law by making certain

additions to the law (section 22). Rather, because the Jews understood by

murder only the death of the body, Christ taught that every wrongful act against

a brother is in a class with murder. So too, he taught that not merely sexual inter

course with another's wife but even the desire for it is adultery. But, though

perjury is a great sin, swearing truthfully is no sin at all. In order to guard against

swearing falsely, however, Christ wanted to keep us safe from perjury by telling

us not to swear at all (section 23). The commandment to love one's neighbor but

to hate one's enemy was not, as Manicheans think, proper to the law of Moses.

The apostle, after all, said that certain persons were hateful to God. Augustine

asks Manicheans whether their God loves the nation of darkness or whether we

are to love our enemies insofar as they are good and hate them insofar as they are

evil. If the latter, then every sinner ought to be hated as a sinner but ought to be

loved as a human being. Augustine insists that we do not find an enemy evil

because of his nature. Christ, then, corrected a misunderstanding of the law

because people hated not merely the sin but also the sinner. Manicheans,

however, cannot defend their God by claiming that he loved the nation of dark

ness, and for this reason he cannot stand as an example ofhow we are to love our

enemies (section 24).

Augustine explains that the Old Testament commandment of taking an eye for

an eye and a tooth for a tooth was aimed at holding in check the flames of hatred

and limiting revenge to the degree of the injury received. He asserts that there is a

certain just vengeance and that, when we forgive any injury, we forego the debt
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that is owed to us. To exact just vengeance is not to sin at all, but someone who

does not want to exact any vengeance guards himselfagainst the exaction ofunjust

vengeance. Christ's words did not add anything that was lacking to the law but

were directed to accomplishing more safely what the law commanded (section

25). What Christ said about the commandment on divorce was not contrary to

what the people of old were commanded. The purpose of giving a certificate of

divorce was to cause a delay so that a man would consider what an evil it was to

divorce one's wife. Augustine, however, is puzzled at why a Manichean should be

displeased at a man's dismissing his wife, given the Manichean view of marriage

(section 26).

Hence, Christ did not fulfill the old law by the addition of certain words or by

issuing contrary commandments. What he said in his own person was either a

needed explanation of what was obscure or a means of preserving what the law

intended. He did not fulfill the law in the sense that he made an incomplete law

whole but in the sense that by the inspiration of grace he enabled people to carry

out what the law commanded (section 27). And so everything or almost everything

that Christ taught or commanded was found in the Old Testament, as Augustine

illustrates with a series of texts taken from there (section 28). He furthermore

points out that, in speaking about a man's dismissing his wife, Christ quoted the

passage from Genesis in which God made human beings male and female and

joined them together. Faustus had criticized Moses for destroying marriages and

praises Christ for strengthening them, but as a Manichean he ought to have praised

Moses for separating what the devil joined together and blamed Christ for

strengthening the devil's work (section 29). Hence, Christ came not to destroy but

to fulfill the Old Testament, because he gave the Spirit by whom Christians could

fulfill what the law commanded but could not itself fulfill (section 30). Finally,

Augustine relates that in the Old Testament he has never found the expression "the

kingdom of heaven," which the Lord uses so often, although the Old Testament

does have clear testimonies to eternal life and to the resurrection of the body. The

expression in question is proper to the New Testament (section 3 1 ).

Book Twenty

Faustus now turns to the Catholic objection that Manicheans are really

pagans since they worship the sun. He therefore agrees to state his Manichean

faith with the intent of showing that it is Catholics who deserve to be called

pagans (section 1 ). In articulating his faith in God the Father, Christ his Son, and

the Holy Spirit, Faustus locates the Father in the highest and inaccessible light

but has the Son reside in both the sun and the moon, while the Holy Spirit

inhabits the whole surrounding air and the suffering Jesus hangs from every tree

(section 2). Faustus distinguishes between a schism and a sect and argues that

Manicheans are a sect rather than a pagan schism, because they hold very



Introduction 39

different beliefs from pagans, especially since pagans believe that there is one

principle of all things (section 3). Faustus in fact argues that Catholicism and

Judaism are basically pagan schisms, inasmuch as each holds for the origin of all

things from one principle, while there are only two sects, namely, pagans and

Manicheans (section 4).

Augustine responds first of all that Manicheans are far worse than pagans,

since pagans worship things that exist, albeit things that should not be wor

shiped as gods, whereas Manicheans worship things that do not exist at all

(section 5). Manicheans can hardly be said to worship the sun, since their myth

tells such detestable lies about it (section 6). Augustine says that in their myth

Manicheans are unable to think of any sort of light except that which they are

accustomed to see with bodily eyes, so that their God is visible to the eyes not

merely of human beings but even of animals and worms. Manicheans have

failed to distinguish the light by which the mind knows intelligible things from

the light that is God, from whom we have our existence, our knowledge, and our

love (section 7). Augustine asks why Manicheans locate the power of the Son in

the sun and his wisdom in the moon, since his power and wisdom can never be

separated, for only bodies can be separated by different places. He wonders why

Manicheans separate the Son from himself by placing his power in the sun and

his wisdom in the moon, although they do not separate the Holy Spirit from

himself, since he fills all the air (section 8). But there are other elements in the

Manichean myth that have no existence at all, and for this reason Manicheans

are worse than pagans. For pagans either worship things that exist or they know

that their gods are the products of the imagination of their poets. Rather than

trying to show that elements ofthe Manichean myth are non-existent, Augustine

simply points out that, if their myth is true, then the substance of God is mutable,

corruptible, and able to be defiled (section 9). For Manicheans to claim that they

have the truth because they are very different from pagans is like calling a dead

person healthy because he is no longer sick. They should realize that groups can

be divided in different ways on different bases. Pagans differ from Manicheans,

according to Faustus, insofar as pagans hold that there is only one principle of all

things, but pagans are very much like Manicheans insofar as they worship many

gods (section 10).

Turning to Faustus' words about the suffering Jesus, Augustine exclaims at

the insanity of the Manichean idea that the earth conceives him and brings him

forth in all trees and plants, although they shrink from the idea of Jesus' being

born from the womb of Mary on the grounds that he would have been defiled.

Furthermore, the suffering Jesus of the Manicheans must have been defiled

while still hanging on the tree, if the Elect are to purify him by their eating.

Augustine then questions how many Christs there are. for it seems that there is

one Christ who hangs from every tree, another whom the Jews crucified, and a

third stretched out in the sun and the moon (section 1 1 ). Faustus stated that
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Manicheans worship the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, "one and the same

God under three names." Augustine asks why Faustus did not say that he was

worshiped under many names — and not merely under many names but also

under many realities "if there are as many persons as there are names" (section

1 2). Faustus claimed that Manicheans practiced the same religion with respect

to the bread and the cup, though Augustine questions how Faustus can say this,

since Manicheans refuse to drink wine, although they acknowledge their God in

the grape. Moreover, the Manicheans' God is bound up in all foods, while for

Catholics he is present only in the consecrated bread (section 13). Augustine

asks why Manicheans do not claim to have the same religion as pagans on

account of Hyle, which is found in some of the books of the pagans. But the

Manichean theologian calls the principle and nature of evil by the name of Hyle,

while the Greeks meant by Hyle the unformed matter of all things. Manicheans,

who are ignorant of what matter is, locate in their Hyle the forms of all sorts of

bodies (section 14). Faustus says that Manicheans are better than pagans

because they do not worship God "with altars, shrines, images, victims, and

incense," but Faustus makes God dwell in a temple, of which the devil has made

a part (section 15). So too, Faustus has made the mind an altar, but Augustine

replies that one can see whose altar Faustus' mind is from the teachings it

contains (section 1 6). Faustus claimed to offer simple and pure prayers to God in

place of sacrifices, but the Manichean God is immolated in all the sacrifices of

the pagans. Furthermore, when Faustus' soul prays, what can it do but express

hatred for the God who has delivered the soul, which is a part of himself, into the

hands of the nation of darkness, from which their God needs deliverance

(section 17)?

Manicheans speak favorably about their temple, altar, and sacrifice, which

are praised in the true religion as due to the true God. Pagan sacrifices were,

Augustine explains, imitations of the true sacrifice, which is offered to the true

God, while the sacrifices of the Old Testament were predictions of the one true

sacrifice that Christ offered (section 1 8). Catholics have not derived the idea of

the monarchy, that is, of the single principle, from pagans; rather, pagans had

not completely lost the idea of the true God, although in their idols they

worshiped a creature instead of the creator (section 19). Catholics, furthermore,

have not turned pagan sacrifices into agapes, but they have understood that one

sacrifice of mercy which the Lord said that he wanted, and they offer food to the

poor and needy in their agapes (section 20). Faustus accused Catholics of

placating "the shades of the dead" in the worship they offer to the martyrs.

Augustine wonders where Faustus heard of shades of the dead, but he explains

that Catholics do not offer sacrifice to the martyrs or erect altars to them. Rather,

Catholics reverence and praise the martyrs as holy men and women but do not

offer them the cult of latria, which is reserved for God alone, although the

demons claim for themselves this sort of worship in the pagan religion. Augus
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tine admits that some Catholics get drunk at the memorials of the martyrs but

says that it is less bad to get drunk at such a memorial than to offer sacrifice to the

martyrs. Furthermore, the sacrifices of the patriarchs should not be criticized on

the grounds that pagans also offered sacrifices (section 2 1 ).

Faustus asserted that the Jews used to have temples, sacrifices, altars, and

priests, and that they abandoned only the idols when they were separated from the

pagans. Augustine responds that, even without the idols, the Jews could have

worshiped a creature rather than the creator and in that way have pleased the

demons. The patriarchs did not offer sacrifice to anyone but the one true God, the

creator of all things, and God wanted those sacrifices to be offered to himself

because they were promises of the one true sacrifice that Christ offered for the

forgiveness of sins (section 22). Faustus also said that Catholics made no changes

to the pagan way of life. Augustine asks how the way of life of the pagans, who

lacked faith, hope, and love, could be the same as that ofbelievers, for, if someone

believes something else, hopes for something else, and loves something else, his

life is necessarily different. So too, Manicheans eat the same bread and drink the

same water as other people, but they differ from them in what they believe and in

the end to which they refer their actions. It is the difference in faith that makes for a

different way of life. Moreover, it takes nothing away from the soundness ofCath

olic doctrine that many who bear the Catholic name do not want to be healed by the

Catholic faith (section 23)

Book Twenty-One

Faustus has his Catholic objector ask him whether there is one God or two.

Faustus responds that there is one God, insists that Manicheans never speak oftwo

gods, and asks his opponent why he suspects otherwise. His opponent notes that

Manicheans speak of two principles, one of good things and the other of evil

things. Faustus admits that Manicheans have two principles but says that they call

the one God and the other Hyle or the demon. He argues that they are not two gods

and uses a number of antitheses to make his point. Yet he admits that at times

Manicheans call the opposing nation god, since the apostle Paul spoke of the god

ofthis world (2 Cor 4:4) (section 1 ).

Augustine replies that Catholics often hear Manicheans referring to two gods,

and he says that most Catholics understand the apostle's statement in such a way as

to speak ofthe unbelievers of this world rather than of the God of this world. In any

case the true God does not blind people maliciously or unjustly, but the same God

shows his mercy to some and his justice to others (section 2). Manicheans,

however, separate from God whatever offends them, attribute to him the goodness

of his gifts, and remove from him the justice of his punishments. It would be much

better for them to stand, like the apostle, in awe at God's inscrutable but just judg

ments (section 3). Though Faustus defended himself by denying that Manicheans
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have two gods and said that they have God and Hyle, Augustine declares that they

are wrong because they attribute to Hyle things that the true God made and think

that those things are evil (section 4). He insists that the divine art makes all things,

the highest and the lowest, and arranges each in its proper place. The law of nature

— in accord with which every living being, however lowly, cherishes its own flesh

— stands opposed to the Manichean hatred of the flesh (section 5). The unity,

organization, and harmony of bodily organs in a lowly creature could only come

from God, who is the source of all unity, beauty, and order (section 6). In

commending the holy love that husbands should have for their wives, the apostle

taught that no one ever hates his own flesh butfeeds and cherishes it (Eph 5:29),

and he compared this love to Christ's love for the Church (section 7). So too, in the

First Letter to the Corinthians, from which Augustine quotes extensively, the

apostle taught that God made all the different members of the body and gave them

their different functions (section 8). Though the apostle said that God made these

members and our body, Manicheans say that Hyle, not God, made them. If

someone wants to understand that the apostle said that the devil blinds the minds of

unbelievers by his temptations, Augustine finds that acceptable and argues that in

one and the same evil act one thing can come from the devil who tempts, another

from the sinner who consents, and still another from the justice of God, who aban

dons the sinner. In the expression, the god ofthis world, the apostle does not use the

term god without qualification, as he did when he said, God arranged the indi

vidual members in the body as he willed (1 Cor 12:18) (section 9). Manicheans

attribute to the animals in the nation of darkness, which they say Hyle formed,

many good qualities and remarkable activities, which could only come from God,

and according to their myth these animals lost many of these great goods when

they were mingled with the good (section 10). Augustine points to some difficul

ties in the antitheses that Faustus used in his argument that Hyle was not a second

god (section 1 1 ). He shows that there was great health and fecundity in the animals

of the nation of darkness before any mingling with the good (paragraph 12). Like

wise, the animals of this nation had suitable food for themselves, which they found

sweet and pleasant to their taste. Faustus had included poison and its antidote

among his antitheses, as if Hyle were the poison and God its antidote. Augustine

observes that God and Hyle turn out to be poison for each other (section 13).

Hence. Manicheans could have said that these were two goods or two evils or

two goods and two evils — goods for themselves and evils for each other. For

there was great health, abundance, and the sweetness of pleasure in both nations,

though Manicheans want one kingdom to be evil in itself. Augustine argues that

the prince of darkness and his kingdom had great power, harmony, and discipline

and was only evil for the other kingdom. The kingdom of light, however, had in it

the evils of corruptibility and necessity, even before it was mingled with the

kingdom of darkness (section 1 4). The Manichean God either had or did not have

foreknowledge of the coming clash with the nation of darkness. If he did, he must
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have feared the outcome, and that fear would have been a great evil. If he did not,

he suffered the great evil of ignorance (section 15). Augustine asks whether he had

no love and compassion for his members, which he foresaw faced eternal punish

ments, though they had done nothing to merit them. Manicheans are forced to

admit great evils in their God and his kingdom, even before their mingling with

evil. Furthermore, there was greater evil in the kingdom of good than in the

kingdom of evil and in the Manichean God than in Hyle. Hence, Manicheans

should say that there are two evils, one worse than the other, or that there are two

goods, not two highest goods, but one better than the other. In accord with the

Manichean myth, Hyle turns out to be better than God (section 16).

Book Twenty-Two

Faustus asks himselfwhy he blasphemes the law and the prophets. In reply he

declares himself ready to admit that everything written about them is false, but

he says that one cannot maintain that the patriarchs and prophets are innocent

without admitting that the writers of the Old Testament are liars (section 1 ).

Having condemned these writers, Faustus undertakes a defense of the law,

namely, the commandments against killing, adultery, and false swearing, not

the shameful additions that the Jews mixed in with these. The fact that Catholics

do not observe the Jewish additions shows that they do not consider them to be

part of the law. Faustus invites his Catholic opponent to cut the Jewish accre

tions away from the law (section 2). He fails to see why Manicheans are accused

ofblaspheming the patriarchs and prophets since, if the Jewish writers wrote the

truth, the patriarchs and prophets were guilty and deserved to be condemned

(section 3). The Jewish writers have, moreover, made up wicked lies about God,

claiming, for example, that he first lived in darkness and was surprised to see the

light, that he was ignorant of the future when he gave Adam the commandment,

that he was initially blind so that he did not see Adam in paradise, and that he

sought blood and fat from every sacrifice (section 4).

With regard to the patriarchs Faustus suggests that, even after God promised

Abraham children from Sarah, he slept with a mistress with the knowledge ofhis

wife. Likewise, he lied about Sarah's being his wife. Jacob did similar things to

his wife, Rachel, and was fought over by his two wives and two mistresses.

Faustus also lists the crimes, real or supposed, of David, of Hosea, and of Moses,

and he concludes that we must either despise the patriarchs or hate those writers

for their lies (section 5).

Augustine replies that Manicheans understand neither the sacraments of the

law nor the deeds of the prophets. He states that he has already said a great deal

about how the commandments of the old law were fulfilled by the grace of the

New Testament and how the promises of the law were fulfilled by the cessation
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of the sacraments of that time (section 6). Hence, Manicheans criticize what

they do not understand and call the sacraments of the old law leprosy or mange

or warts (section 7).

Manicheans foolishly think that God once dwelled in darkness because they

cannot distinguish between the light that is God himself and the light that God

made (section 8). As God is sufficient unto himself for his happiness, so he is

sufficient unto himself for light, but Manicheans do not worship such a God but

a figment of their imagination (section 9). Augustine admits that students of the

scriptures discuss peacefully what the light was that God made on the first day,

whether it was the minds of the angels or a certain hidden bodily light (section

10). Nor should Manicheans suppose that God dwelled in darkness before he

made the light (section 1 1). They are displeased that God was pleased with his

works. The Manichean God, however, who immersed his own members in dark

ness, could hardly be pleased with his works (section 12). Genesis does not say

that God was surprised at his own works, but Christ expressed his surprise at the

faith of the centurion, which he had himself produced in the centurion's heart

(section 13). Manicheans criticize God for giving the commandment to Adam

who would not keep it, but an impious pagan could also criticize Christ for

choosing Judas, who was going to betray him, and for asking who touched him.

An impious pagan could criticize Christ or the God of the New Testament for

many of the same reasons that Manicheans criticize the God of the Old Testa

ment— for example, for being angry, for bloodshed, and for not sparing his own

Son. If Manicheans can defend the New Testament against such charges from a

pagan, why do they criticize the Old Testament? But if they cannot, they ought

to criticize both the Old and the New Testaments (section 14). If Manicheans

dare to claim that passages in the New Testament which they do not like are

interpolations, Augustine refers to his previous reply to that ploy (section 15).

Hence, as Catholics defend the truth of the Old Testament against Mani

cheans by appealing to passages in the New similar to those that Manicheans

criticize in the Old, so Augustine claims that he would defend the New Testa

ment against a pagan who criticizes it by appealing to passages in the books of

the pagans similar to those that the pagan criticizes in the New Testament

(section 16). The pagan, of course, would have no objection to the sacrifices of

the Old Testament, but Augustine would explain to him how those sacrifices

were prophetic of the one true sacrifice of Christ, while pagan sacrifices are

imitations of that true sacrifice (section 17). If the pagan raised an objection

about the jealousy of God or of Christ, Augustine would explain that the jeal

ousy of God does not mean that he is mentally upset or tormented but that he

exercises a loving custody over his spouse's chastity (section 18). If the pagan

complained about the thousands of human beings who were slain, Augustine

would appeal to God's providence and judgment and would show that the sins of
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those who were slain were neither slight nor non-existent (section 19). Faustus

complained that the God of the Old Testament had threatened to spare no one,

neither the righteous nor sinners. Augustine explains that God spares neither the

righteous nor sinners because he purifies the former, strengthening or testing

their virtue, and punishes the latter. Even the apostle was given a thorn in his

flesh in order to test and perfect his virtue (section 20). Augustine claims that he

has replied to Faustus' charges against the God of the Old Testament and

accuses Manicheans of holding false beliefs about Catholics (section 21).

Even if there were some people who worshiped the sort of God that Mani

cheans suppose that Catholics worship, these people would worship a better

God than that of the Manicheans. For example, the Manichean God did not

dwell in darkness but plunged into darkness a light coeternal to him. Augustine

quotes from Mani's letter known as The Foundation about how members of the

Manichean God wandered off "from their earlier bright nature and became

enemies of the holy light." If those members did not foresee their eternal separa

tion from the light, they were eternally in the darkness of ignorance. If they did

foresee it, they were in eternal fear. If the Manichean God foreknew, feared, and

sorrowed over the coming loss of his members, he was powerless to avert this

and was conquered by necessity before he encountered the enemy. The God of

the Hebrews, even ifhe were as bad as Faustus claimed, would be better in every

way than the God of the Manichean myth. For example, Faustus criticizes the

Hebrew God for desiring the blood and fat of sacrifices, but the Manichean God

is himself bound in all the flesh that is offered to idols in sacrifice. The God

whom Faustus criticizes may have slain thousands of human beings, but the

Manichean God surrenders his own members, which are the substance of God,

into the whirlpool of sin and condemns them to eternal punishment. The God

whom Faustus criticizes may have spared neither the righteous nor sinners, but

the Manichean God did not spare even his own innocent members. If the souls

that allowed themselves to wander off and become enemies of the holy light

were forced to do this by the enemy, they were condemned, although they are

innocent. But if they were able and did not will to resist the enemy, the evil came

from them, and there is no reason to introduce the nature of evil. Out of pride

Manicheans remove the origin of evil from the will and locate it in a nature of

evil that their myth imagines (section 22).

In the same way Manicheans do not find fault with the patriarchs and

prophets whom Catholics honor but with those whom they imagine. Augustine

undertakes the long defense of the patriarchs and prophets whom Faustus

attacked, although he feels that the patriarchs and prophets, as Faustus describes

them, are better than the Manichean Elect (section 23). Augustine first declares

that not only the language but also the life, the actions, and the whole kingdom of

the Hebrew people were prophetic of Christ and of his Church, as the apostle
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said (section 24). When Manicheans criticize the supposedly lustful actions of

the patriarchs, they fail to grasp their symbolic meaning. They are like school

boys who cannot distinguish an anomalous expression in a great author from an

ordinary person's simple grammatical error (section 25).

From here Augustine turns to a consideration of what sin is before examining

whether the actions of the men and women in the Old Testament were sins or

not. If he finds that they were sins, he will examine why they were recorded

there, and if he finds that they were only apparently sins, he will still examine

why they were written down there (section 26). Augustine defines sin as "a

deed, word, or desire contrary to the eternal law." The eternal law is "the divine

reason or the will of God commanding that the natural order be preserved and

forbidding that it be disturbed." In a human being the natural order demands that

reason be preferred to the soul and that the soul be preferred to the body. Reason

is in part contemplative and in part active, and the contemplative part, in which

is found the image of God, is the more excellent. Hence, rational action ought to

obey rational contemplation, whether we are living by faith in this life or by the

vision ofGod in the next (section 27). Thus the deed of a person who is obedient

to faith reins in all mortal pleasures and keeps them to their natural limit. The

human creature was created with the possibility of not sinning if he had not

willed to sin (section 28). Mortal pleasures are to be stimulated or suppressed in

order to restore or preserve the mortal health of each individual or of the human

race. Passions that go further and perform some deed contrary to the norms of

temperance are certainly wrong (section 29). In the light of the eternal law

Augustine examines whether Abraham sinned by having intercourse with a

woman not his wife, and he explains that the eternal law permits the pleasure of

intercourse not so as to satisfy lust but so as to preserve the human race. Thus

Abraham preserved the order of nature, since he aimed at nothing else in having

intercourse except the birth of a child, while Mani teaches that seed should be

spilled so as to prevent conception (section 30). Sarah too observed the natural

order in wanting children and did not give in to the lust of her husband but

obeyed his commands (section 31). Abraham's action could not be defended if

God had already promised him a child from Sarah, but Augustine recalls that

God had not yet told Abraham that the offspring that had been promised him was

going to come from Sarah. Abraham first thought of adoption and then hoped

for offspring from his own flesh by Sarah's maidservant (section 32).

Faustus also accused Abraham of lying to Abimelech and Pharaoh by

saying that Sarah was his sister. Augustine argues that Abraham did not lie in

suppressing the fact that Sarah was also his wife and that he did not consent to

the violation of his wife but trusted that God would preserve her and restore her

unharmed (section 33). Some people who honor the Old Testament think that

Abraham's faith wavered and that he denied his wife out of fear, as Peter denied
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the Lord out of fear. Augustine admits that, if he did not have another way to

understand what Abraham did, he would accept this interpretation, but he sees

no need to criticize Abraham in that way (section 34). Faustus claimed that

Abraham lied in saying that Sarah was his sister. Augustine responds that scrip

ture does not reveal that Sarah was not his sister and that it was the custom then

to speak of cousins and other more distant relatives as sisters (section 35).

Someone might object that Abraham should have trusted God and admitted that

Sarah was his wife. But, if Abraham admitted that Sarah was his wife, he would

have entrusted two things to God: his life and his wife's chastity. Augustine says

that, when a person can do something, he should not put God to the test. As

evidence, he appeals to the teaching of Christ, to his flight into Egypt, and to the

actions of the apostle Paul (section 36). One might argue that Sarah's chastity

would not have been violated if she had intercourse with another man, since she

would have done it for the sake ofher husband' s life and with his knowledge, but

Augustine prefers the previous and more honorable interpretation (section 37).

He also explains how Abraham and Sarah prophetically symbolized Christ and

his Church on pilgrimage in this world (section 38). Abraham's calling Sarah

his sister symbolized that the Church was the sister of Christ under the Father

(section 39). That Abraham hid from strangers the fact that Sarah was his wife

symbolized the way in which it is hidden from those outside the Church whose

spouse she really is (section 40).

Augustine then explains how Lot, his wife, and the people ofSodom symbol

ized the judgment that is to come, while Lot's sleeping with his daughter

symbolized the people under the law (section 41). Lot's action is not justified

because it is recounted in scripture, for his daughters intended one thing while

God intended something else (section 42). If we look to the standards of eternal

law, the actions of Lot and his daughters are to be judged not only by what they

were but also by why they were done (section 43). Lot should be blamed for

drunkenness but not for incest (section 44). In any case Augustine insists that he

is defending the scriptures, not the sins of human beings. God offers no testi

mony to the righteousness of Lot's action, which is narrated but not praised

(section 45).

Faustus accused Isaac of pretending that Rebecca, who was his wife, was his

sister, although it is clear from scripture that she was his sister. Isaac can be

defended in the same way as his father can be. Augustine also states that Isaac's

caressing his wife must be understood prophetically in terms of Christ and the

Church (section 46). Faustus objected to Jacob's having four wives as a great

crime. Augustine argues that, at the time when this was a custom, it was not a

crime, and he distinguishes among sins against nature, custom, and law. Having

many wives was not a sin against nature or a sin against custom or a sin against any

law (section 47). Entrusting the judgment about the morals of holy men to Mani-

cheans is analogous to entrusting to the sick the judgment about what food and
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medicine is good for them (section 48). Faustus' assertion that the four women

fought over his body each day is completely false. Rachel had, after all, brought

her sister to Jacob (section 49). Jacob was not conquered by the pleasures of

intercourse but was a man of great temperance; he was also clearly a real man

who used the women without becoming subject to carnal pleasure (section 50).

In his attempt to search out the mysteries signified by Jacob's four wives,

Augustine notes that the apostle Paul explained that Abraham's two wives signi

fied the two Testaments (section 51). The two free wives of Jacob signify the

temporal and eternal lives of the body of Christ, and their names, Leah and

Rachel, signify the labor of this life and the contemplation of the next (section

52). Augustine draws from this symbolism the moral that in this life we must

face the labor ofrighteousness in fulfilling the commandments and not immedi

ately look for the joys of contemplation (section 53). Like Leah, the labor of the

righteous becomes fertile in begetting offspring for the kingdom, while the

desire for contemplation, like Rachel, wants to be free from all work and longs

to gaze upon the things of God (section 54). Augustine expatiates on the

prophetic symbolism of the two maidservants of Rachel and Leah (section 55)

and of the mandrakes that Rachel received from Leah's son. He dismisses the

idea that this fruit produces fertility in sterile women and suggests that it

symbolizes the good reputation that the leaders of the Church attain amid the

perils and toil of action (section 56). He draws from it the lesson that it is unjust

that the life of leisure and study hold back its lovers from the work of governing

the Church for the common good, if they are men suited for Church administra

tion (section 57). As Rachel surrendered his husband to her sister Leah, so the

life of contemplation and study surrenders her lovers to the work of governing

the churches (section 58). At this point Augustine rests his defense of the three

great patriarchs (section 59).

Regarding Lot, however, the scriptures present not only his praiseworthy

actions but also his drunkenness and incest. As we are taught to imitate his good

deeds, so we are taught to avoid his sinful ones. Similarly, the deed of Judah in

sleeping with his daughter-in-law offers no reason for blaming the sacred books,

for Judah is not praised in them, although he was a prophecy of Christ, who

would come from his tribe (section 60). Likewise, Judah sold his brother Joseph

into slavery, but the evil actions reported in scripture do not make the scripture

evil. While Judah sinned in sleeping with Tamar, his daughter-in-law, who was

disguised as a prostitute, he did not know that she was his daughter-in-law, and

the woman deceived him not out of lust but out of a desire for a child from his

bloodline. Hence, she was more justified than Judah was (section 61). Faustus

and the Manicheans wrongly suppose that, because Catholics accept the scrip

tures, they must praise all the actions reported in them (section 62). Although

Judah was counted among the twelve patriarchs, his actions need be praised no

more than those of Judas, who was counted among the twelve apostles (section
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63). Faustus finds it reprehensible that, according to Matthew, Christ is said to

have come from the tribe of Judah, with Zerah, the son of Tamar by her union of

Judah, as his ancestor, for he wants to fault the incarnation by faulting Christ's

ancestors (section 64).

The scriptures, against which Faustus rages, pronounce judgment on the

praiseworthy and the blameworthy actions of human beings without showing

partiality to anyone (section 65). Scripture blames the sins of David even more

than Faustus does, but it also shows his humble repentance and his many good

and laudable actions (section 66). It recounts the sins and repentance of both

David and Saul and teaches us that it is our interior disposition that is important

in repenting of our sins (section 67). So too, in the gospel Peter and the demons

confessed Christ in the same words, but they did not have the same merit

(section 68).

Augustine then turns to Moses, whom Faustus criticized for killing one

Egyptian and robbing many others (section 69). For the moment Augustine

concedes that God did not command Moses to kill the Egyptian and admits that

in the light of the eternal law Moses ought not to have killed him. Yet Moses had

a soul that was capable of developing the great virtues that he would need as a

leader of the people. Peter's impetuosity in drawing a sword to defend the

Lord showed a similar aptitude for the virtues of a leader (section 70). God

commanded the despoiling of the Egyptians so that Moses would have sinned if

he had not robbed them (section 71). Faustus claims that the true God would

never have commanded such an action, but Augustine counters that only the true

God could correctly command such actions, since he allows no one to suffer

anything unsuitable. The same sort of vanity could object to the Lord's sending

the demons into the pigs (section 72). The eternal law has placed certain actions

in a middle position, so that it rightly reprehends boldness in carrying them out

on one's own initiative and rightly praises obedience in carrying them out at

God's command. For example, if Abraham had tried to sacrifice his son on his

own initiative, he would have sinned, but not if he did so at God's command

(section 73). In the same way there is a big difference between an action

performed out of human greed and one performed in obedience to God's

command. Hence, Faustus should not be horrified at the wars that Moses waged.

What is blameworthy in war is the desire to do harm, cruelty in taking

vengeance, a mind incapable of peace, fierceness in rebellion, and a lust for

domination. But at the command of God or of some legitimate authority good

men often undertake wars against the violence of others. Augustine appeals to

the Baptist's directives to the soldiers who came to him and to Jesus' praise of

the centurion's faith (section 74).

The natural order demands that the authority and decision to wage war should

rest with the ruler and that soldiers have the duty of carrying out the ruler's orders

for the peace and security of all. Ajust man under a godless king can correctly fight
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at the king's command to preserve the order of civil peace. Even in a case where

the king commands what is against God's commandment, the injustice falls upon

the king but leaves the soldier innocent (section 75). If Faustus claims that God

could not have commanded the waging ofwar because Jesus taught that we should

turn the other cheek, Augustine replies that the disposition Jesus wanted lies in the

heart, not in the body, and that the righteous men ofold had such a disposition. The

wars of the Old Testament were meant to teach that human kingdoms and victory

over enemies falls under the power and judgment of the one true God. The New

Testament, however, revealed that there is another life for the sake of which this

life and all its goods ought to be held in contempt, as demonstrated by the teaching

and life ofJesus. Hence, the patriarchs and prophets reigned here to show that God

gives and takes away temporal kingdoms, but the apostles and martyrs did not

reign here to show that we should long for the kingdom of heaven. The patriarchs

and prophets waged war to show that God gives victory in wars, but the apostles

and martyrs were slain without resistance to show that it is a better victory to die for

the faith (section 76).

Manicheans should not suppose that God could not have commanded one

thing in the Old Testament and another in the New. Jesus too gave different

commands to his disciples at different times (section 77). It is slanderous igno

rance to criticize Moses for waging wars, but it is worse ignorance to criticize

God for commanding such wars, for everything occurs under God' s providence.

Of all the things human weakness finds horrifying, only sinfulness is rightly

condemned. Human righteousness or its opposite are in our power because they

depend upon the will, and our ignorance of what we ought to do or our weakness

in being able to do it comes from Adam's sin, from which only God's grace sets

us free. God'sjudgments are hidden, but it is clear that we receive benefits only

from his beneficence and suffer harm only by hisjudgment (section 78). Hence,

we should not rush to criticize the ministers of the Old Testament who served

God by killing sinners. For the ministers ofthe New Testament, who served God

by dying at the hands of sinners, served the same God. When Moses killed some

of his people who fashioned an idol, he did so with love, not cruelty. In the same

way the apostle handed a man over to Satan for the destruction of his flesh.

Augustine uses a story from an apocryphal book about the apostle Thomas

against the Manicheans, and he asks them why they cannot see that Moses acted

with the same attitude as Thomas did (section 79).

Faustus objected to Hosea, who took a harlot as his wife. Augustine responds

with the words of Jesus about prostitutes and publicans entering the kingdom of

heaven ahead of the Pharisees, and he says that the prophet took care to correct

the woman's life (section 80). He notes that scripture severely criticized

Solomon for having many wives to satisfy his lust (section 81).

At this point Augustine claims that he has shown how the men of God whom

Faustus criticized could be defended and how the scriptures in which other men
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were criticized are praiseworthy. He now turns to show what the actions of these

men signified and what prophecies they contained, as he had already done with

the three great patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who with their wives and

children summed up the mystery of God's future people (section 82). He

explains that a sinful action such as Judah's sleeping with Tamar can signify

future goods, even though the agent does not intend anything good (section 83).

Tamar symbolized the people of the kingdom of the Jews, and the first two sons

of Judah, whom God killed, symbolized that the kingdom would be taken from

the Jewish people, while the third son signified the time when the Jewish people

would no longer have a king from the tribe ofJudah (section 84). For, according

to the prophecy of Judah, it was necessary that, when the kingship no longer

belonged to the tribe ofJudah, the expectation of the nations would come, and it

was under Herod the Elder that Christ was born and under Herod the Younger

that he died (section 85). Augustine finds in Tamar's donning the garb of a

prostitute the confession of sins, by which the Church has been established

throughout the world, and he refers to many other details of the episode, which

he sees as prophetic (section 86).

Augustine next discusses the prophetic significance of David's sin, of

Bathsheba, and of her marriage to Uriah (section 87). He seems at a loss in

finding an allegorical meaning in Solomon's sins and many wives, but he

suggests that Solomon's foreign wives might stand for the churches that God

chose from among the gentiles and that Solomon himself might signify both the

good and the bad people in the Church (section 88). With regard to Hosea,

Augustine simply quotes at length from the prophet and from the apostles Paul

and Peter, who showed how the words of Hosea were fulfilled in the people of

the New Testament (section 89).

Returning to the topic of Moses, Augustine argues that Moses' defending a

brother by killing an Egyptian signified Christ's defending us by killing the

devil (section 90). He recalls that in Teaching Christianity he has already

explained the meaning of the despoiling of the Egyptians: the gold, silver, and

garments signified teachings that Christians can profitably learn from pagans

(section 91). Moses' killing of the people who made the idol signifies the

destruction of the vices by which the people fell into that idolatry (section 92).

Augustine asks why Moses made the people drink the idol, which he had ground

up and scattered over water; he suggests that the molten calf signified the whole

body of the pagan society, which Christ burned up with the fire that he had come

to cast upon the earth, that this pulverized body was ground up by the word ofthe

truth, and that it was cast over water so that the preachers of the gospel might

transfer the pagans into the Church through baptism (section 93).

Hence, Augustine maintains that, if the heretics would only study the passages

from scripture that they slander, they would find wonderful treasures hidden in

them. For all these passages speak of Christ, and the prophetic books and narra
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tives either signify something to come or are links between the passages that

signify such things (section 94). The heretics need not accept the allegorical

accounts ofthe events that Augustine has given; they do not need to hold that these

events signify anything at all except what they literally say, provided that they

believe or understand that the divine commandments either form morals and piety

or signify something in figures or do both ofthese. In any case the lives ofthe patri

archs should be defended, and the scriptures should remain blameless (section 95).

The scriptures salutarily present us with the lives of good and bad people as well as

the lives of those who change from good to bad or from bad to good. Actions,

however, that do not teach us what to imitate or to avoid and that seem superfluous

warn us that we need to search for their mystical meaning, for those books say

nothing superfluous or pointless (section 96). David's sin was recorded in scrip

ture not as an example to imitate but to heal and deliver us, especially when we

read of his repentance (section 97). Even if the patriarchs were as bad as Mani-

cheans charge, they would still be better than the Manichean Elect and even better

than the Manichean God, as Augustine illustrates with each of the patriarchs and

prophets whom Faustus accused (section 98).

Book Twenty-Three

Faustus narrates an exchange that he once had with someone. When asked

whether he accepts that Jesus was born of Mary, Faustus asks which Jesus he

means and lists the son ofNun, the son ofJehozadak, the son ofDavid, and the Son

ofGod, all ofwhom were called Jesus. The other person answers that he means the

Son of God. But Faustus then shows that Matthew, from whom the man claims to

know this, called him the son ofDavid, and Faustus reminds him of what he read in

Matthew (section 1 ). He explains that, according to Matthew, Jesus, the son of

David, was born of Mary and was made the Son of God when he was baptized at

the Jordan. According to Matthew, then, Jesus was called the Son ofGod not when

he was born of Mary but when he was baptized. But Faustus is well aware that the

Catholic creed says that Jesus Christ, the Son of God, was born of Mary, and he

argues that Catholics do not hold the apostolic faith, as Matthew expressed it

(section 2). The one to whom Mary gave birth cannot be called the son of David

unless it is shown that Joseph was his father. Hence, it was sheer madness for

Matthew to claim that Jesus was the son of David and that he was born of a virgin

(section 3). In addition, Mary was the daughter ofJoachim, who was from the tribe

ofLevi; hence, the son ofMary cannot be a descendant ofDavid unless Joseph was

his father (section 4).

Augustine replies that the Catholic and apostolic faith holds that Jesus Christ is

both the Son ofGod according to his divinity and the son of David according to his

flesh and that Catholics prove this from the gospels and the letters of the apostles.

Using Matthew, Augustine shows that the same Jesus who was called Emmanuel
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when he was conceived by the virgin was called the Son of God at his baptism;

hence, Jesus was not made the Son of God at his baptism (section 5). Though

Faustus had complained about the lies he found in the Old Testament, he dares to

lie about the New Testament because he wants people to believe that it was not

Matthew but someone else who wrote the gospel under his name (section 6). It is

not true that Jesus was not the Son ofGod prior to his baptism, as Augustine shows

from the apostle Paul (section 7). Even though Joseph did not have intercourse

with Mary, Jesus could correctly be called his son because Joseph was Mary's

husband. Hence, there is no reason to suppose that Matthew contradicted himself.

It is also possible that Mary was a blood relative of David so that Christ was a

descendant ofDavid on the basis of that relationship, while Joseph was mentioned

in the genealogies because he was Mary's husband (section 8). Augustine chal

lenges anyone who denies that Mary is a blood relative of David to prove it from

the canonical scriptures, and he points out that Faustus learned that Joachim was

Mary's father from a non-canonical writing. Even if Mary were from the tribe of

Levi, it is possible that her grandfather was from the tribe of Judah, but a

non-canonical writing should not lead one to believe that a canonical gospel

tells lies (section 9). Faustus warned Catholics against believing that Matthew

"enclosed the Son of God in the womb of a woman," but Augustine says that the

Catholic faith does not believe that the Son ofGod was enclosed in the womb as if

he were not also outside it and as if he had given up the governance of the world.

Because Manicheans think only in terms of bodily phantasms they cannot under

stand how the Word of God, while remaining in himself and with the Father,

received in Mary's womb the form of a servant, that is, a mortal body. Though

Manicheans are horrified at enclosing their God in the womb of a virgin, they

nonetheless enclose their God in the wombs of all carnal females from elephants

down to flies (section 10)!

Book Twenty-Four

Asked why Manicheans deny that God made men, Faustus replied that they do

not deny that God made every sort of man, and he appeals to the apostle' s teaching

that there are two men: the outer, earthly, and old, and the inner, heavenly, and

new. Hence, there are two births of the two men: the birth by which we are born in

the flesh and the birth to new life after we have been converted from error to the

faith. There are also two ways of coming to birth: one through the shameful lust of

our parents and the other through moral goodness and holiness. Hence, if God

forms us to his image when we are conceived in the womb, he creates us through a

passion and lust that is inappropriate to his divinity, but if he forms us to his image

when we come to believe, he makes us to be new men in a morally good way,

which is more suited to his holy majesty. Paul told the Ephesians to strip off the old

man and to put on the new. In that way he showed that God did not form the old
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man but the new. Using further passages from the apostle, Faustus distinguishes

our bodily birth from our intelligible and divine birth and attempts to show that

Paul held that we were formed by God in our spiritual birth, not in our earlier

obscene and vile birth (section 1 ).

Augustine explains that the apostle understood the inner man to be the spirit

of the mind and the outer man to be the body in this mortal life. Paul never said

that these were two but one man, the whole ofwhom God made, though he made

us to his image only in our inner, incorporeal, and rational selves. Faustus failed

to see the texts in which the apostle said that God made the body and its members

and the earthly man. Through sin, which entered the world through Adam, the

whole man has grown old and been handed over to the penalty of mortality. The

old man is now being renewed in terms of the inner man, which is being

reformed unto the image of God, but the outer man will be renewed only at the

resurrection of the body. Faustus claims that God makes a person when the inner

man is renewed in the knowledge of God, but he refuses to admit that the God

who reforms and renews him is the same one who formed and created him in the

first place. If Catholics ask when God formed the man whom he is now

reforming, he has nowhere to hide. For Manicheans do not say that the inner

man was formed or created by God but that he is a part of God's substance that

has been taken captive by God's enemies (section 2).

Book Twenty-Five

Asked whether his God is limited or limitless, Faustus says that the God of

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob is limited by circumcision, which marks off the Jews

from the other nations. He finds it strange that those who do not bear the sign of

circumcision invoke the God of circumcision. As he sees it, the Jews and their

God gave one another signs for the sake of mutual recognition. When Catholics

call upon the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, they show that God is limited

and that they do not belong to that God, since they are not circumcised.

According to Faustus, God is limitless only if evil does not exist; yet it is certain

that evil exists (section 1 ).

Augustine says in response that, as long as Manicheans cannot free them

selves from thinking in exclusively carnal and bodily terms, they should not get

involved in this sort of question, for they cannot think of the soul or of God

except as extended in space. He says, however, that he has already discussed

sufficiently why God wanted to be called the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob

and has already replied to the Manichean slanders against circumcision. If they

would consider with a Christian mind the words of Paul, All things are cleanfor

the clean (Ti 1:15), they would not mock the sign of circumcision (section 2).
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Book Twenty-Six

To the question ofhow Jesus died if he was not born, Faustus replies that it is

a mere guess. To the further question of how Jesus died if he was not a man,

Faustus replies by questioning how Elijah did not die though he was a man. If,

contrary to his nature, Elijah lives for eternity, why could Jesus not have died for

three days, contrary to his nature? If one believes that Jesus was a man because

he died, one should also believe that Elijah was not a man because he did not die.

The Jews were wrong about both the death of Jesus and the immortality of

Elijah. Faustus provisionally concedes that Jesus could have died if he wanted

to, for he took on the likeness of a human being and feigned all the dispositions

of the human condition; hence, he could also have seemed to die for our salva

tion (section 1). If one looks to what nature permits, all of Christ's miracles are

contrary to nature. But, Faustus says. Christians believe, given the power and

might of God, that he performed all those miracles. If, when thrown off a moun

tain, he did not die because he did not want to, why could he not have died when

he did want to? In any case, for Manicheans Jesus did not die, and Elijah was not

immortal (section 2).

Augustine replies that Catholics believe whatever the holy scripture testifies

about Enoch, Elijah, and Moses, and he says that Manicheans do not know the

difference between what is contrary to nature and what is contrary to our experi

ence of nature. God, who is the creator of all natures, does nothing contrary to

nature, though he may do what is contrary to what we know of nature (section 3).

Although Catholics do not know what happened to Elijah, they nonetheless

believe whatever scripture testifies concerning him. Augustine insists that in

any case he knows that what God brought about is what was going to happen and

that what God knows, rather than what a human being supposes, is true (section

4). If someone claims that, if God is omnipotent, he could cause what has

happened not to have happened, he fails to see that he wants something true to be

false precisely insofar as it is true. God's omnipotence does not mean that he

could also die, nor does his inability to die mean that he is not omnipotent. But

there is no reason why Elijah could not have been changed for the better in a way

that was unfamiliar to human experience (section 5). Faustus asked why, if

Elijah was a man and could not die, Christ could not die though he was not a

man. Augustine responds that this is equivalent to saying that, if human nature

could be changed for the better, the divine nature ought to be able to be changed

for the worse, or that the nature of God is mutable because the nature of man is

mutable. If Faustus claims to be able to compare the death of God for three days

with the eternal life of a human being, Augustine says that Faustus is being

foolish if he means that the divine nature died for three days, but that what he

states is acceptable if he means that Christ died in the flesh that he assumed.

Manicheans do not believe the scriptures about either Elijah or Christ (section
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6). To Faustus' question about how Jesus could die if he was not born, Augus

tine replies that Adam was not born and still died, and that the Son of God could

have assumed true human flesh in the same way that he formed Adam. Further

more, he could have changed any sort of a body into true human flesh. Catholics

do not believe that he was born of Mary because he could not have had true

human flesh in any other way but because the scriptures say that he was born of

Mary (section 7). To Faustus' claim that the Jews were wrong about both

Elijah's immortality and Jesus' death and that Christ pretended to have "all the

dispositions of the human condition," Augustine retorts by accusing Faustus of

lying about the truth. Peter merited to hear Christ call him Satan because he

thought that Christ would not die, but Faustus claims that he feigned not merely

death but also sleep, hunger, thirst, sadness, and joy (section 8).

Book Twenty-Seven

Faustus poses for himself the objection: "If Jesus was not born, he did not

suffer either. But, if he suffered, then he was born." He replies that if, as Catho

lics believe, Jesus could be born without having a father, he ought to have been

able to suffer without being born (section 1).

Augustine answers that the objection is stupid. For Jesus could have been

born without having had a father and could have suffered without having been

born, but he chose the one and not the other, as we know from the authority of the

gospels (section 2).

Book Twenty-Eight

Faustus suggests that Jesus could not have died if he had not been born. To

this he replies that Jesus also could not both have been God and have been born.

He notes that in such questions about Jesus one should not look to logic but to

what Jesus and his apostles preached about him (section 1 ).

Augustine again tells Faustus that he is posing an objection that does not

come from Catholics, and he recalls that Adam died though he had not been born

and that Catholics believe that Jesus died because that is what they read in the

gospels. Furthermore, Faustus warns people not to look to arguments but to

what Jesus and the apostles preached, and yet, when one appeals to the narrative

of his birth in the gospels, Manicheans immediately deny their authenticity. If

Manicheans appeal to a book of Mani to show that Jesus was not born, they

believe that it is the work of Mani by the same sort ofevidence upon which Cath

olics rely to prove that Matthew wrote the gospel that bears his name. Augustine

therefore asks whether we should believe the apostle or Mani (section 2).

Regarding the consistency of the two genealogies in Matthew and Luke, Augus
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tine refers to his earlier treatment, which is in the third book (section 3).

Regarding Faustus' claim that we should look to what Jesus preached about

himself, Augustine points out that we can only know what he preached about

himself from the same authors from whom we learn that he was born of a virgin.

After all, we have no personal writing of Jesus, and, if some such writing were

produced, we would have to explain how it had remained unknown in the

Church for so long (section 4). Faustus decries the use of arguments, yet he

himself argues. Augustine briefly sketches the inconsistency of the Manichean

myth. If Faustus argues that he does not accept the genealogies because they are

inconsistent, Augustine asks why he believes the gospels at all (section 5).

Book Twenty-Nine

Faustus suggests that, ifJesus was not born, his being seen and his dying were

magic. The same line of argument can show that it was magic that Jesus was

born if he did not have a father. Faustus argues that both Catholics and Mani-

cheans admit things that are contrary to nature, such as the virgin birth and

Christ's having suffered without having been born. But Manicheans give a plau

sible account ofhis suffering when they profess that he suffered only apparently

and did not really die. Furthermore, Faustus charges that the Catholic claim that

Christ had to have been born if he was seen and spoken to by human beings is

groundless, since angels, who were not born, have been seen by and have

spoken to human beings (section 1).

Augustine replies that no one claims that it is magic that someone who was

not born should die. Furthermore, if Christ had chosen to come in true flesh,

although not in flesh taken from a virgin, he could have done so, but what he did

do was better. There is, however, something like magic in Faustus' claim that

Christ's suffering and death were only apparent, because in that case his resur

rection would be only apparent and the scars he showed to Thomas would not be

real. If an event is magic because there is no other event like it, then all of God's

miracles are magic (section 2). Augustine then asks the Manicheans why they

say that Christ's death was not real but imaginary, though they do not say that his

birth was imaginary but that it did not happen at all (section 3). Augustine

suggests that the reason Manicheans deny Christ's birth is that they find the

sexual organs, even those of the saints, to be shameful, and he insists that the use

of the sexual organs by Christian spouses for the sake of procreation is certainly

not anything shameful. Hence, Mary's members had nothing shameful, and in

being born Christ would certainly not make his mother less good. Finally,

Augustine simply denies that Catholics say that, unless Christ were born of a

woman, he could not have been seen or have spoken to anyone. But what Christ

chose to do was better (section 4).
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Book Thirty

Faustus quotes as an objection for himself some words of Paul from the First

Letter to Timothy, which Catholics like Augustine had used against Mani-

cheans, because the apostle foretold the withdrawal from the faith of certain

persons who were going to pay attention to the teaching of demons, forbid

ding marriage and abstaining from certain foods that God created for human

consumption. Faustus says that he will not grant that the apostle said this unless

his Catholic opponent first admits that Moses and the prophets introduced the

teaching of demons and abstinence from pork and other meat. He claims that

either Moses and the prophets will be condemned along with the Manicheans or

that both will be acquitted (section 1). The Book of Daniel, in which the three

young men are said to have abstained from various foods and Daniel himself is

said to have fasted for three weeks, shows that Catholics cannot view Mani-

chean abstinence as the teaching of demons (section 2). Besides, many of the

better Catholics fast often and all Catholics observe the Lenten fast. Conse

quently, they cannot maintain that all fasting and abstinence is ofdemonic origin

(section 3). Hence, Paul could not have said that abstinence from food was in

every case the teaching of demons. Neither did he say that it was the teaching of

demons to dedicate virgins to Christ. If Catholics say that it is the teaching of

demons to produce any virgins at all, Paul himself introduced such teaching

when he encouraged Thecla to espouse perpetual virginity. Moreover, Jesus

praised those who made themselves eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of

heaven. Faustus passes over the other disciples but insists that, in exhorting

Thecla to a life of virginity, Paul did not spread the teaching ofdemons (section 4).

Augustine answers by saying that he did not quote the passage from the First

Letter to Timothy because Manicheans abstain from certain foods but because of

their reason for doing so. For Manicheans deny that a creature of God is good, and

they hold that meat is unclean because the devil produced flesh out of the filthy

matter of evil. Manicheans nonetheless allow their Hearers to eat meat by way of

indulgence. Augustine points out that Faustus omitted the end of the passage in

question: Since every creature ofGod is good and nothing is to be rejected that is

received with thanksgiving, for it is made holy by the word ofGod and prayer ( 1

Tm 4:3-5). Manicheans refrain from certain foods because they believe that they

are unclean by their nature, and that idea pertains to the teaching of demons

(section 5). So too, according to the teaching of the apostle, marriage is good,

while virginity is better, yet Manicheans forbid marriage as something evil. They

in fact especially detest the only intercourse that is moral and marital, namely, that

for the sake ofprocreating children. The reason why Manicheans do not admit that

Christ was born, even apparently, although they admit that he died, at least appar

ently, is that they believe that in birth God is bound in the flesh, whereas in death

the soul is released from the flesh (section 6).
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Book Thirty-One

Faustus cites Paul's words to Titus, thatfor the clean all things are clean, but

for the unclean and those who are defiled nothing is clean (Ti 1 : 1 5), which Catho

lics often quoted against him. He wonders whether it helps Catholics to believe

that Christ said this, since the words of Paul imply that Moses and the prophets

were defiled because they considered certain foods unclean. The same holds for

Daniel and the three young men who fasted and abstained from pagan foods

(section 1). Perhaps the people of the Old Testament are excused because of their

ignorance, but Faustus asks how Catholics can be excused for their fasting and

abstinence. Mentioning the three religions of the Jews, the Christians, and the

pagans, he observes that the teaching that everything is holy certainly does not

come from Judaism or paganism. Nor does it come from Christianity, since even

Catholics regard it as a source of defilement to eat an animal that died of natural

causes or that has been offered to idols. Hence, Paul could not have said something

that no religion accepts (section 2). Faustus therefore admonishes his Christian

opponent not to raise an objection against Manicheans without being certain that it

does not hold against Catholics as well. He mentions in particular Peter's vision in

Acts 10:14-15, which he takes to mean that one must eat all sorts of vipers,

serpents, and snakes ifone is going to obey the voice that Peter heard (section 3).

Augustine replies that, in saying that for the clean all things are clean, the

apostle wanted us to understand the natures that God created, not the things of

which they were symbols, in accord with which God distinguished the clean

from the unclean. The apostle calls unclean and unbelieving those people who,

after the revelation of the New Testament, maintained that they should still

observe the symbols of what was to come and that the pagans could not be saved

in Christ without the observance of those symbols. Although Manicheans care

fully avoid eating meat, which they say was created by the devil, their own

bodies are unclean and defile their souls. Hence, for Manicheans nothing is

clean (section 4).

Book Thirty-Two

Faustus poses for himselfthe objection that, if he accepts the gospel, he ought to

believe everything written in it. Then he asks whether Catholics, who accept the

Old Testament, for this reason accept everything written in it. In fact they accept

from the Old Testament only the prophecies that a king will come for the Jews in

addition to some commandments that are also found in civil law. Hence, Faustus

says that it is only reasonable that he accepts some things from the New Testament

but not others (section 1 ). The Testament of the Father contains many things that

embarrass Catholics and that they judge corrupt. Why, then, should one not think

that the New Testament is also corrupt and contains things worthy of disapproval.
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especially since its books were not written by Jesus or his apostles but by others

who used the names ofthe Christ's disciples. And so Faustus claims that he is justi

fied in accepting from the New Testament what builds up his faith and in rejecting

other things (section 2). He points out practices from the Old Testament that Cath

olics completely reject, such as circumcision, and others that they accept in part,

such as the Pasch (section 3). He also lists actions about which the Catholics do not

want even to hear, such as Judah's sleeping with his daughter-in-law and Solo

mon's bedding countless courtesans. He challenges his opponents to imitate such

actions if they are good or to condemn their source if they are evil, and he demands

that Catholics stop asking Manicheans to do with regard to the New Testament

what they themselves do not do with regard to the Old (section 4). If Catholics are

convinced that the Old Testament came from God, it will be easier for them if they

admit that it was corrupted by additions that they reject. Just as Catholics do not

believe everything in the Old Testament, neither do Manicheans believe every

thing in the New Testament. Faustus alludes to the usual roster of things from the

Old Testament that he claims Catholics do not accept (section 5). If Jesus — who,

as Catholics claim, was foretold by the Old Testament — teaches that we should

accept a few things from the Old Testament and should reject most, the Paraclete,

who was foretold by the New Testament, therefore, teaches what we should accept

and what we should reject from the New Testament (section 6). Hence, Mani

cheans reject from the New Testament things unworthy of the Son ofGod, such as

that he was shamefully born of a woman, that he was circumcised like a Jew,

offered sacrifice like a pagan, and was tempted by the devil. But they accept all the

rest, such as his mystical crucifixion, his salutary words, the parables, and the

distinction of the natures of good and evil (section 7).

Augustine replies that Catholics maintain that things from the Old Testament

which they do not now observe were appropriately commanded at that time for

that people and symbolized things which they presently understand and hold in a

spiritual sense. Catholics, furthermore, teach this view from the writings of the

apostles. Manicheans, however, reject and criticize everything which they do

not accept in the New Testament and claim that some things were inserted into it

by falsifiers (section 8). Augustine explains that Catholics do not worship God

with the same ceremonies as the patriarchs did in the Old Testament because

God gave other commandments in the New Testament, and this difference is not

contrary to the Old Testament because it was foretold in it, as he illustrates from

Jeremiah. Catholics still read and accept what was written in the Old Testament

because the apostle teaches that Old Testament events were symbols and were

recorded for our correction (section 9). Augustine offers a spiritual interpreta

tion of the Old Testament commandment about taking the wife of a deceased

brother and raising up offspring for that brother in terms of a preacher of the

gospel who works in the Church to raise up offspring for Christ, who died for us;

thus a man chosen by the Church who refuses the ministry of preaching is rightly
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condemned (section 10). So too, Augustine explains why Catholics celebrate

the Pasch and the days of unleavened bread, but not in the same way as the Jews

(section 11). Catholics likewise celebrate the sending of the Holy Spirit on

Pentecost, which was signified in the old law (section 1 2). They abstain from the

flesh of an animal that has died from natural causes, from flesh offered to idols,

and from blood, although they do not abstain from other foods forbidden in the

Old Testament (section 13). Augustine refers to his earlier explanation of why

the sinful actions of some people were written down in the Old Testament and of

why certain actions were cursed. But Catholics now understand that the actions

which were then commanded with full correctness foreshadowed what was to

come, and they recognize that they have been already fulfilled. Hence, it was

wrong not to obey those commandments then, just as it would be wrong to

observe them now (section 14). Augustine also repudiates Faustus' claim that

the Paraclete, who was foretold by the New Testament, chose for Manicheans

what they were to believe from it and what they were to reject from it; this is

without foundation, especially since we read that the Paraclete was sent in the

book of the New Testament (namely, the Acts of the Apostles) that Manicheans

refuse even to mention (section 15). Manicheans do not accept everything in the

books of the New Testament on the grounds that they are not the books of

Christ's disciples, and they base this non-acceptance on the supposed contradic

tions in various books and between various books. Augustine claims that Mani

cheans say this because they do not understand those books. If they insist that the

Paraclete taught them that those writings were not produced by the apostles, he

asks them to prove that they learned this from the Paraclete. Manicheans say that

they can prove this from the gospel, but they do not accept the gospel in its

entirety. If they believe the gospel when they want to and do not believe it when

they do not want to, they believe not the gospel but themselves. If Manicheans

could demonstrate that everything they read in the gospel about the Paraclete

could refer only to Mani, someone could still object that the passages upon

which their demonstration was founded were falsifications. Manicheans could

not, after all, claim that no one could have falsified the scriptures. Hence, they

must admit that those books have been falsified, or else their heresy is at once

destroyed (section 16).

According to the Gospel of John, Augustine says, the Holy Spirit was going to

come immediately after the resurrection and ascension of the Lord. The Ca-

taphrygians or Montanists, like the Manicheans, claimed that the Holy Spirit came

in their leader. And when the Church condemned them, the Cataphrygians

appealed to the words of scripture, The world cannot receive him (Jn 14:17), in

order to explain this condemnation (section 1 7). Augustine asks Manicheans how

they will be able to prove that Mani, from whom they learned that the apostles did

not write the gospels, is the Paraclete. He says that the world that cannot receive the

Holy Spirit is the people who are lovers of the world and who cannot think of
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anything but bodies (section 18). Faustus claimed that, apart from the Old Testa

ment passages inserted into the gospels, he accepted Christ's mystical crucifixion,

his commandments and parables, and the distinction of the two natures of good

and evil. In doing so, Faustus is not subjecting himself to the authority of the scrip

tures but is making them subject to his authority. Having removed the authority of

scripture, Faustus needs to offer reasons, but reason will not permit him to accept

the Manichean myth unless he believes that the nature ofGod is able to be violated

and defiled. He has to base his knowledge of the other elements of the Manichean

myth on the authority of Mani, which is far inferior to the authority of the gospel

(section 19). If he believes Mani because Mani showed him the two natures of

good and evil, Augustine says that Faustus is unable to think of any evil except that

which offends the senses of the flesh (section 20). Manicheans have to prove that

the writings of Mani are actually his in the same way that Catholics prove that the

New Testament writings are the work ofthe apostles (section 2 1 ). The authority of

Mani, moreover, cannot compare to the authority of the apostles. Finally, Augus

tine shows how the apostles are the teachers of the truth and preach the truth about

Christ — his true birth, true suffering, true death, and true resurrection, while

Manicheans do not admit his birth and deny his true suffering, death, and resurrec

tion (section 22).

Book Thirty-Three

Faustus asks himselfwhy he does not accept the patriarchs, since Jesus said that

many will comefrom the east and the west and recline with Abraham and Isaac

and Jacob in the kingdom ofheaven (Mt 8:11). He is willing to suppose that the

patriarchs are in that kingdom, in which they did not believe and for which they did

not hope, but he insists that their lives were wicked, as Moses showed in Genesis,

and that, if they attained heaven, they were delivered by Christ from the punish

ment that their sins merited. Although the Lord delivered the thief on the cross, we

do not therefore approve of the lives of thieves. Hence, if the Lord delivered the

patriarchs, we need not praise their actions as good (section 1 ). Faustus, however,

doubts whether Christ really said these words about the patriarchs, and he points to

the discrepancies between the gospels of Matthew and of Luke (section 2). We

should not listen to such scriptures without judgment and discernment, and we

should weigh whether or not Christ could have said any particular saying. For long

after the death of the apostles some semi-Jews, who did not even agree with one

another, produced those writings. In any case, before the coming of Christ all the

patriarchs and prophets lay in hell in accord with their merits. Hence, however

Catholics may interpret this passage, Faustus says that it presents no obstacle to

Manicheans, who are safe from its implications (section 3).

Augustine asks how Manicheans, who hate the impure prophets and bewail

their impure God, are safe. At least Faustus conceded that after Christ's coming
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the patriarchs and prophets were given a blessed repose, but their own God still

lies in darkness, is plunged into every sort of sin, and is tossed about in every sort

of impurity. The status of the prophets who foretold Christ's coming and died

before he came needs to be carefully investigated, but Faustus is mistaken in

thinking that a person can be given something after this life that he has not

merited in this life (section 4). Augustine has already said much in Book XXII

about the lives of the patriarchs, and Christ and the apostle Paul have borne

witness to them (section 5). Manicheans can defend their own doctrine from the

scriptures only by claiming that passages opposed to it were interpolations by

persons who falsified the scriptures. Augustine insists that such a claim would

undermine the authority not merely of the writings of the apostles but of any

author. In the case of secular authors the only way we know that certain writings

were actually produced by their reputed authors is from the unbroken testimony

from the times of those authors up to the present (section 6). Regarding the claim

that these writings are found to contradict one another, Augustine observes that

any two written records of an event are likely to seem contradictory for those

who do not understand them, and he explains the apparent discrepancies in

Matthew's and Luke's account of the healing of the centurion's servant (section

7). The centurion, who according to Matthew approached Christ but according

to Luke sent others to Christ, approached Christ not by bodily presence but by

the power of faith (section 8). Finally, Augustine says that he has refuted all the

slanders of Faustus in his Chapters and urges Manicheans to abandon their

detestable error and accept the authority of the scriptures (section 9).
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Revisions II, 7 (34)

1. I wrote a voluminous work against Faustus, a Manichean, who blas

phemed the law and the prophets and their God and the incarnation of Christ,

and who claimed that the scriptures of the New Testament by which he is refuted

were falsified. I gave my replies to his words, which I put first. There are

thirty-three discussions or books. Why should I not call them that? For, although

some of them are short, they are still books. But one of them, in which we

defended the life of the patriarchs against his charges, has a greater length than

almost any of my books. 1

2. In the third book, when I was addressing the question of how Joseph was

able to have two fathers,2 1 said that he was begotten by one and adopted by the

other.' 1 ought also to have stated the kind of adoption. For what I said sounds as

if the father who adopted him was still alive when he adopted him. But the law

also provided for the adoption of children for those who were dead, for the law

commanded that a brother take the wife of his brother who died without children

and raise up offspring from her for his dead brother.4 In that way an easier expla

nation is given in the law concerning one man's having two fathers. But there

were two brothers of the same mother to whom the law applied. At the death of

the one who was called Heli, the other, that is, Jacob, took his wife, and,

according to Matthew, Joseph was begotten by Jacob.5 But he begot him for his

own brother, who, according to Luke, was Joseph,6 who was not his natural but

his legally adopted son. This explanation was found in the writings of those who

wrote concerning this after the ascension, when these events were fresh in their

memory. For Africanus does not omit even the name of the woman who gave

birth to Jacob, the father of Joseph. He adds that her first husband, Mathan, was

the father of Jacob and the grandfather of Joseph, according to Matthew, and

that her second husband, Melchi, was the father of Heli, of whom Joseph was the

adopted son.7 When I replied to Faustus, I had not yet read this. But I could have

had no doubt that it could have happened by adoption that one man had two

fathers.

3. In the twelfth and thirteenth books I spoke about the second son of Noah,

who was called Ham, as if his father cursed him not in his son, Canaan, as scrip

1. I.e.. Book XXII.

2. SeeMt 1:16; Lk 3:23.

3. See Answer to Faustus III, 3.

4. See Dt 25:5-6; Mt 22:24; Mk 12:19; Lk 20:28.

5. SeeMt 1:16.

6. See Lk 3:23.

7. Julius Africanus, Letter to Aristides III. 9- 1 5.
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ture shows, but in his own person.8 In the fourteenth book I said certain things

about the sun and the moon9 as if they had minds and for that reason tolerated

their foolish worshipers. I0 And yet those words of scripture could be understood

as transferred from animate to inanimate beings in accord with the manner of

speaking that is called "metaphor" in Greek. In that way scripture says of the sea

that it roars in the womb of its mother, willing to go forth (Jb 38:8), though it

does not have a will.

In the twenty-ninth book I said, "By no means should there be in the members

ofthe saints, even in their sexual organs, anything shameful. They are called less

honorable because they do not have the same sort of beauty that the uncovered

members have."" But a better explanation was given in other later writings of

ours12 as to why the apostle called them less honorable (1 Cor 12:23), namely,

on account of the law in our members that resists the law of the mind (Rom

7:23), which comes from sin, not from the initial creation of our nature.

This work begins: "There was a certain Faustus."

8. See Answer to Faustus Xll, 23; XIII, 10.

9. See Gn 9:25.

10. See Answer to Faustus XIV, 12.

11. See ibid. 29, 4.

12. See The City ofGod XXII. 19.



Book One

1 . There was a certain Faustus, an African by race, a citizen of Milevis,

charming in his speech, clever of mind, a Manichean by sect, and for this reason

perverse by reason of his wicked error. I myselfknew the man, as I mentioned in

the books of my Confessions. 1 He published a volume against correct Christian

faith and Catholic truth. After it came into our hands and was read by the

brothers, they desired and demanded by the law ofcharity, by which we are their

servants, that we reply to the work. I shall now undertake this reply in the name

and with the help of our Lord and savior Jesus Christ, so that all who read this

may understand how a clever mind and a polished tongue are nothing unless a

man's steps are guided by the Lord.2 The hidden justice of the divine mercy has

granted this guidance to many persons who are even slower and weaker, while

many very keen and clever persons have been abandoned by God's help and run

swiftly and stubbornly so that they wander further from the path of the truth.

I think it useful to put his words under his name and my reply under mine.

2. Faustus said: Since their errors have already been more than sufficiently

brought into the light and since the lies of the Jewish superstition and of

the semi-Christians have been amply exposed, namely by the most learned

Adimantus,' who alone after our blessed father Mani should be studied, it

seemed, my dearest brothers, not inapropos also to write these brief and concise

replies on account of the clever and cunning statements of those debating with

us. And so, when these same people want to ensnare you with captious questions

after the habit of their father, the serpent, you yourselves may be sufficiently

instructed to respond to them with vigilance. Thus they will be tied down to the

very things that they set forth and will not be able to wander further this way and

that. And so that the minds of readers may not be swamped by a long and

confused discourse, I have set their words and ours briefly and clearly opposite

each other.

3. Augustine said: You think that people ought to avoid semi-Christians

because you say that that is what we are. But we avoid pseudo-Christians,

because we show that that is what you are. For something that is "semi" is imper

fect in some respect, but still not false in any respect. What follows then? If

something is lacking to the faith of those whom you try to ensnare, should what

they have be destroyed, or should not what is lacking rather be added on? Thus

the apostle said, when speaking to some who were imperfect, / rejoice as 1 see

1. See Confessions V, 3, 3; 6. 10-7, 13.

2. See Ps 37:23.

3. Augustine wrote his Answer to Adimantus. a Disciple of Mani in order to refute the work of

Adimantus, which tried to show the opposition between the Old and the New Testaments.
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your way of life and what is lacking to your faith in Christ (Col 2:5). Of course

he saw a certain spiritual edifice. As he says elsewhere, You are God's edifice

( 1 Cor 3:9), and he saw in it two things: both that over which he rejoiced and that

at which he was still working. He rejoiced because of what he saw had already

been built; he worked because of what he perceived still needed to be built up to

the peak of perfection. And so you attack us, who are truly Catholics, though not

yet perfect, but, as you said, semi-Christians in some sense, whom you would

deceive and seduce by your perversity. But if any are still such Christians, if

they understand that you are pseudo-Christians, though they are unable to reply

to the captious statements of your objections because of what is lacking to their

faith, they still know that they should not follow but shun you. Just as, then, it is

your intention to seek out semi-Christians in order to deceive them, so it is our

intention to prove that you are pseudo-Christians in order not only that better

educated Christians may expose you by refuting you but also that less well

educated Christians may make progress by avoiding you.

But why did you say that the serpent is our father? Did it slip your mind how

you are accustomed to blame God who gave the commandment to the man in

paradise4 and to praise the serpent because he opened the man's eyes by his

counsel?5 I think it is right that instead you acknowledge as your father that

serpent, the devil, whom you praise. For he recognizes you as his son even now

when he has been blamed.

4. See Gn 2: 1 6- 17.

5. See Gn 3:7.
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1 . Faustus said: Do you accept the gospel?

Yes, indeed.

Hence, do you also accept that Christ was born?

No.1 For it does not follow that, if I accept the gospel, I therefore accept that

Christ was born.

Why?

Because the gospel has derived its existence and its name from the preaching

of Christ. In the gospel, nonetheless, he never says that he was born of human

parents. But genealogy is so far from being the gospel that even its author did not

dare to call it the gospel. What, after all, did he write? The book ofthe generation

ofJesus Christ, the son ofDavid (Mt 1 : 1 ). It is not, therefore, the book of the

gospel of Jesus Christ but the book of his birth, where, of course, a star is also

introduced to confirm his birth.2 Hence, it could be called the story of his birth

rather than the gospel. Secondly, see how appropriately Mark begins. For he did

not bother to write a genealogy but only the preaching of the Son of God, which

is the gospel. He says, The gospel ofJesus Christ, the Son ofGod (Mk 1:1). From

this it is amply apparent that genealogy is not the gospel. For even in Matthew

himself we read that Jesus began to preach the gospel of the kingdom after John

was confined in prison.3 It is clear, then, that whatever was narrated before this

was genealogy, not the gospel. Otherwise, what prevented Matthew from also

writing the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, except that he thought it

wrong to call genealogy the gospel?

Hence, if what you have thus far been ignorant about has now been made

sufficiently clear, namely, that the gospel is quite different from genealogy, you

should know, as I said, that I accept the gospel, that is, the preaching of Christ.

Ask me whatever you want to ask about this, but leave the genealogies out. Or, if

you have the intention of also discussing them, I certainly do not refuse, since I

have a great abundance of things to respond concerning them as well. But learn

to ask what comes first. For it seems to me that you now want to know whether I

accept not the gospel but the genealogies.

2. Augustine answered: You asked yourself, to be sure, as if I were ques

tioning you, whether you accepted the gospel, and you replied, "Yes, indeed."

Again, you asked whether you accepted that Christ was born, and you replied,

"No," adding this reason, namely, that the birth of Christ does not pertain to the

1 . The text of the Chapters of Faustus poses questions and answers them as if a Cathol ic had asked

the questions that Faustus answers.

2. See Mt 2:2.
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gospel. What, then, will you reply to the apostle when he says. Remember that

Christ Jesus, a descendant ofDavid, rosefrom the dead according to my gospel

(2 Tm 2:8)? Surely you see how you do not know or pretend that you do not

know what the gospel is, and how you do not use the term "gospel" in accord

with the teaching of the apostle but in accord with your error. Or, if you call

gospel what the apostles called gospel, you depart from the gospel if you do not

believe that Christ was a descendant of David, which the apostle testified is

preached in accord with his gospel. The other apostles and all the faithful

preachers of this great mystery had the same gospel as the apostle Paul. For he

says this elsewhere: Whether it was I or they, therefore, this is what we preach;

this is what you have believed ( 1 Cor 15:11). For they did not all write a gospel,

but nonetheless they all preached the gospel. Those, of course, who narrated the

origin, actions, words, and sufferings ofour Lord Jesus Christ are called evange

lists in the proper sense. For, if we ask what the very word itself means in Latin,

the gospel is said to be the good news or the good message. Although this term

can always be used when any good news is reported, the message of the savior

that I mentioned has nonetheless taken over this term in its proper sense. But, if

you preach something else, it is clear that you stand outside the gospel.

The little ones whom you call semi-Christians are certainly opposed to you if

they hear the voice of love, their mother, speaking to them from the lips of the

apostle: If anyone preaches to you another gospel apart from what we have

preached to you, let him be anathema (Gal 1 :8-9). Since according to his gospel,

therefore, Paul preached that Christ was a descendant of David, you who deny

this and preach another gospel should be anathema. But who can fail to see the

great blindness with which you say that Christ never said that he was born of

human parents, since he almost always calls himself the Son of Man?

3. But, as supposedly highly learned men, you produce for us from your

armory some first man or other who came down from the nation of light to do

battle with the nation of darkness, armed with his waters against the waters of

the enemy, with his fire against the fire of the enemy, and with his winds against

the winds of his enemies. Why, then, was he not armed with his smoke against

the smoke ofthe enemy and with his darkness against the darkness of the enemy,

but was, as you say, armed with air against the smoke and with light against the

darkness? Was his goodness unable to have smoke and darkness because they

are evils? Those three, then, water, wind, and fire, are good. How, then, could

the malice of the enemy nation have them? Here you reply, "But that water of the

nation of darkness was evil, while the water that the first man brought was good,

and the wind of that nation was evil, while his wind was good. And in the same

way his good fire fought against the evil fire of the nation of darkness." Why,

then, could he not also bring good smoke against the evil smoke? Or do your lies

about the smoke, like smoke itself, fade away and disappear?
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Your first man, of course, waged war against the opposing nature. Why was

only one contrary element from the kingdoms of God brought against those five

elements, which your myth puts in the opposing nation, that is, why was light

brought against darkness? For the other four are not contrary to one another.

After all, air is not opposed to smoke, and much less is water opposed to water,

wind to wind, and fire to fire.

4. But now who would listen to those sacrilegious ravings? For you say that

the first man changed and transformed the elements that he brought in accord

with the desire of his enemies so that he might capture them. And thus the

kingdom of falsity, as you call it, while remaining in its own nature, would truly

do battle, and the substance of the truth would appear mutable so that it might

deceive its enemy. You want people to believe that the son of this first man is the

Lord Jesus Christ. You say that the truth is the son of this lying myth. You do not

imitate this first man, whom you praise because he fought with the opposing

nation under changeable and deceiving forms, if you say what is true. But if you

imitate him, you also lie. Hence, our Lord and savior, Jesus Christ, the true and

truthful Son of God, the true and truthful Son of Man— he bears witness to both

of these regarding himself — derived from the true God the eternity of his

divinity and from a true human being the origin of his flesh.

The teaching of the apostles knows nothing of your first man. Listen to the

apostle Paul. The first man from the earth is earthly, he says, the second man

from heaven is heavenly. The earthly are like the earthly man; the heavenly are

like the heavenly man. As we have borne the image ofthe earthly man, let us also

bear the image of the one who isfrom heaven. (1 Cor 15:47-49) The first man

from the earth, then, is earthly; he is that Adam who was formed from the earth.

But the second man from heaven is heavenly, the Lord Jesus Christ. For the Son

of God came to flesh, and, because he assumed it, he became a man outwardly

and remained God inwardly, so that he was the true Son of God by whom we

were made and also became the true Son of Man by whom we were remade.

I do not know why, then, you bring forth your false first man and why you do

not want to recognize the first man whom the apostolic doctrine teaches. Is it in

order that the words of the apostle may be fulfilled in you. Turning their ears

awayfrom the truth, they will, however, turn to myths (2 Tm 4:4)? Paul preaches

a first man from the earth who is earthly; Mani preaches a first man who is not

earthly but clothed with I know not what five false elements. And Paul says, //

anyone preaches to you another gospel apartfrom what we have preached to

you, let him be anathema. Hence, let Mani be anathema so that Paul may not be a

liar.

5. You are not ashamed, however, to speak ill of the star by which the Magi

were led to adore the infant Christ. And yet you do not locate your false Christ, the

son of your false first man, under a star that bears witness to him, but you say that

he is imprisoned in all the stars. For you believe that he was mingled with the
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princes of darkness in that war by which that first man of yours fought against the

nation of darkness, with the result that the world was fashioned out of the very

princes of darkness who were captured in such a mingling. Hence, these sacrile

gious ravings also force you to say that Christ — no longer your savior but

someone for you to save when you eat those things and belch — is confined and

imprisoned not only in heaven and in all the stars but also in the earth and in all the

things that are born from it. For, having been misled by such wicked folly, you

mislead your Hearers into bringing you food so that by your teeth and bellies you

may rescue Christ, who is bound in them. For you preach that he is released and set

free by such help — though not the whole of him. Rather, you contend that

remnants of him, though tiny and foul, remain in excrement, so that they are held

bound and entrapped again and again in one form of bodily things after another.

And if these remnants cannot be released and purified while the world remains in

existence, they will be released and purified by that last fire by which the world

will be burned up.4 And yet you say that even then the whole Christ cannot be set

free but that the very last remaining particles ofthat good and divine nature, which

became so filthy that they can in no way be purified, are condemned for eternity,

confined in the horrid sphere of darkness.

Look, there you see the people who pretend that they are angry because an

injury is done to the Son of God because a star is said to have shown that he was

born, as if his birth had been determined by fate in accord with a constellation.

They themselves, on the other hand, locate him not only under the pattern of the

stars but bound and polluted in the chains of all earthly things and in the sap of all

plants and in the decay of all flesh and in the corruption of all foods, so that he

can be released and purified to a large extent, though not entirely, only if human

beings, namely, the Manichean Elect, belch him forth, even from leeks and

radishes.

But we place the birth of no human being under a fate determined by the stars,

and in that way we defend from every bond of necessity the free choice of the

will, by which one lives either a good or an evil life. How much less do we

believe that the birth in time of him who is the eternal creator and lord of all

things was determined by the position of the stars! And so the star that the Magi

saw did not by its decree have dominion over Christ, who was born according to

the flesh, but served him by bearing witness to him. And it did not subject him to

its rule but pointed him out by its service. Hence, this star was not one of those

that keep to their paths from the beginning of creation under the law of the

creator. Rather, it appeared as a new star at the new event of a virgin's giving

birth, and it also offered its ministry as a service to the Magi who were seeking

Christ when it went before them until, by going ahead of them, it led them to the

very place where they found the infant Word of God. What astronomers have

4. See 2 Pt 3:10-12.
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determined the fates of human beings under the stars such that they claimed that

a star left the course of its path when some person was born and that it traveled to

him where he was born? They are quite sure that the course of the stars deter

mines the lot of the newborn, not that the birthday of a human being can change

the course of the stars. Hence, if that star was one of those stars that follow their

own paths in the sky, how could it have decreed what Christ, once born, was

going to do, if it was commanded to abandon what it was doing at the birth of

Christ? If, however, as it is more probable to believe, a star that did not exist

came into existence in order to point out Christ, then Christ was not born

because that star existed, but the star existed because Christ was born. Hence, if

it were necessary to speak in this way, we would not say that the star held the fate

of Christ but that Christ held the fate of the star. He, of course, was the reason for

its coming into existence, not it for his.

If, then, there are fates, which are so named from speaking,5 that is, from

saying words, since Christ is the Word of God, in whom all things were said

before they existed, the grouping of the stars does not hold the fate of Christ, but

Christ holds the fate of the stars. For he assumed flesh that was created beneath

heaven by that will by which he also created heaven; he set it aside and received

it back by that power by which he also commanded the stars.

6. Why, then, should the story of this birth not be the gospel, since it

announces to us news so good that it heals our weakness? Is it because Matthew

did not begin by saying, The beginning of the gospel ofJesus Christ, as Mark

says, but said, The book of the generation ofJesus Christ? In this way neither

would John be said to have written a gospel, because he does not begin with

"The beginning of the gospel" or "The book of the gospel" but with In the begin

ning was the Word (Jn 1 : 1 ). Or perhaps Faustus was so elegant a crafter of words

that he also called this beginning of John the story of the Word on account of the

Word, just as he dared to call the beginning of Matthew the story of the birth on

account of his birth.6 But why do you not rather think of the great impudence

with which you call those long and wicked myths of yours the gospel? What

good news is announced in them, after all, where God is said to have been unable

to look out for and care for his own kingdom against I know not what rebellious,

opposing, and alien nature otherwise than by sending a part of his own nature

into its hungry jaws to be devoured and polluted so that, after such great labors

and torments, it could not even be wholly purified? Is such bad news the gospel?

Surely all who know Greek even slightly translate "gospel" as "good news" or

"good message." But how is this good news, since God himself is reported to

mourn with a veil set before his eyes until his members are restored and purified

5. Fate is derived from the Latin verb fori ("to speak").

6. Faustus had used the neologism genesidium ("story of the birth") in section 1 above. Augustine

mocks it with another neologism, verbidium ("story of the word").
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from that devastation and contamination? If at some point he ends his grieving,

he will be cruel. For why did the part of him that will be bound in the sphere of

darkness merit such punishment from him? It must certainly be eternally

mourned because it will be eternally damned. But we have escaped, since

whoever considers this news carefully is not forced to mourn because it is bad

but to laugh at it because it is false.
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1 . Faustus said: Do you, then, accept his birth?

I myself tried for a long time to persuade myself of this in some way or other,

namely, that God was born. But I was troubled especially by the disagreement of

the two evangelists, Luke and Matthew, who wrote his genealogy,1 and I hesi

tated, uncertain which one I should follow in preference to all others. For, since I

am not omniscient, I thought it possible that the one who I believed was lying

spoke the truth and that the one who I believed spoke the truth was perhaps

lying. And so I left aside their endless and, for me, interminable dispute, and I

resorted to John and Mark, leaving two of them to go to another two of the same

stature and leaving evangelists to go to other men who claim the same title. The

beginnings ofJohn and Mark immediately and quite rightly pleased me because

they introduce neither David nor Mary nor Joseph. Instead, John says that the

Word was in the beginning and that the Word was with God and that the Word

was God,2 where he is referring to Christ. But Mark says. The gospel ofJesus

Christ, the Son ofGod (Mk 1 : 1 ), as if he were reproaching Matthew, who spoke

of the son of David. Or perhaps Matthew and Mark each announced a different

Jesus. This, then, is the reason why I do not accept that Christ was born. But if

you are so powerful that you can remove this stumbling block, make them agree

with each other, and I shall somehow or other yield, although even in that case it

will not be proper to believe that God — and the God of the Christians! — was

born from a womb.

2. Augustine replied: Oh, if only you had read the gospel with a pious desire

and had preferred to investigate carefully rather than to condemn rashly the

things that troubled you in the gospels as inconsistent! Then the quite obvious

inconsistency, which strikes one as if at first sight, would have led you to

consider that, unless something important were concealed there, it could have

scarcely been possible that those gospels would have attained such a great

authority in the world that they would have by that authority subjected to them

selves the minds of so many learned men. What great achievement is it, after all,

to see, as you saw, that Luke mentions other ancestors of Christ according to the

flesh than Matthew does, though both include Joseph, Matthew at the end, Luke

at the beginning? For Joseph deserved to be called the father of Christ on

account of a holy and virginal marriage with the mother of Jesus. Thus the evan

gelists compiled the genealogies, beginning from him or ending with him, on

account of his dignity as a man. What great achievement, then, was it that you

saw that Joseph has one father according to Matthew and another according to

1. SeeMt 1:1-17; Lk 3:23-38.
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2. SeeJn 1:1.
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Luke, and one grandfather according to Matthew and another according to

Luke, and that Matthew lists other ancestors than Luke does, who goes back

from there to David through so many generations? Did so many intelligent and

learned men who were most careful commentators on the divine scriptures fail

to see such a clear and evident difference? Commentators of this sort in the Latin

language are few, to be sure, but who can count the Greek commentators?

Clearly they saw the difference. After all, what is easier, and who would not see

it if he looked a little while? But because they piously considered the eminence

of such a great authority, they believed that there was something hidden there

that would be given to those who asked but denied to those who barked, that

would be found by those who sought but withdrawn from those who criticized,

and that would be opened up for those who knocked but closed to those who

attacked.3 They asked, they sought, they knocked, they received, they found,

they entered.

3. The whole question revolves around how Joseph could have had two

fathers. For, if it is shown that this could have been the case, there is absolutely

no reason why any of these evangelists should be believed to have said some

thing false in listing the different generations. For it will be neither surprising

nor contradictory that from his two fathers there could be two grandfathers,

great-grandfathers, and great-great-grandfathers, and whatever there is beyond

that up to David, who had two sons — Solomon, who belongs to the order

Matthew followed, and Nathan, who is in the series Luke presented. Some

people notice these things and see that a human being cannot be born from two

men by sexual intercourse, and for this reason they think that this question

cannot be resolved. They do not see — something that is very common and quite

easy — that we call the father ofanyone not only the man who begot him but also

the man who adopted him.4

Among the ancient peoples, after all, the practice of adoption was not foreign

to their way of life. For we find that even women adopted sons for themselves

who were not born from their own wombs, as Sarah adopted the son of Hagar,5

as Leah adopted the son of her handmaid,6 and as Pharaoh's daughter adopted

Moses.7 But Jacob himself adopted his grandsons, the sons of Joseph.8 The

teaching of the apostles bears witness that the very term "adoption" has a very

great importance in the sacrament of our faith. For this reason, when the apostle

Paul was speaking of the merits of the Jews, he said, To them belong the adop

tion, the glory, the testaments, and the law, and to them belong the patriarchs

3. See Mt 7:7.

4. See Revisions II, 7 (34).

5. SeeGn 16:2.

6. See Gn 30:9.13.

7. See Ex 2:9-10.

s. See Gn 47:27-48:22.
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and those from whom Christ is descended according to the flesh, who is God

above all, blessed forever (Rom 9:4-5). Likewise he says. And we groan in

ourselves, as we await the adoption of the children of God, the redemption of

our body (Rom 8:23). Likewise he says elsewhere, But when thefullness oftime

came, he sent his Son born ofa woman, born under the law, in order to redeem

those who were under the law so that we might receive adoption as his children

(Gal 4:4-5). From these and other such testimonies, therefore, it is clear enough

how great a mystery this adoption involves.

For God has a single Son whom he begot from his own substance. Of him

scripture says, Though he was in theform ofGod, he did not consider it robbery

to be equal to God (Phil 2:6). But God did not beget us from his own substance.

We are, after all, his creatures, whom he did not beget but made, and he adopted

us in order to make us brothers of Christ according to our distinct manner. And

so this manner by which God begot us by his Word and his grace in order that we

might be his children, though we were not born of him but created and made by

him, is called adoption. For this reason John says, He gave them the power to

become children ofGod (Jn 1:1 2).

Since this law concerning the adoption of children was common among our

forebears and in the holy scriptures, what mad impiety brings you to the point of

accusing the evangelists of falsity because they have mentioned different series of

ancestors, as if they could not both be true? You ought first to have thought, paid

attention, and seen something that is very easy to see. For by a common custom of

the human race one human being can have two fathers, the one by whose flesh he

was begotten, the other by whose will he was adopted as a son when he was already

a human being. And if it is not correct to call the latter a father, we are not correct in

saying, Our Father who art in heaven (Mt 6:9), to him from whose substance we

have not been born but by whose grace and most merciful will we have been

adopted according to the apostolic teaching and the most reliable truth. We have

him, indeed, as God and as Lord and as Father: as God because we were created by

him by means of human parents, as Lord because we are subject to him, and as

Father because we were reborn by being adopted by him.

It was, therefore, easy for devout students of the divine writings to consider for

a little while and to see in the different series of ancestors of Christ mentioned by

the two evangelists how Joseph could have two fathers, whose different ancestors

were listed. If the desire for argument had not blinded you, you too could easily

have seen this. Those writers, however, also sought out and found other things,

since they commented on all the parts of these narratives, but these present points

are furthest removed from your intellect. And so, even though you are situated in

the error ofMani, ifyou had not read them with hostile intent, you too could with a

little thought have seen something that often happens in human affairs, namely,

that one man begets a son from his flesh and another adopts him by his will and that

in this way one man has two fathers.
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4. But unless you had heard it from some Catholic— notjust any Catholic but

a student of the divine scriptures and someone as learned as possible— or unless

you yourselves, once corrected from your error, had asked in order to receive,

sought in order to find, and knocked in order to enter, you could in no way have

discovered why Matthew began from Abraham and went down to Joseph, while

Luke began from Joseph and went up not to Abraham but to God, who made

man and, having given him the commandment, gave him the chance to become a

son of God by believing. You could in no way have discovered why Matthew

listed the series of generations in the beginning of the book, while Luke listed

them when the Lord and savior was baptized by John. You could never have

discovered what it means that the number of generations according to Matthew

are divided into three groups of fourteen so that, when they are added together,

the number seems one short, whereas the number of generations according to

Luke, which is mentioned at the baptism of the Lord, comes to seventy-seven,

the number of times the Lord recommended for the forgiveness of sins, when he

said, Not seven times, but seventy-seven times (Mtl8:22).

5. For this reason, since what disturbed Faustus about the different series of

generations, namely, that there was this problem in understanding the two

fathers, was resolved by understanding natural fatherhood and adoption, there

was no point to his choosing to turn to those two evangelists and to turn away

from the other two, though he was going to offend more those to whom he

turned than those from whom he turned. For the saints are not fond of those who

choose them if they find them to have abandoned their holy companions. They

rejoice in unity, after all, and they are one in Christ, and ifone says one thing and

the other another thing, or if one speaks in one way and the other in another, they

all nonetheless speak the truth and do not say things that in any way contradict

one another, as long as a reader approaches them piously, reads them humbly,

and asks not with the mind of a heretic that leads to quarrels but with a believing

heart that produces edification. Now then, since we have come to believe that

the two evangelists have taken up the series of the ancestors of the two fathers of

Joseph and that it is not unknown to the human race that a single man would have

two fathers, our faith is not foreign to the truth. Hence, as Faustus promised,

yield somehow or other to the evangelists who now agree with one another.

6. Or does what he added still bother you? He said, "Although even in that

case it will not be proper to believe that God — and the God of the Chris

tians! — was born from a womb."9 As if we believe that the divine nature itself

came into existence from the womb of a woman! Did 1 not just mention the testi

mony of the apostle in which he says of the Jews, To them belong the patriarchs

and those from whom Christ is descended according to the flesh, who is God

above all, blessedforever? Christ, then, our Lord and savior, true Son of God in

9. See above 1 .
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terms of his divinity and true Son of Man in terms of his flesh, was not born of a

woman because he was God above all, blessedforever but because of that weak

ness which he assumed from us in order that he might die in it on our behalf and

heal it in us. He was not born of a woman because ofthe form ofGod in which he

was and in which he did not consider it robbery to be equal to God but because

of the form of the servant that he took up when he emptied himself (Phil 2:7).

After all, he was said to have emptied himself for no other reason than because

he took the form of a servant, not because he lost the form ofGod. For, while that

nature by which he was equal to the Father in the form of God remained immu

table, he assumed our mutable nature by which he was born of a virgin. But,

though you are horrified at putting the flesh of Christ in the womb of a virgin,

you have put the very divinity of God in the wombs not only of human beings

but even ofdogs and pigs! You do not want to believe that the flesh of Christ was

once conceived in the womb of a virgin, in which God was not only not impris

oned but not changed, and you preach that the divine nature is in every land and

in every sea and in every sky, bound, overwhelmed, and defiled in the male seed

and female wombs of all human beings and animals, and afterwards cannot be

completely set free!
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1. Faustus said: Do you accept the Old Testament?

If it contains my inheritance, I accept it; if it does not, I do not accept it. For it

is certainly extreme perversity to claim for oneself the documents that testify to

one's being disinherited. Or are you unaware that the Old Testament promises

the land ofthe Canaanites1 but promises it to the Jews, that is, to the circumcised,

to those who offer sacrifices and abstain from pork and the other meats that

Moses calls unclean, to those who observe the Sabbaths, the feast of unleav

ened bread, and the other things of this sort which, as their lawgiver, Moses

commanded them to observe?2 No Christian has approved of these, nor does any

one of us observe them. Hence, it is fitting that we give back the documents of

the law along with the inheritance we have been denied. This is the reason, I

think, that we should reject the Old Testament, unless you teach me something

that is wiser. But the second reason is that its inheritance is so miserable and

bodily and remote from the advantages of the soul that, after that blessed

promise of the New Testament, which promises me the kingdom of heaven and

eternal life, I would turn my nose up at it even if its lawgiver thrust it upon me at

no cost.

2. Augustine replied: None of us doubts that the Old Testament contains

promises of temporal realities and is called the Old Testament for that reason,

and that the promise of eternal life and of the kingdom of heaven pertains to the

New Testament. It is not, however, my suspicion but the understanding of the

apostle that those temporal realities were symbols of things to come, which were

fulfilled in us upon whom the end of the ages has come. For, when he was

speaking of such things, Paul said, All these were symbols ofus ( 1 Cor 10:6), and

again, All these things happened to them as symbols, but they were written down

on account ofus, upon whom the end of the ages has come ( 1 Cor 10: 1 1 ).

We therefore accept the Old Testament not in order to attain those promises

but in order to understand in them the promises of the New Testament. Indeed,

the testimony of the Old Testament wins faith for the New. For this reason, after

the Lord rose from the dead and offered himself not only to be seen by the eyes

of his disciples but also to be touched by their hands, so that they would not think

that their mortal and carnal senses were being deceived, he further strengthened

them by the testimony of the Old Testament. For he said, // was necessary that

all the things be fulfilled that were written about me in the law ofMoses and in

the prophets and the psalms (Lk 24:44).

1. SeeGn 15:18: 17:8.

2. SeeLv 11:7; Ex 12; 20:8.
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And so our hope does not rest upon the promise of temporal things, since we

believe that even the holy and spiritual men of that time, the patriarchs and the

prophets, were not caught up in earthly things. For, since the Spirit ofGod revealed

it to them, they understood what was appropriate to that time and in what ways

God decreed that things to come should be symbolized and foretold through all

those things that were said and done. And their desire was more focused upon the

New Testament, though their bodily activity at that time had the function of signi

fying by the old promises the new things to come. In that way not only the tongues

of those men but also their lives were prophetic. But a fleshly people clung to the

promises of the present life. Yet that people also signified what was to come.

But you do not understand because, as the prophet said, Unless you believe,

you will not understand (Is 7:9 LXX). For you are not learned in the kingdom of

heaven, that is, in the true Catholic Church of Christ. If you were, you would

bring forth from the riches of the holy scriptures not only new things but also old

ones. In fact the Lord himself says. For this reason every scribe learned in the

kingdom ofheaven is like the head ofafamily who bringsforthfrom his store

house both new and old things (Mt 1 3:52). And for this reason, since you think

that you hold onto only the new promises of God, you have remained in the old

condition of the flesh, and you have put on the novelty of error. The apostle says

concerning this novelty, But avoid the profane novelties ofwords, for such men

contribute much to impiety, and their teaching spreads like a cancer. Among

these are Hymenaeus and Philetus, who have erred concerning the truth, saying

that the resurrection has already occurred. And they have destroyed thefaith of

certain people. (2 Tm 2:16-18)

Recognize that you flow from this vein of falsity, for you say that there is now

only the resurrection of souls by means of the preaching of the truth, but you

deny that there will be the resurrection of bodies that the apostles preached.

What, however, can you think of in spiritual terms in accord with the inner self,

which is being renewed in the knowledge of God?' For, because of the old

condition of the flesh and because of images of carnal things, in which your

whole error is involved, you do not hold even bodily realities in your possession

but only imagine them in your thoughts. You boast that you hold in contempt

and turn your nose up at the land of Canaan, which was visible and visibly given

to that people, as if you do not describe the land of light as split open on one side

by the land of the nation of darkness as if by a wedge driven into it.4 This is not

something found in the truth of reality but is believed in the falsity of your

thoughts. And for this reason it does not sustain your life if it is given, and it

corrupts your mind when it is desired.

3. See Col 3:10.

4. The African Manicheans used the image of a wedge to illustrate how the nation of darkness

impinged upon the nation of light. See Answer to the Letter Known as The Foundation 22,

22-28, 28.
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1. Faustus said: Do you accept the gospel?

You ask me whether I accept it when it is apparent that I do accept it because I

observe what it commands. Or ought I to ask you whether you accept it, since in

you there are no evident signs of someone who accepts the gospel? I have

left father and mother, wife, children, and the other things that the gospel

commands,1 and do you ask whether I accept the gospel? Or are you still igno

rant of what is called the gospel? For it is nothing but the preaching and

commandment of Christ. I have rejected silver and gold, and I have ceased to

carry money in my wallet, as I am content with food for the day, am not worried

about the morrow, and have no concern over what to fill my belly or to clothe my

body with,2 and do you ask me whether I accept the gospel? You see in me those

beatitudes of Christ that constitute the gospel,' and do you ask whether I accept

the gospel? You see someone poor, someone meek, a peacemaker, someone

with a pure heart, who mourns, who hungers and thirsts, and who endures perse

cutions and hatred for the sake of righteousness, and do you doubt whether I

accept the gospel? It is not surprising, then, that when John the Baptist saw Jesus

and likewise heard of his actions, he still asked whether he was the Christ. It was

right and fitting that Jesus did not deign to reply to him that he was but that he

pointed out to him those same actions of which John had long since heard: The

blind see; the deafhear; the dead rise (Mt 1 1 :5), and so on. It would also be right

for me to do this to you if, when you ask whether I accept the gospel, I say to you:

I have left all I possess — father, mother, wife, children, gold, silver, food,

drink, comforts, and pleasures. Regard this as a sufficient response to your ques

tions, and realize that you will be blessed if you are not scandalized over me.

2. But, you say, to accept the gospel is not merely to do what it commands but

also to believe all the things that are written in it, of which the first is that Jesus

was born. In the same way, to accept the gospel is not merely to believe that

Jesus was born but also to do what he commanded. And if you think that I do not

accept the gospel because I pass over his birth, then you do not accept it either.

And you accept it even less because you hold in contempt what it commands. In

this way we are on a par until we also examine the two sides. If this contempt for

the commandments does not count against your claim that you accept the

gospel, why does my condemnation of the genealogies count against me? But if.

as you say, to accept the gospel consists of these two things, to believe the gene

1. SeeMt 19:29.

2. SeeMt 10:9.10:6:25-34.
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3. See Mt 5:3-11.
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alogies and to keep the commandments, why do you who are imperfect judge

me who am imperfect? Each of us lacks one of the two.

But if — as is more certain — to accept the gospel consists solely in the

observance of the commandments of God, you are wrong on two counts since,

as the saying goes, though you are a deserter, you blame the soldier. And yet let

us suppose, because you want it so, that these two parts make up the complete

faith, one of which consists in words, that is, in the belief that Christ was born,

while the other consists in action, that is, in the observance of the command

ments. See, then, how I have chosen the hard and more difficult part for myself,

and see how you have chosen the very simple and easier part for yourself. Not

without reason do the people flock toward you and flee from me, since they do

not know that the kingdom of God does not consist in words but in virtue. Why,

then, do you attack me if I have chosen the more difficult part and left the easier

part for you as though for someone weak? But, you say, I think that this part of

faith, which you have abandoned, namely, the profession that Christ was born,

is more efficacious and better suited for providing salvation for souls.

3. Come, then, let us question this very same Christ, and let us learn from his

lips the source from which originates the best chance for our salvation. Who

among human beings, O Christ, will enter your kingdom? He said, He who does

the will of my Father who is in heaven (Mt 7:21). He did not say, "He who

professes that I was born." And elsewhere he said to his disciples, Go, teach all the

nations, baptizing them in the name ofthe Father and ofthe Son and ofthe Holy

Spirit and teaching them to observe all that I have commandedyou (Mt 28: 1 9-20).

He did not say, "Teaching them that I was born," but to observe the command

ments. Likewise, he said elsewhere, You will be my friends if you do what I

commandyou (Jn 15: 14). He did not say, "If you believe that I was born." Again,

he said, Ifyou carry outmy commandments, you will remain in my love (Jn 1 5: 10).

And he said many other things, and when he taught on the mountain he said,

Blessed are the poor in spirit, blessed are the meek, blessed are the peacemakers,

blessed are the pure ofheart, blessed are those who mourn, blessed are those who

hunger, blessed are those who suffer persecution for the sake of righteousness

(Mt 5:3-10). He never said, "Blessed are those who confess that 1 was born." And

when separating the sheep from the goats in thejudgment he says that he will say to

those who are on his right hand, / was hungry andyoufed me; I was thirsty andyou

gave me a drink (Mt 25:35), and so on; for this reason, receive the kingdom

(Mt 25:34). He did not say, "Because you believed that I was born, receive the

kingdom." He also said to the rich man who was seeking eternal life, Go, sell all

that you have, andfollow me (Mt 19:21 ). He did not say, "Believe that I was born

so that you may live eternally."

You see, then, that everywhere the kingdom, life, and happiness are prom

ised to my part, which I have chosen for myself from the twofold faith, as you

put it, but nowhere are they promised to your part. Otherwise, teach me where it
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says in scripture that someone who confesses that he was born of a woman is

blessed, will receive the kingdom, and will have eternal life. Meanwhile, even if

this is a part of the faith, it does not bring with it happiness.

When we prove that it is not a part of the faith, what will happen? You, of

course, will be left empty-handed, as will certainly be shown. But for now it is

enough for our purpose that this part of ours is crowned with the beatitudes. Yet

there is added to it that other beatitude as well from the confession of words,

since we confess that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the living God. Jesus like

wise testifies to this with his own lips when he says to Peter, Blessed are you,

Simon, son ofJonah, becauseflesh and blood have not revealed this to you, but

my Father who is in heaven (Mt 16:17). Hence, we do not hold one part as valid,

as you thought, but the same two parts of the faith, and in both parts we are called

blessed by Christ because, while carrying out one of them by our actions, we

preach the other without blasphemy.

4. Augustine replied: I have already mentioned above the many times that the

Lord Jesus Christ calls himself the Son ofMan and the great folly with which the

Manicheans introduce the myth of their wicked error concerning some first man

or other.4 Contrary to the apostle who says, The first man from the earth was

earthly ( 1 Cor 1 5:47), they preach that the first man was not earthly but clothed

with deceptive elements. And I have already mentioned the great care with

which the same apostle warns us when he says, If anyone preaches to you

another gospel apartfrom what we have preached to you, let him be anathema

(Gal 1:8-9).'' Hence, it remains that we should believe that Christ is the Son of

Man, as the apostolic truth proclaims, not as the error ofthe Manicheans imagines.

Since, therefore, the gospels report that he was born of a woman from the

house of David, that is, from the family of David, and since Paul writes to

Timothy and says. Remember that Christ Jesus, a descendant of David, has

risen from the dead according to my gospel (2 Tm 2:8), it is sufficiently clear

how we ought to believe that Christ is the Son of Man. For the Son of God, by

whom we were created, also became the Son of Man by the assumption of flesh

so that he might die for our sins and rise for our justification.6 And so he calls

himself both of these — the Son of God and the Son of Man. To avoid going

through very many passages, it is expressed in this way in one place in the

Gospel according to John, Truly, truly, I say to you that the hour has come and is

now here when the dead will hear the voice of the Son of God, and those who

hear it shall live. For. as the Father has life in himself, so he has given it to the

Son to have life in himselfand has given him the power to pronouncejudgment

because he is the Son ofMan. (in 5:25-27) He said, They will hear the voice of

4. See above II. 2.

5. See above II. 4.

6. See Rom 4:25.
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the Son ofGod, and he said, because he is the Son ofMan. For, insofar as he is the

Son of Man, he has received the power to pronounce judgment, because he will

come in that form forjudgment in order to be seen by both the good and the bad.

In that form he also ascended into heaven, and the disciples heard these words:

He will comejust as you saw him going to heaven (Acts 1:11). For, insofar as he

is the Son of God, God equal to the Father and one with the Father, he will not be

seen by the bad. For blessed are the clean ofheart because they shall see God

(Mt5:8).

Since, therefore, he promises eternal life to those who believe in him, and

since to believe in him is nothing other than to believe in the true Christ, as he

declared himselfto be and as the apostles preached him, that is, both the true Son

ofGod and the true Son ofMan, you Manicheans believe in a false and deceptive

son of a false and deceptive man since you teach that God himself was terrified

by the uprising of an enemy nation and sent his own members to be tortured and

later to be purified, but not completely.

You see how far you are from the eternal life that Christ promises to those

who believe in him. After all, he said to Peter, who confessed that he was the Son

of God, Blessed are you, Simon, son of Jonah (Mt 16:17). Does he, then,

promise nothing to those who believe that he is the Son of Man, though he

himself is both the Son of God and the Son of Man? You also have eternal life

clearly promised to those who believe in the Son of Man. He says. As Moses

lifted up the serpent in the desert, so the Son ofMan must be lifted up so that

those who believe in him may notperish but have eternal life (Jn 3:14-15). What

more do you want? Believe, then, in the Son ofMan so that you may have eternal

life, because he himself is also the Son ofGod who can give eternal life, because

he is true God and eternal life (1 Jn 5:20), as the same John says in his letter,

where he says that one who denies that Christ came in the flesh is the antichrist.7

5. Why, therefore, do you boast of the supposed perfection of his command

ments because you do what is commanded in the gospel? After all, what benefit

would those commandments bring where there is no true faith, even if you truly

observed them? Have you not heard the apostle say, IfIdistribute all my posses

sions to the poor and hand over my body to be burned but do not have love, it

does me no good (\ Cor 13:3)? Why, then, do you boast as if of Christian poverty

when you lack Christian love? For even robbers have among themselves what

they call love, since they share with one another the debt of a sinful and criminal

conscience, but they do not have the love that the apostle commends. And, in

order to distinguish it from other loves that are to be blamed and rejected, he says

in another place, But the goal ofthe commandment is lovefrom a pure heart and

a good conscience and unfeignedfaith ( 1 Tm 1 :5). How, then, can you have true

love arising from a faith that is not unfeigned? Or when will you cease to blacken

7. See I Jn 4:3.
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your faith with lies? For you preach that your first man fought by means of a

mutable deception against his enemies who remained in the truth of their nature,

and you argue that Christ himself, who said, I am the truth (Jn 14:6), lied about

the form of his flesh, about his death on the cross, about the wounds from his

passion, and about the scars left at his resurrection. Hence, you want to be

ranked ahead of your Christ if, though he lies, you announce the truth. But if you

want to follow your Christ, who would not be wary of lies on your part and afraid

that even in those commandments which you say that you observe there is

nothing but deception?

Faustus went so far as to dare to say that you do not carry money in your

wallet. We would not criticize this in your case if it were not that you profess one

thing and live in another way. Or did he perhaps speak the truth that you do not

carry money in your wallet, though you have gold in chests and bags? There is

still living that Constantius, who is now our brother as a Catholic Christian.8 He

had gathered many of you together in Rome into his house in order to carry out

the commandments of Mani, which are quite foolish and useless, but which you

still regard as important. And when your weakness caved in under these

commandments, you were scattered, each on his own path. Hence, those who

wanted to persevere in them created a schism from your society and, because

they sleep on mats, they are called Mattarians.9 Far different from the beds of

these people were the feathers and goatskin coverlets of Faustus. After all, for

the sake of such an abundance of comforts he shunned not only the Mattarians

but also the house of his father, a poor man of Milevis. Remove at least this

wicked pretense from your writings, then, if you do not want to remove it from

your conduct, so that your tongue may not seem to be fighting not by means of

false elements, as that first man fought with the nation of darkness, but by means

of false words.

6. But lest anyone blame me for saying these things against people who do

not observe what they are commanded rather than against the sect itself that

holds this utterly foolish error, I say this: These commandments of Mani are

such that, if you do not observe them, you are deceivers, but if you do observe

them, you are deceived. For Christ did not command you not to pick vegetables

in order to avoid committing murder. He permitted his disciples, who were

crossing a field and were hungry, to pick corn on the Sabbath10 so that he might

refute the Jews at that time and the Manicheans who were to come. He refuted

the former because the action was done on the Sabbath, but he refuted the latter

simply because the action was done. It is clear that Mani commanded that, while

your own hands remain idle, you should live from the murders committed by

8. See The Catholic Way ofLife and the Manichean Way ofLife II, 20. 74, where Augustine also

mentions this person.

9. See Heresies 46, 10.

10. SeeMt 12:1.
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others." And those murders are not real ones, but the murders that you commit

are real when you slaughter wretched souls with such a teaching of demons. 12

7. There is still that heretical arrogance and intolerable pride. He says, "You

see in me those beatitudes of Christ that constitute the gospel, and do you ask

whether I accept the gospel? You see someone poor, someone meek, a peace

maker, someone with a pure heart, who mourns, who hungers and thirsts, and

who endures persecutions and hatred for the sake of righteousness, and do you

doubt whether I accept the gospel?"13 If to be just means to justify oneself, this

man would have flown to heaven by his own words when he said these things.

But I do not attack the luxuries of Faustus, which are known to all the Hearers

of the Manicheans and especially to those at Rome. I set before you a Manichean

of the sort that Consentius was looking for when he demanded that those

commandments be observed, not the sort ofperson he did not want to be thought

to be. And yet how can I see that man as poor in spirit who is so proud that he

believes that his soul is God and is not embarrassed that God has been taken

captive? How can I see him as meek who prefers to insult the great authority of

the gospel rather than to believe it? How can I see him as a peacemaker who

thinks that the divine nature itself, by which God, who alone truly exists, is

whatever he is, could not have perpetual peace? How can I see him as pure of

heart in whom so many and such sacrilegious fictions are boiling over? How can

I see him as mourning except for his captive and imprisoned God until he is

released and escapes, cut back, nonetheless, in a certain part, which the Father

will bind in the sphere of darkness and will not mourn? How can I see him

hungering and thirsting for righteousness (though Faustus did not add "righ

teousness" in what he wrote lest, I suspect, he seem to be lacking righteousness

if he admitted that he was still hungering and thirsting for it)? But what righ

teousness do Manicheans hunger and thirst for, since for them it will be perfect

righteousness to triumph over their brothers who have been condemned to that

sphere, though they committed no sin because of their own fault but were irre

mediably infected by the pollution from the enemy against whom the Father sent

them?

8. How do you endure persecutions and hatreds for the sake of righteousness

when for you it is righteousness to preach and teach such sacrileges? Why do

you not consider how, for this wicked perversity, you suffer little and almost

nothing at all for the sake of the gentleness that characterizes the Christian era?

But as if you were speaking to blind men and to fools, you want it to be a strong

proof ofyour righteousness that you endure insults and suffer persecution. Now,

if anyone is more righteous to the extent that he suffers worse punishments, I am

1 1. The Manichean Elect lived from the fruits and vegetables picked by the Hearers.

12. See 1 Tm4:l.

13. See above 1.
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not going to say something that is very easy to see, namely, that those polluted

by other sins and crimes suffer much worse punishments than you. This is what I

say: If it must be said that whoever suffers persecution for the name of Christ,

which he has in some way stolen and adopted, possesses the true faith and righ

teousness, concede that someone may have truer faith and greater righteousness

if we can show that he has suffered worse punishments than you. Let thousands

of our martyrs come to your mind, and especially Cyprian himself,14 whose

writings teach us that he believed in Christ who was born of the Virgin Mary.

For this faith, which you detest, he faced even death by the sword, along with

flocks of Christians who then believed in that way and died a cruder death in

that way.

But when Faustus was proved to be a Manichean or confessed to this, along

with some others who were brought with him to the court of the proconsul, the

Christians who brought them there made intercession for them, and by the very

lightest punishment, if it should be even called a punishment, he was banished to

an island. This is something that servants of God voluntarily do every day when

they want to withdraw from the turbulent uproar of the crowds, and the public

decrees of earthly princes often release by way of pardon those who have been

condemned to such places. Finally, not long afterward they were all released

with the same solemnity.15 Admit, therefore, that those people possessed a truer

faith and a more righteous life who merited to endure for it much more atrocious

punishments than you did, or stop boasting that you are hated by many. Distin

guish rather what it is to suffer persecution for blasphemy and what it is to suffer

persecution for righteousness, and notice carefully again and again in your

books for which of these you suffer.

9. But how many in our communion truly practice these loftier evangelical

precepts, while you deceive the ignorant by a semblance of them! How many

persons of both sexes are pure and untainted by any intercourse! How many

have experienced intercourse and afterwards practice continence! How many

give their possessions away or abandon them entirely! How many subject their

body to servitude either by frequent or by daily fasts and even by fasts continued

for an incredible time! How many congregations of brothers there are who have

no personal property but hold everything in common, and then only the things

needed for food and clothing, while forging with the fire of love one soul and

one heart for God ! 1 6 And in all these ways of life how many are discovered to be

false and wicked, and how many remain hidden! How many at first live

correctly and soon fail when their will becomes disordered! How many are

found to suffer temptations because they undertook such a life with another

14. Cyprian, elected bishop of Carthage c. 249. was martyred in 258.

1 5. Augustine refers to the amnesty proclaimed in January 387 under Theodosius and Arcadius.

16. See Acts 4:32.
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intention and with merely a shadow of its form! And how many humbly and

faithfully preserve their holy commitment up to the end and are saved!

In the company of these people there are those who appear different, but they

are still united by the same love. For on account ofsome need, in accord with the

exhortation of the apostle, they have wives as if they do not have them and

purchase things as if they do not own them and use this world as if they do not

use it.17 In addition to these there are also, in accord with the abundant riches of

God's mercy, those to whom the apostle said, Do not deprive each other except

for a time by mutual agreement so thatyou may have timeforprayer, and return

to it again lest Satan temptyou because ofyour lack ofself-control. But I say this

by way ofindulgence, not by way ofcommand. (1 Cor 7:5-6) The same apostle

says to such people, // is indeed already a sin that you take one another to court

(1 Cor 6:7). And bearing with their weakness, he says a little later, Ifyou have

court cases over worldly matters, appointfor them those who are least esteemed

in the church (1 Cor 6:4). 1S After all, those who sell and give away all their

possessions and follow the Lord so that they may be perfect are not the only ones

who belong to the kingdom of heaven, but in addition to this army of Christians

there is also, by reason of a sort of commerce of love, a certain multitude of

mercenaries, to whom it will be said in the end, / was hungry and you gave me to

eat (Mt 25:35). Otherwise, those people are going to be condemned whose

homes the apostle puts in order with such diligent and caring concern when he

admonishes wives to be subject to their husbands, husbands to love their wives,

children to obey their parents, parents to rear their children with the discipline of

the Lord and with rebukes, slaves to obey their masters with fear, and masters to

give their slaves what is just and fair.19

But far be it from the apostle to judge that these people are apart from the

commandments of the gospel and should be excluded from eternal life! For,

where the Lord says, Ifanyone does not bear his cross andfollow me, he cannot

be my disciple (Lk 1 4:27),20 exhorting stronger people to perfection, he immedi

ately also consoled these people when he said, He who welcomes a just man in

the name ofajust man will receive the reward ofajust man, and he who receives

a prophet in the name of a prophet will receive the reward of a prophet

(Mt 10:41). Hence, not only someone who gave Timothy a little wine on account

of his stomach and his frequent illnesses21 but also someone who hands a cup of

17. See 1 Cor 7:29-31.

18. The Greek text here allows one to interpret this verse as a question, whereas Augustine's text

cannot be interpreted in that way.

19. See Col 3: 18-4: 1.

20. See Mt 10:38. It would seem that Augustine is quoting from memory since his Latin is closer to

Luke's version than to Matthew's. He also reverses part ofthe next quotation from Matthew.

21. See lTm 5:23.
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cold water to a healthier and stronger person, provided he does this in the name

of a disciple, as follows in that passage, will not lose his reward.22

10. But why do you deceive your Hearers who serve you along with their

wives, children, families, houses, and fields, if whoever does not abandon all

these things does not accept the gospel? You do not promise them the resurrec

tion, however, but a return to this mortality so that they may be born again and

live the life of your Elect as foolishly, as uselessly, and as sacrilegiously as you

yourselves live it when you are praised so highly. Or. if they are more deserving,

they come back in melons and cucumbers or in some other foods that you your

selves are going to eat so that they may be quickly purified by your belching.

Hence, you are right to keep those people apart from the commandments of the

gospel, but you ought most of all to exclude yourselves from them when you

hold and teach such views.

After all, if this nonsense pertained to the faith of the gospel, the Lord ought

not to have said, / was hungry and you gave me to eat, but, "You were hungry,

and you ate me," or, "I was hungry, and I ate you." For according to your ravings

no one will be received into the kingdom of God because he gave the saints

something to eat but because he either ate them in order to belch them forth into

heaven or was eaten in order to be belched forth by them into heaven. Nor would

they say, Lord, when did we see you hungry and give you to eat? (Mt 25:37)

Rather, they would say, "When did we see you hungry and you ate us?" And he

would not reply to them, When you gave it to one ofmy littlest ones, you gave it to

me (Mt 25:40), but. "When one of my littlest ones ate you, I ate you."

1 1. Holding and teaching these strange doctrines and living in accord with

them, you dare to say that you observe the commandments of the gospel, and

you dare to speak ill of the Catholic Church in which there are so many little ones

along with those who are great. The Lord blesses both because they observe the

commandments of the gospel in accord with their positions and have hope in the

promises of the gospel. But your evil error draws your eye only to the straw in

our harvest. For you would soon see the wheat there, if you would be willing to

be a part of that harvest. But among you those who pretend to be Manicheans are

evil, and those who do not pretend to be Manicheans are foolish. For where faith

itself is a pretense, someone who uses it hypocritically deceives others, and one

who thinks that it is true is himself deceived. Nor can a good life exist as a result

of it, because each person lives either a good life or a bad life as a result of his

love. But if you were afire with love for the spiritual and intelligible good and

not with the desire for bodily phantasms— to mention quickly something that is

well known about you — you would not worship this bodily sun instead of the

divine substance.

22. See Mt 10:38-42.
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1 . Faustus said: Do you accept the Old Testament?

How do I, since I do not keep its commandments? In fact, I think that you do

not either. For I despise circumcision as shameful, and, if I am not mistaken, you

do too. I regard the Sabbath rest as needless; 1 believe that you do too. I have no

doubt that you too regard the sacrifices as idolatry. Certainly I do not abstain

from pork alone; you likewise do not eat it alone. Of course I do this because I

regard all meat as unclean, but you because you regard nothing as unclean, and

for both reasons the two of us destroy the Old Testament. Each of us scorns as

useless and vain the week of eating unleavened bread and the feast of taberna

cles. Each of us scorns the commandments about not patching linen with purple,

about considering it adultery to make a garment of linen and wool, about

counting it a sacrilege to yoke together an ox and an ass if it is necessary, about

not making a bald man or a man with unruly hair or someone with a similar mark

a priest, because such men are unclean in God's eyes. We have laughed at these

commandments, and we have not held them as either first or second in impor

tance, though they are all commandments and ordinances of the Old Testament.

What you object to, therefore, is something that you and I have in common,

whether it should be considered a sin or a good act, for both of us reject the Old

Testament. If, then, you ask what the difference is between your faith and mine,

it is that you choose to lie and to act like a slave by praising in words what you

hate in your mind. I have not learned to lie; I say what I think; I admit that I hate

those who command such shameful things as much as the commandments

themselves.

2. Augustine replied: We have already explained above1 how and why the

heirs ofthe New Testament accept the Old Testament. But because Faustus dealt

a little before with the promises of the Old Testament2 but now wanted to deal

with its commandments, I reply that the Manicheans are completely ignorant of

the difference between commandments that regulate life and commandments

that symbolize life. For example. You shall not covet (Ex 20: 17) is a command

ment that regulates life; Circumcise every male on the eighth day (Gn 17:10-12)

is a commandment that symbolizes life. Because of this ignorance the Mani

cheans, of course, and all those who are unhappy with the literal meaning of the

Old Testament do not understand that whatever God commanded the earlier

people to celebrate was a foreshadowing of what was to come. And, noticing

that those rites are not observed now, they criticize on the basis of the practice of

1. See above IV, 2.
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2. See above IV, 1 .
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the present time actions that were certainly suited to the time at which they signi

fied, as still to come, things that have now been revealed.

But what are they going to say against the apostle who says. All these things

happened to them in symbols, but they were written downfor the sake ofus upon

whom the end ofthe ages has come ( 1 Cor 1 0: 1 1 )? You see, he explains why we

accept those writings and why we need not now observe those signs of these

things. For, when he says, They were written downfor the sake ofus, he clearly

shows the great care with which we need to read and understand them and the

great authority in which we should hold them, since they were of course written

down for our sake. But when he says, They were symbols ofus ( 1 Cor 10:6), and,

They happened to them in symbols, he shows that, when we have those realities

as revealed, it is no longer necessary to observe the celebration of the symbols

that foretold them. For this reason he says in another place. Let no one, then,

judge you overfood or drink or over some aspect ofa feast day or of the new

moon or of Sabbaths; these areforeshadowings ofthings to come (Col 2:16-17).

Here, when he says, Let no one judge you over these things, he explains

how it is not necessary to observe them now, but when he says, These are

foreshadowings of things to come, he shows how it was necessary to observe

them, when such foreshadowing symbols foretold as coming the realities that

have now been clearly revealed to us.

3. Hence, if Manicheans were made righteous by the resurrection of the Lord,

whose day of resurrection was, of course, the third day after he suffered but the

eighth day following the day of the Sabbath, which is the seventh day, they

would immediately be stripped of the fleshly veil of mortal desires. And,

rejoicing in the circumcision of the heart, they would not mock the circumcision

that was foreshadowed and symbolized in the flesh in the time of the Old Testa

ment, though they would not enforce its practice and observation now in the

time of the New Testament. For in what member is the stripping away of fleshly

and mortal concupiscence more aptly prefigured than in that member from

which a fleshly and mortal child comes to be? But, as the apostle says, All things

are cleanfor the clean. For the unclean and non-believers, however, nothing is

clean, but their mind and conscience are polluted. (Ti 1:15) And so these Mani

cheans, who think that they are especially clean because they have nothing to do

or pretend to have nothing to do with those members, have fallen into the impu

rities of unbelief and error. For, though they despise the circumcision of the

flesh that the apostle said was a sign of the righteousness of faith,' they nonethe

less believe that the divine members of their God are held imprisoned and

defiled in those fleshly members. Hence, when they say that the flesh is unclean,

they are compelled to say that God has become unclean in it because of the part

of him that is held there, which part they of course say must be purified. And

3. See Rom 4:11.
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until that happens to the extent that it can, God meanwhile suffers all those

things that flesh suffers, not only in the labor and pain of afflictions but also in

the pleasure of the enticements to sin.

For they say that they spare him by not having intercourse, so that he is not

enmeshed more tightly in the knots of the flesh and does not become more

sordidly defiled. Since, therefore, the apostle says. All things are clean for the

clean, for people, that is, who can change for the worse by the disorder of their

will, how much more are all things clean for God, who remains always inca

pable of change and defilement! In the books that you criticize to your great

defilement it is said of the wisdom of God that nothing defiled enters into

it (Wis 7:25), and that it reaches everywhere on account of its cleanness

(Wis 7:24). Why are you, you most unclean fools, so displeased that the God for

whom all things are clean commanded that the sign ofregeneration be placed on

the human member from which human generation takes its origin, though you

are pleased that your God, for whom nothing is clean, is defiled and corrupted in

part of his own nature, even in the sins that impure human beings commit with

that member? What, then, must he suffer in various shameful acts of sexual

wrongdoing, since you believe that he is defiled even by marital intercourse!

Dare to say what you are accustomed to say: "Was there, then, no other place

than on that member where God might prefigure the sign of the righteousness of

faith?" We answer: "Why not there, after all? First, since all things are clean for

the clean, how much more are they clean for God. Secondly, because the apostle

said that a sign of the righteousness of faith was given to Abraham in such

circumcision."4 But do not be embarrassed, if you can avoid it, when you are

asked, "Was there, then, nothing else for your God to do so that he would not

entangle a part of his own nature in the members that you so despise?" They are

said to be shameful for human beings on account of the corruptible and penal

offspring of our mortality that comes to be from them, which the chaste handle

with modesty, the impure with lasciviousness, and God with righteousness.

4. But we now consider the Sabbath rest as useless to observe after the hope

of our eternal rest has been revealed, but not useless to read about or understand.

For the things that have been revealed to us in the present time had to be prefig

ured and foretold in the times of the prophets, not only in words but also in

actions. Hence, the reality that we possess was foretold in the sign about which

we read. But I wish that you would tell me why you do not want to observe your

rest. On their Sabbath, which they still understand in fleshly terms, the Jews not

only do not pick any produce in the field but do not even cut or cook it in their

homes. But, while you rest, you wait for one of your Hearers to go out into the

garden, armed with a knife or scythe for the sake of feeding you, a murderer of

melons, whose still living corpses he — amazing to say ! — brings you. For, if he

4. See Rom 4:1 1.
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does not kill them, what were you afraid of in such an action? But, if they are

killed when they are picked, how is there still life in them, which you claim that

you help to be purified and restored by eating them and belching? You receive

living melons, therefore, which, if you could, you ought to swallow whole. In

that way, after that one wound by which your Hearer became guilty when

he picked them, though he is to be set free by your pardon, they could come

unharmed and whole to the workshop of your belly, where you could restore

your God, who had been shattered by that battle. But now, before your teeth go

to work at chewing them up, you cut them into small pieces, if this pleases your

palate. How are you not guilty of these many wounds to them?

See how it would benefit you to do every day what the Jews do on one day of

the seven and to rest even from such domestic work. Now, what do vegetables

suffer in the fire where the life that is in them is certainly not restored? For that

boiling-pot cannot be compared to a holy belly, and yet you mock the Sabbath

rest as useless. How much better it would surely be if you not only did not criti

cize this rest in the time of the patriarchs, when it was not useless, but even

observed it now, when it is already useless, rather than this rest of yours, which

is unacceptable on account of its meaning but damnable on account of its error.

For in your foolish opinion you also become guilty by not observing it, and in the

judgment of the truth you are fools for observing it. After all, you say that

produce feels pain when it is picked from the tree and feels pain when it is cut up,

when it is grated, when it is cooked, and when it is eaten. You ought, therefore,

to have eaten only those things that can be swallowed raw and whole so that they

might suffer at most one pain when they are picked — not from you but from

your Hearers.

But you say, "How do we go to the help of such great life if we eat only those

things that can be swallowed uncooked and soft?" If, then, in this trade-off you

inflict many pains on your foods, why do you refrain from that one pain alone to

which this necessity forces you? For produce can also be eaten raw, as some of

you train yourselves to do, so that they do this not only with apples but also with

all vegetables. If, however, it is not picked or cut or somehow removed from the

earth or a tree, it could in no way serve as food. This action, therefore, ought to

have been readily pardonable, since without it you could not go to the help of

that life, but not those many torments that you do not hesitate to inflict upon the

members of your God in preparing your foods.

"But the tree weeps when the fruit is picked." You are by no means embar

rassed to say this. Surely the life that is present there knows all things and

foreknows who would come to it. When the Elect came and picked the apples,

then, it ought to have rejoiced, not wept, since it compensates for that passing

pain by a great happiness and escapes the great misery that it would have had if it

had gone to others. Why, then, do you not pick the apple since, once it has been

picked, you inflict upon it so many injuries and pains? Answer me if you can.
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Nor are fasts appropriate for you, for the furnace ought not to be idle in which

spiritual gold is purified from being mingled with excrement and the members

ofGod are released from their pitiful bonds. Hence, that person is more merciful

among you who can train himself so that it does not harm his health to eat raw

food often and to consume a lot. But you cruelly eat your food after imposing

such great punishments upon it, and you fast when you rest from the purification

of the members of God.

5. And yet you dare to deplore the sacrifices of the Old Testament and call

them idolatry and also to link us to such a sacrilege. Hence, we first reply in our

own defense that those sacrifices are no longer among the actions that we

perform but that we nonetheless embrace them in the mysteries of the divine

scriptures in order to understand what they foretold. For they too were symbols

of us, and all such sacrifices signified in many different ways the one sacrifice,

whose memory we now celebrate. Hence, when this sacrifice was revealed and

offered in its time, those sacrifices were removed from being actively cele

brated, but they remained in the authority of their meaning. For they were

written down for the sake of us upon whom the end ofthe ages has come.

The killing of animals clearly disturbs you in those sacrifices, though by its

condition every creature of this sort serves in some way the purposes of human

beings. But you, who do not offer bread to a hungry beggar, are merciful to

cattle, in which you believe human souls are present. But the Lord Jesus was

cruel to them when he allowed the demons to enter the herd of pigs when they

asked that of him.5 He also said to a certain leper whom he had cleansed when

the sacrifice of his own body had not as yet been revealed through his Passion,

Go, show yourselfto the priest, and offer what Moses commanded as testimony

to them (Lk 5:14). After all, since God often also bears witness through the

prophets that he needs no such gift, and since it is rather easy to see by reason

that he who needs nothing does not need that gift either, the human mind is

compelled to seek out what he wanted to teach us by these words. For he

certainly did not command that those sacrifices, which he does not need, should

be offered for no reason, but he showed by them something that it was good for

us to know and needed to be prefigured by such signs.

How much better and more decent it would be for you to be subject to these

sacrifices, which, though they are no longer necessary in our time, still signify

and teach something, than to command and to believe that living victims are

offered you by your Hearers! For, since the apostle most appropriately said

concerning certain men who were preaching the gospel for the sake of banquets,

Their god is their belly (Phil 3:19), how much more arrogant is the impiety

with which you boast! For you unabashedly say not that your belly is God

but— something more wickedly bold — that your belly purifies God ! But what

5. See Mt 8:32.
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sort of madness is it that they want to be thought pious because they refrain from

the killing of animals, though they say that all their foods have the same souls,

upon which, as they suppose, they inflict great wounds by their hands and teeth

while those foods are still alive?

6. But if you do not want to eat meat, why do you not slaughter the animals

and offer them to your God? In that way those souls, which you think are not

merely human but divine, since you believe that the animals are themselves

members of God, may be released from the prison of the flesh and be com

mended by your prayers so that they do not return there again. Or do you help

them more by your belly than by your mind? And is that nature of God saved

which merits to be exhaled from your innards rather than that which is

commended by your prayers? You do not sacrifice animals to your belly on the

grounds that you cannot consume them alive, so that you may set free their souls

by the intercession of your stomach.

O happy vegetables! Though they were picked by hands, cut by knives,

tortured by fire, masticated by teeth, they were still allowed to arrive alive at the

altars of your intestines ! And O unhappy animals, which cannot enter into your

bodies since they more quickly leave their own body! Though you are raving

mad in this way, you still think that we are enemies of the Old Testament

because we consider no meat unclean. For we hold the view of the apostle who

says. All things are clean for the clean (Ti 1:1 5), and the words of the Lord

where he says, It is not what enters your mouth but what comes out of it that

makes you unclean (Mt 15:11). The Lord did not say this only to the crowds, as

your Adimantus, whom Faustus praises most after Mani. wanted us to under

stand when he spoke ill of the Old Testament.6 Rather, even when he was away

from the crowds, he stated this to his disciples more clearly and more explicitly.

For, when Adimantus held that this statement of the Lord was opposed to the

Old Testament because the Old Testament said that certain kinds of meat, from

which that people was ordered to abstain, were unclean, he was afraid that

someone would say to him, "Why, then, do you think that not some but all kinds

of meat are unclean, and why do you refrain from eating all kinds, since you

yourself quote the testimony from the gospel that people are not defiled by what

enters into their mouths and passes to their belly and on into the toilet?"7 And so,

trying to escape these very tight confines that smother his error by the perfectly

clear truth, he said that the Lord said this to the crowds, as if the Lord spoke the

truth in secret to a few but spread about what was false to the crowds. And yet it

is sacrilegious to believe this of the Lord, and everyone who can read knows that

he said this more plainly to his disciples away from the crowds.

6. See Answer to Adimantus, a Disciple of Mani 1 5, 2.

7. See Mt 15:11.17.
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Hence, because in the beginning of his writings Faustus admired Adimantus

so highly that he preferred only Mani to him,8 1 ask as a shortcut whether this

statement of the Lord, in which he said that a man is not rendered unclean by

what enters his mouth, is true or false. If they say that it is false, why does their

great teacher Adimantus say that it was uttered by Christ and use it to attack the

Old Testament? But if it is true, why do they believe contrary to it that they are

rendered unclean if they eat any meat? Or perhaps they would be willing to

answer truthfully and say that the apostle did not say, "All things are clean for

heretics," but, All things are cleanfor the clean. For the same apostle goes on to

say why these things are not clean for them. He says, For the unclean and

non-believers nothing is clean, but their mind and conscience are polluted

(Ti 1:1 5). Hence, for Manicheans it is true that absolutely nothing is clean, since

they contend that even the very substance or nature of God not only could be

rendered unclean but also was partially rendered unclean, and that it was not

only rendered unclean but also cannot be completely recovered and purified.

Hence, it is surprising that they say that they think that all forms of meat are

unclean in this way and for this reason abstain from them, as if they think that

anything is clean not merely among foods but among all creatures. For they

claim that vegetables, fruits, all crops, the whole earth and heaven have been

defiled by a mingling with the nation of darkness. I wish, therefore, that they

would live up to their error in the other foods and that by abstaining from those

that they say are unclean they would die from hunger rather than stubbornly

speak such blasphemies! For, as long as they refuse to correct and reform them

selves, who would fail to understand that this would be better for them?

7. But let them understand, if they can, why this statement, in which the

apostle says, All things are clean for the clean, and, Every creature of God is

good ( 1 Tm 4:4), is not contrary to the Old Testament, where the food of certain

kinds of meat is forbidden. The apostle said this about their natures, but those

writings said that certain animals were unclean not because of their nature but

because of what they signified, on account of certain prophetic signs suited to

that time. And so, for example, if someone asks about a pig or a lamb, each of

them is clean because of its nature, because every creature ofGod is good, but

because of what they signify, the lamb is clean and the pig is unclean. It is just as

if you were to say "fool" and "sage." Each of these words is clean, to be sure,

because of the nature of the sound, the letters, and the syllables of which it is

composed, but one of these words, namely, "fool," can be said to be unclean

because of what it signifies, not because of its nature, since it signifies some

thing unclean. And perhaps what a pig is among figures, a fool is in reality. And

both that animal and that single syllable, namely, "fool," signify one and the

same thing.

8. See above I, 2.
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That animal is not said to be unclean in the law because it does not ruminate;

this is not its defect but its nature. But there are unclean human beings who are

signified by this animal not because of their nature but because of their personal

defect. Though they gladly hear words of wisdom, they do not think of them

afterward. For what else is it to recall something useful that you have heard — as

if from the stomach of your memory to the mouth of thought, because of the

pleasure ofrecalling it— but somehow to ruminate on it in a spiritual sense? The

people who do not do this are symbolized by that species of animals. Hence,

abstinence from such meat warns us to avoid such a defect. For, since wisdom is

itself a desirable treasure, it was written in another passage concerning this

cleanness of ruminating and the uncleanness of not ruminating: A desirable

treasure finds rest in the mouth of the wise man, but a fool swallows it (Prv

21:20). But these likenesses of things in symbolic expressions or observances

stimulate rational minds usefully and pleasantly because of the exercise in

volved in investigation and discovery. But the earlier people were commanded

not merely to hear many such things but also to observe them. For that was a time

when the things that were going to be revealed at a later time had to be foretold

not only by words but also by actions. After they had been revealed through

Christ and in Christ, the burdens of their observance were not imposed upon the

faith of the nations, but the authority of the prophecy was commended to it.

There, you see, we have stated the reason why, in accord with the statements

of the Lord and the apostle, we hold no meat of animals unclean, though we are

not in opposition to the Old Testament where certain kinds of meat were called

unclean. Now tell us why you think that meat is unclean.

8. According to your error, because of his mingling with the nation of dark

ness it is not flesh but your God who is unclean in the part that he sent and

mingled in order to defeat his enemies and take them captive, for that part was

destined to be swallowed and defiled. Hence, because of this mingling whatever

else you eat is also unclean. But you say, "Flesh is much more unclean." And it

would take a long time to recount their ravings on this topic of why flesh is more

unclean, but I shall touch briefly on what suffices to show that they have become

critics of the Old Testament through such inveterate folly that these attackers of

flesh are proved guilty of thinking in only a fleshly manner without any spiritual

truth. This somewhat longer answer will perhaps equip the reader against them,

so that so many words will not be required of us in the remaining responses.

For these people who mouth folly and seduce the mind say that in that

battle— when their first man ensnared the nation ofdarkness by those deceptive

elements and when, after princes and princesses were captured in that battle, the

world was fashioned out of them — many of them were bound in the heavenly

workshops, and among them there were also some pregnant females. And when

heaven began to spin, they were unable to endure this whirling and aborted their

fetuses, and those same aborted fetuses, both male and female, fell from heaven
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to earth, lived, grew up, mated, and gave birth. They say that all flesh that moves

on earth, in the water, and in the air draws its origin from this. If, then, flesh drew

its origin from heaven, it is utterly absurd to think that it is more unclean on this

account, especially since they say that in the very structure of the world those

same princes of darkness are bound through all its texture from the highest parts

to the lowest, so that they merit to have a higher place to the extent that any have

a greater amount of good mixed in with them. And for this reason, since it took

its origin from heaven, flesh ought to be cleaner than vegetables, which come

from the earth. Secondly, what is so insane as to say that the fetuses that they

conceived before the mingling with life had so much more vitality that, even

though they were aborted and fell from heaven to earth, they lived, but that after

they were mingled with life they could not live if they were born prematurely,

and, if they should fall from a slightly elevated position, they would immedi

ately die? Certainly, if the kingdom of life made war against the kingdom of

death, life, with which they were mingled, ought to have given them more

vitality and not made them more subject to corruption. But if each thing retains

its incorrupt state better in its own nature, Manicheans ought not to have taught

two natures, one good and the other evil, but two good natures, one of which was

better.

Why, then, since they say that flesh took its origin from heaven, do they claim

that flesh is more unclean, at least this flesh familiar to everyone? For they

suppose that the first bodies of the princes of darkness originated like worms

from trees that came to be there and that these trees came from those five

elements. Hence, if the bodies of animals have their first origin from trees and

their second origin from heaven, what reason is there to think that they are more

unclean than the fruit of trees? If it is because, when they die, they lose their soul

so that whatever remains when life leaves is now unclean, why are vegetables

and fruits not unclean for the same reason, since, as was said above,9 they die

when they are picked or pulled? The Elect, of course, want to be innocent of

these murders insofar as they themselves do not pick anything either from the

earth or from a tree.

Then, since they claim that there are two souls in the one body of a living

being, a good one from the nation of light and another evil one from the nation of

darkness, does the good soul take flight and the evil one remain when the living

being dies? For, if this were the case, the living being, once slain, would live as it

lived in the nation of darkness, when it had only the soul of its own nation, by

which it had also rebelled against the kingdoms of God. Since, therefore, in the

death of any living being both souls, the good and the evil, abandon the flesh,

why is flesh said to be unclean, as if it were abandoned by the good soul alone?

For, even if some remnants of life remain, remnants from each of the souls

9. See above 4.
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remain. After all, Manicheans say that even manure does not remain without

some tiny remnants of the members of God. They therefore have no reason for

maintaining that flesh is more unclean than fruits and vegetables.

But in trying to display their chastity — a false chastity, of course — they

suppose that flesh is more unclean because it comes from intercourse, as if they

are not more strictly obliged to go to the rescue of that member of God by their

eating, the more tightly they think that God is bound there. Finally, if this is the

reason for the greater uncleanness of flesh, let them eat those bodies of living

beings that do not come from intercourse, such as the countless kinds of worms.

For in certain regions near Venice people commonly eat some of these worms

that originate from trees. Manicheans ought also to have taken as food frogs,

which the earth suddenly brings forth after a rainfall, so that they may set free the

members of their God that are mingled with such forms, if they detest the flesh

that is propagated by intercourse. And they should accuse the human race of

error because human beings eat chickens and doves that are procreated from

intercourse between males and females but reject the cleaner frogs that are the

progeny of heaven and earth.

For according to their myth the first princes of darkness, whose parents were

trees, were more clean than Mani himself, whom his father and mother begot by

having intercourse. Since their lice are born without intercourse from the sweat

of the flesh or the exhalation of the body, they are also more clean than those

poor wretches themselves, who were born from parents who had intercourse. Or

if they think that whatever comes to be from the flesh, even without intercourse,

is unclean because flesh itself comes from intercourse, vegetables and fruits,

which grow with more fertility and abundance because of manure, will be

unclean. Here let the people who say that vegetables and fruits are cleaner than

flesh see what they should do or what they should reply. For is anything

produced from flesh more unclean than dung, and is anything a better fertilizer

when applied to crops? They themselves certainly say that through the grinding

and digestion of food life takes flight from it and that a certain slight amount

remains in the dung. Why, then, does your food, that is, the fruits of the earth,

grow better, larger, and more abundant as a result of manure, in which there is

such a slight amount of life? Flesh is fed not from the waste of the earth but from

its produce, but the earth is fertilized by the waste from flesh, not by its

offspring. Let them choose which is more clean. Or let them now be corrected

and cease to be the unclean and the unbelieving for whom nothing is clean.10 and

let them embrace with us the apostle who says. All things are cleanfor the clean.

The Lord's is the earth and itsfullness (Ps 24: 1 ). Every creature ofGod is good

(1 Tm 4:4). All the things that exist by nature are good in their own order, and

10. SeeTi 1:15.
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none of them sins except those that do not preserve their own order in obedience

to God and that disturb the order of other things by making bad use of them.

9. Our fathers, however, who were pleasing to God, maintained their proper

order in that obedience inasmuch as they observed whatever God allotted by his

commands to the appropriate timesjust as he allotted it. And so, during that time

they abstained from certain kinds of flesh that were given as food. Though all of

them were clean by nature, nonetheless some were unclean because of what they

signified. For God commanded that those kinds of flesh should not be eaten so

that what they signified might prefigure the future revelation of events. But they

also ate unleavened bread and other such foods in which the apostle says that

there was a foreshadowing of what was to come. "If people of that time and of

that race scorned those observances at the time when those observances were

necessary to foretell the realities that have now been revealed, they would have

been guilty, just as we would be foolish if we thought that those prophetic obser

vances did us some good, now that the New Testament has been revealed. And

in the same way we would be sacrilegious and wicked if we thought that we

should throw away those same books. For they were written for our sake so that

we might know and faithfully and firmly hold that those realities, which have

now been revealed to us and proclaimed in full clarity, were foretold by those

symbols so long before. After all, the Lord does not now command us to observe

in a bodily manner the things that were written there but to understand and prac

tice them in a spiritual manner. For they were written for the sake of us upon

whom the end of the ages has come, as the same apostle likewise says. For all

those things that were written before were written for our instruction.12 Hence,

not to eat unleavened bread for the appointed seven days during the time of the

Old Testament was a sin,13 but during the time of the New Testament it is not a

sin.

But, given the hope of the world to come that we have in Christ, who by

clothing our soul with righteousness and by clothing our body with immortality

renews us completely, it is always a sin to believe that we shall suffer or do

something as a result of a necessity or lack that stems from the old corruption, as

long as these seven days that mark the passage of time recur. But what was

hidden in a symbol in the times of the Old Testament was understood by certain

holy men and women, while what has been revealed in full clarity in the time of

the New Testament is being preached to whole peoples. Hence, that scripture

then served as a commandment but is now a testimony.

11. SeeHeb 10:1.

12. See Rom 15:4.

13. See Ex 12:15.
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At that time it was a sin not to celebrate the feast of tabernacles;14 now it is not

a sin. But not to be part of the tabernacle ofGod, which is the Church, is always a

sin. Then, however, the symbolism was acted out under a commandment, but

now we read about its revelation in a testimony. For what was done then would

not be called the tabernacle of testimony if it did not by some appropriate

meaning attest to some truth that was to be made known in its own time. To patch

linen with purple and to wear agarment made of linen and wool was once a sin;15

now it is not. But to live in a disordered way and to want to confuse distinct voca

tions in life is certainly a sin — for example, if a nun were to wear the jewelry of

a married woman or if a woman who marries because she cannot observe conti

nence were to dress as a virgin. And the same thing also holds for whatever in

anyone's life is inappropriately disguised by something of a different kind. But

that which is now clear about ways of life was then symbolized by clothing. For

that was the time for symbolism, and this is the time for its revelation. The scrip

ture that then required symbolic actions is therefore now a witness to the realities

that were symbolized, and those practices that were then observed for the

purpose of foretelling events are now read out for the purpose of confirming

them.

Then it was not permitted to yoke together an ox and an ass for doing work;16

now it is permitted. For the apostle explained this when he mentioned the scrip

ture about not muzzling the ox as it grinds wheat. He said, Are we concerned

about oxen ? ( 1 Cor 9:9) Why, then, do we read this now when what it forbids is

currently permitted? For the same apostle continued there and said, Scripture

speaksfor our sake ( 1 Cor 9:10). And it is indeed wrong for us not to read what

was written for our sake. For it was written more for the sake of us for whom it

has been revealed than for the sake of those for whom it was hidden in symbols.

If need be, certainly anyone yokes together an ox and an ass without detriment to

his work, but no one pairs together without scandal a wise man and a fool, not so

that one may command and the other obey but so that as equals they may

proclaim the word of God with equal authority. And so we hold to the same

scripture, which then commanded with power that what has now been revealed

was to be hidden in shadows, and which now testifies with authority that what

was then concealed has been revealed by the light.

As for the law's saying that a man who is bald and has uneven hair is

unclean,17 Faustus did not pay sufficient attention, or he came upon a faulty

manuscript. But I wish that he himself had chosen to have a bald forehead and

14. See Lv 23:34.

15. See Dt 22:1 1.

16. See Dt 22: 10.

17. See Lv 1 3:42-43. Leviticus speaks of a man who is bald or balding and has a white or reddish

spot on his head. Faustus uses the Latin reburrus. which according to Lewis and Short means
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had not been ashamed to place on it the cross of Christ; then he would have

immediately believed that Christ, who cries out, lam the truth (Jn 14:6), neither

died with unreal wounds nor rose with unreal scars. In fact, Faustus also says, "I

have not learned to lie; I say what I think."18 He is not a disciple of his Christ,

then, since Faustus insanely supposes that Christ showed unreal scars to his

doubting disciples and yet wants us to believe him, as if he were not lying, not

only regarding his other points of folly but also regarding the very deception on

the part of Christ. Is he better than Christ, since he himself does not lie about the

lying Christ, or is he by this very fact a disciple not of the truthful Christ but of

the lying Mani, since he lies about what he boasts that he did not learn to lie

about?

"with bristling hair." In any case Augustine simply points out that Faustus either misread the

text or had a faulty manuscript.

18. See above I.
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1 . Faustus said: Why do you not believe in the genealogy of Jesus?

There are. to be sure, many reasons, but the principal one is that he himself

never said that he had a father or a family on earth but. on the contrary, that he is

not of this world,1 that he came forth from God the Father.-1 that he came down

from heaven,' that he has no mother or brothers save those who do the will of his

Father, who is in heaven.4 Besides this, the very men who ascribe these genealo

gies to him seem not to have known him before his birth nor as soon as he was

born, so that they should be believed to have recorded about him events that they

saw happened with their own eyes. Rather, theyjoined him when he was already

a young adult, that is, a man of almost thirty years, if age can without blasphemy

be ascribed to divinity.

In every testimony to the truth we are always accustomed to ask whether

anyone heard or saw what was reported. But these men admit that they did not

hear from him the order of his begetting or that he was born at all. and they admit

that they did not see it with their own eyes because they came to know him a long

time afterward, that is. after his baptism. Hence. I and everyone with correct

judgment think it as foolish to believe this as if someone were to call a blind and

deaf witness into court.

2. Augustine replied: In the eyes of those who read what we said above

concerning the Son of Man and also the Son of God,5 Faustus is shown most

clearly to have been defeated regarding what he refers to as the principal reason

why he does not accept the genealogy of Jesus. For Christ very often bears

witness that he is the Son of God and that he is also the Son of Man,6 and that in

terms of his divinity he does not have a family on earth while in terms ofthe flesh

he is a descendant of David, as the teaching of the apostle bears witness.7 Hence,

we ought to believe and understand that he both went forth from the Father 8 and

came from heaven9 and yet that the Word, having become flesh, dwelled here

among human beings.10 But if they think that he did not have a mother and

family on earth because he said. Who is my mother and who are my brothers?

(Mt 1 2:48), then they should maintain that his disciples, to whom he offered the

1. See Jn 8:23.

2. SeeJn 16:28.

3. See Jn 6:41: 51.

4. See Mt 1 2:48-50.

5. See above II, 4; V, 4.

6. See Mt 8:20: 9:6.

7. See Rom 1:3; 2 Tm 2:8.

s. SeeJn 16:28.

9. See Jn 6:41.
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10. SeeJn 1:14.
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example in his own person of placing little value on relations of an earthly kind,

did not have fathers. After all, he said to them, Do not call anyone on earth your

father; for God is your onlyfather (Mt 23:9). What he taught them concerning

fathers, therefore, he himself first put into practice concerning his mother and

brothers, as in many other instances when he graciously offered himself to us as

an example to imitate and went ahead of us so that we might have someone to

follow. Hence, Faustus, who is defeated on the point on which he thinks that he

wins the victory, ought to notice how he has been brought down and trapped on

the other points.

Indeed, he says that we should not believe the apostles who proclaimed not

only his divine but also his human birth, because they joined him when he was

already a young man and did not see him born and did not say that they heard this

from him. Why, then, do Manicheans believe John when he says, In the begin

ning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. He was

with God in the beginning. All things were made by him, and without him

nothing was made (Jn 1:1 -3), as well as the other things that they like, though

they do not understand them? Let them say where John saw this or where he said

that he heard this from the Lord. For whatever they say about the source

from which John could have known this, we also believe that all those who

proclaimed the birth ofChrist could have known what they proclaimed from that

same source.

Then I ask why they believe that the Lord said, Who is my mother or who are

my brothers? If it is because the evangelist reported this, why do they not also

believe the statement that his mother and brothers were looking for him?" But if

the evangelist lied about what they do not want to believe, how do they believe

him that Christ said what they do not want to understand? Then, if Matthew

could not have known that Christ was born because he joined him when he was

already a young man, how could Mani, who was born so many years later, have

known that Christ was not born? They are going to say: "The Holy Spirit who

was present in Mani knew this." Surely, if he was the Holy Spirit, he would have

spoken the truth. But why do we not rather believe his disciples regarding

Christ, since they were also physically close to him? For by way of the Holy

Spirit, whom Christ gave them, they not only were able to know if anything was

hidden in human affairs but also gathered, solely by human means, information

on the family and the whole origin of Christ in terms of the flesh when it was still

recent and fresh in memory. And yet Faustus calls the apostles blind and deaf

witnesses. I wish that you were not only blind and deaf, so that you would not

learn such sacrilegious nonsense, but also mute, so that you would not say such

things!

II. SeeMt 12:48.46.
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1 . Faustus said: Why do you not accept the Old Testament?

Because I have already been given the New Testament. But what is old does

not fit with what is new, as scripture testifies. It says, No one sews a newpatch on

an old garment; otherwise greater damage will result (Mt 9:16; Lk 5:36).

Because, like you, I avoid causing greater damage, I do not mix Christian

newness with Hebrew oldness. Who would notjudge it even indecent not to give

away his old clothes to his inferiors once he had donned new ones? Hence, even

if I were born a Jew, as the apostles were, it would be right for me to repudiate the

Old Testament once I had accepted the New, as the apostles did. But now, since

by the benefit of birth I have obtained not to be born under the yoke of servitude,

and since Christ came to me at once with the complete gift of freedom, how

wretched and foolish and also ungrateful I will be if I hand myself over to servi

tude again! Indeed, Paul blames the Galatians because, in falling back into

circumcision, they returned to the weak and needy elements to which they

wanted to be enslaved once again.1 How, then, should I do what I see someone

else is blamed for doing? It is shameful to go back into slavery; it is more

shameful just to go into it.

2. Augustine replied: We have already amply replied above about why and

how we uphold the authority of the Old Testament, not in order to imitate Jewish

servitude but to bear witness to Christian freedom.2 Now these are not my words

but the apostle's: All these things happened to them in figures, but they were

written downfor the sake ofus upon whom the end ofthe ages has come ( 1 Cor

10:1 1). Hence, we do not practice in servitude what they were commanded to

do, which was for the sake of foretelling us, but we read in freedom what was

written down, so that it may strengthen us. Who, then, would not already under

stand why the apostle calls back the Galatians? They were not reading the scrip

ture concerning the circumcision in a religious way but wanted to be cir

cumcised in a superstitious way.3

Hence, we are not sewing a new patch on an old garment, but we are being

educated in the kingdom of heaven like that head of the family whom the Lord

mentions, who brings forth from his storeroom things both new and old.4

Someone sews a new patch on an old garment who wants to have spiritual conti

nence and has not yet put aside his fleshly hopes. For read carefully and see that,

when the Lord was asked about fasting, he replied, No one sews a new patch on

1. See Gal 4-5.

2. See above IV, 2: VI. 2.

3. See Gal 4-5.
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an old garment (Mt 9: 1 6). The disciples, after all, still loved the Lord in a fleshly

way, since they even feared that they would lose him if he died. Hence, when

Peter called him back from his passion, the Lord referred to him as Satan

because his thoughts were not those of God but those of men.5 Hence, in that

fantasy ofyours concerning the kingdom of God, because of which you love and

worship this light of the sun, which is obvious to the flesh and set before you as a

model, pay attention to how you have fleshly hopes, and you will find how you

sew your fasts onto the wisdom of the flesh like an old garment.

Since, nonetheless, a new patch does not fit with an old garment, how could

the members of your God cling to the princes of darkness, since those members

were not joined and sewn onto them, but — what is stronger — mingled and

combined with them? Or are they both old because both of them are false and

both of them come from the wisdom of the flesh? Or do you perhaps want to

prove that one is new and the other old because greater damage was produced

when the miserable patch was cut off from the kingdom of light and confined as

an eternal punishment in the sphere of darkness? And yet the shabby tailor or

beggarly wearer of such myths thinks that he cleverly punctures the firmament

of the divine scriptures by the needle, as it were, of his tongue.

5. See Mt 16:23.
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1. Faustus said: Why do you not accept the Old Testament?

If the apostles who were born under it were permitted to abandon it, why am I

who was not born under it not permitted to leave it alone? We are all, of course,

born as gentiles, not as Jews, not even as Christians. But the Old Testament

draws some people to itself from the world of the gentiles and makes them Jews,

while the New Testament initiates others as Christians. It is as if there were two

trees, one sweet and the other bitter, which absorb into themselves the power of

the one earth in order to change it by their qualities. Since, then, the apostles

passed from the bitter tree to the sweet one, how foolish I will be if I change from

the sweet tree to the bitter one!

2. Augustine replied: Why, then, does the apostle, who you say passed from

bitterness to sweetness by abandoning Judaism, say rather that those from that

people who refused to believe in Christ are branches broken off from it and that

the nations have, like a wild olive tree, been grafted onto the root of the domesti

cated olive tree, that is, onto the origin of the holy Hebrews?

For, when he warned the gentiles not to be proud because of the falling away

of the Jews, he spoke as follows. He said, For I speak to you gentiles inasmuch

as I am the apostle ofthe gentiles. I shall boast ofmy ministry ifin some way I

can challenge my own flesh to jealousy so that I may save some of them. If the

rejection of them means the reconciliation ofthe world, what will their accep

tance be but lifefrom the dead? But if the portion ofthe dough offered asfirst

fruits is holy, so is the whole lump, and ifthe root is holy, so are the branches. If

some ofthe branches have been broken offand ifyou, though you are the wild

olive tree, have been grafted onto them and have becomejoined to the root and

the richness of the domesticated olive tree, do not boast against the branches.

But ifyou do boast, it is not you who support the branches, but the root supports

you. You say, then, The branches have been broken offso that I might be grafted

on. True. They were broken off because of their unbelief. But you remain

standing byfaith; do not be proud, but befearful. For, ifGod did not spare the

natural branches, he will not spare you either. See, therefore, the goodness and

the severity ofGod: his severity, indeed, toward those who havefallen away, but

his goodness toward you ifyou remain in his goodness. Otherwise you too will

be cut away. And ifthey do not remain in their unbelief, they will be grafted back

on. For God is able to graft them on again. After all, ifyou have been cut offfrom

the wild olive tree and grafted onto the good olive tree contrary to your nature,

how much more will they, who are the natural branches, be grafted onto their

own olive tree ? For I do not want you to be ignorant, brothers, ofthis mystery so

that you may not be wise in your own eyes. For blindness has come about in a
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part ofIsrael until thefullness ofthe gentiles enters, and in that way all ofIsrael

will be saved. (Rom 11:1 3-26)

You see, therefore, that you who do not want to be grafted onto this root are

certainly not like the branches that have been broken off, as the fleshly and unbe

lieving people of the Jews is, but you have remained in the bitterness of the wild

olive tree. For what else does worshiping the sun and the moon resemble but the

wild olive tree of the gentiles? Or do you perhaps suppose that you are no longer

on the wild olive tree of the gentiles because you have added thorns of a new

kind and have created, not with an artist's hand but with a perverse heart, a false

Christ, whom you worship along with the sun and the moon? Be grafted on,

then, to the root of the domesticated olive tree to which the apostle rejoices that

he has returned, for he was among the branches that had been broken offbecause

of his unbelief. He says that he was set free from it when he rejoices that he

crossed over to Christ from Judaism, because Christ was always preached in that

root and in that tree. Those who did not believe in him when he came were

broken off from it, and those who believed were grafted onto it. So that they

would not be proud, it was said, Do not be proud, but befearful. For, ifGod did

not spare the natural branches, he will not spare you either. (Rom 1 1:20-21)

But so that we would not despair over those who were broken off, he says a little

later. And ifthey do not remain in their unbelief, they will be grafted back on. For

God is able to graft them on again. After all, ifyou have been cut offfrom the

wild olive tree and grafted onto the good olive tree contrary to your nature, how

much more will they, who are the natural branches, be grafted onto their own

olive tree? (Rom 1 1 :23-24) There you see why he also boasts of having been

delivered from being broken off and restored to the richness of the root. And so,

let those among you whom unbelief has broken off from that root return and be

grafted on again. But let those who were never there come to it, once they have

been cut off from their natural barrenness, so that they may share in its richness.



Book Ten

1 . Faustus said: Why do you not accept the Old Testament?

Because we have learned from it and from the New Testament not to covet

others' property. But what, you ask, does the Old Testament have that is others'

property? Rather, what does it have that is not others' property? It promises

riches and a full belly, children and grandchildren, a long life, and along with

these a kingdom in Canaan, but it promises all of this to the circumcised, to those

who keep the Sabbath, who offer sacrifices, and who abstain from pork and

other such things. Because I and every Christian regard these things as useless

and as irrelevant to the salvation of the soul, I recognize that what it promises is

of no concern to me. And, bearing in mind the commandment, You shall not

covet others' property (Ex 20:17; Rom 7:7), I have gladly and willingly

permitted the Jews to have what belongs to them — content, you may be sure,

with the gospel and the splendid heritage of the kingdom of heaven. For I would

rightly say to a Jew by way of reprimand, if he claimed the gospel for himself,

"Wicked fellow, what do you have to do with the gospel, since you do not keep

its commandments?" I fear that the Jews would reprimand me in the same way if

I held onto the Old Testament, whose commandments I disdain.

2. Augustine replied: It does not embarrass this fellow to repeat the same

nonsense often, but it annoys me to make the same replies often, though they are

true. And so, let whoever is also looking for a reply to these points read what we

said previously.1 But to a Jew who asks me, "Why do you hold onto the

Old Testament, whose commandments you do not keep?" I reply, "Chris

tians observe from those books the commandments that regulate life, but the

commandments that symbolize life were rightly observed when the things were

foretold that have now been revealed. Hence, while I do not observe these latter

commandments as a matter of religion, yet 1 hold onto them for their testimony.

For example, there are the fleshly promises contained there, because of which it

is properly called the Old Testament. For, though the eternal realities to be

hoped for have been revealed to me, 1 still read of those events as bearing

witness to them, since they happened to them in figures, but they were written

downfor the sake ofus upon whom the end ofthe ages has come ( 1 Cor 1 0: 1 1 ).

And so, ifyou listened to what we would reply to the Jews, listen also to what we

pose as an objection to the Manicheans.

3. Faustus said that we could surely be disturbed if the Jews said to us, "Why

do you hold onto the Old Testament, whose commandments you do not

observe?" We reply to them, "Because we reverence and observe the authority
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of the same scripture." What do you reply when people say to you, "Why do you

hold onto the books of the gospels, which you pretend to follow in order to

deceive the ignorant, though you not only do not believe what is written in them

but even attack them with all the might you can?" Surely you see that it is you

who cannot reply to objections based on the New Testament rather than we who

cannot reply to objections based on the Old. For we say that all the things that

were written in the Old Testament are true, were commanded by God, and were

assigned to their appropriate times. But, when people raise as an objection to

you that you do not even accept what has been written in the books of the New

Testament, you fail to answer, and, with your lips silenced by the clear truth, you

say with a wounded gasp that they have been falsified. What else could the stran

gled lips of liars gasp out? Or, rather, what other stink could the slain corpses of

the dead give off?

And yet Faustus has admitted that he learned not only from the New Testa

ment but also from the Old not to covet others' property — something he

certainly could not learn from his own God. If in fact his God did not covet

others' property, why did he construct new worlds over the land of darkness

where they never existed? Or is he going to say, "The nation of darkness first

coveted my kingdom, which did not belong to it"? Did God, then, imitate the

nation of darkness by coveting others' property himself? Or was the kingdom of

light too small before? And so God had to desire war in order to acquire a larger

realm by conquest. But if this war is good, it could have been desired even

before, but he still waited for the enemy nation to start the war first so that he

might attack it with more justice. But if it is not good, why did he want his

kingdom to expand over another's land after the enemy was defeated, though

previously he was content with his own boundaries and lived in complete happi

ness?

I wish that these Manicheans were willing to learn from those old writings

these very commandments that govern life, one of which is that we should not

covet others' property. Then they would surely become gentle and would also

meekly understand that those commandments that symbolize life, at which they

are offended and bark, were suited to being observed then at that time and to

being understood now at this time. But how do we covet the Old Testament as

others' property, since we read of those things that happened to them infigures,

but were written down for the sake of us upon whom the end of the ages has

cornel I do not think that someone who reads what was written for his own sake

covets others' property.



Book Eleven

1 . Faustus said: Do you accept the apostle?

Certainly.

Why, then, do you not believe that the Son of God was born as a descendant

of David according to the flesh?1

I certainly would not believe that the apostle of God could have written

self-contradictory things and that he held now this and now that view concern

ing our Lord. But since this is what you want, who never hear without complaint

that something in the apostle is spurious, you should know that this statement is

certainly not against us. For this seems to be the old and former opinion of Paul

concerning Jesus, when Paul too, like the others, thought that he was the son of

David. But when he learned that this was false, he modifies and softens it, and,

when writing to the Corinthians, he says, We do not know anyone according to

the flesh, and if we knew Christ according to the flesh, yet now we no longer

know him in that way (2 Cor 5:16). Hence, you must consider the great differ

ence that there is between these two passages, one of which reports that Jesus is

the son of David according to the flesh, while the other says that he no longer

knows anyone according to the flesh. If both statements are Paul's, either they

will be his for the reason I said, or one of them will not be from Paul.

Then he goes on to say, And so, if there is a new creation in Christ, the old

things have passed away. See, all things have been made new. (2 Cor 5: 17) You

see, he calls that earlier belief old and passing, that is, his belief that Jesus was a

descendant of David according to the flesh, but he calls this belief new and

lasting because he no longer knows anyone according to the flesh. Hence, he

says elsewhere. When I was a child, I spoke like a child, I reasoned like a child, I

thought like a child; but when I became a man, I set aside the things ofa child

(1 Cor 13:1 1). Ifthisisso, what wrong do we do if we hold onto Paul's new and

better statement and cast off that old and worse one? Or, if you have your heart

set on believing in accord with what he writes to the Romans, why is it not

permissible for us to believe in accord with what he taught the Corinthians? And

yet I would make this response only in view of your hardness of heart. Far be it

from God's apostle ever to destroy what he built. Otherwise he would make

himself a liar, as he himself testified.2 If, nonetheless, that earlier statement was

also his, it has now been corrected, but if it is not permissible to hold that Paul

ever said anything incorrect, the statement is not his.

1. See Rom 1:3.
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2. Augustine replied: This is what I said a little before.3 When the Mani-

cheans are strangled by the plain truth so that they are surrounded by the clear

words of the holy scriptures and cannot find in them a way out for their lies, they

reply that the testimony that has been produced is false. O words in flight from

the truth and stuck in madness! The passages brought forth against you from the

divine books are so invincible that you have nothing else to say but that they

were falsified. If this plea is admitted, if it is thought to carry any weight, what

written authority can one appeal to, what sacred book can one open, what proof

from any writing can one use to refute your errors? It is one thing not to accept

these books and not to be bound by any tie to them. The pagans do this with all

our books. The Jews do this with the New Testament. And, finally, we ourselves

do this with your books and those of other heretics, if they have any of their own

peculiar to them. And we do this with the books that are called apocryphal— not

because they are to be held in some secret reverence but because they were

produced from some secret source or other by the presumption of some

unknown persons, without having been supported by the light of any testimony.

But it is one thing, then, not to be bound by the authority of some books or of

some human beings, and it is something else to say, "This holy man wrote

nothing but the truth, and this letter is his. But in this letter this statement is his,

and that one is not his." When you hear from your opponent, "Prove it," you do

not have recourse to more accurate copies either of more or older manuscripts or

of an earlier language from which it was translated into the present language.

Rather, you say, "I prove that this statement is his, but that that one is not, from

the fact that this statement agrees with me, while that one does not."

Are you, then, the standard of the truth? Is whatever is opposed to you not

true? What if someone else came along with a similar madness, but one that

would smash the hardness of your heart, and said, "On the contrary, that state

ment which agrees with you is false, but this one which is against you is true"?

What are you going to do except perhaps produce another book in which you can

understand whatever you read in accord with your view? If you do this, you will

hear this person contradicting you not about some part of the book but about its

entirety, and crying out, "It is false." What will you do? Where will you turn?

What origin will you claim as a witness for the book you produced? What antiq

uity? What line of succession? For, if you try to do this, you will accomplish

nothing, and you see what the authority of the Catholic Church can do in this

area. It is supported by the series of bishops who followed one after the other

from those most solidly founded sees of the apostles right up to the present day

and by the agreement of many peoples. And so, if the question turned on the reli

ability of the copies (for in some copies there are a few differences that are well

known to students of the sacred writings), our doubts would be resolved by

3. See above X, 3.
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manuscripts from other regions from which the teaching stemmed or, if the

manuscripts differed there as well, more manuscripts would be preferred to

fewer ones and older manuscripts to newer ones. And, if the differences were

still uncertain, the earlier language from which it was translated would be

consulted. Those who want to find out something that bothers them in the holy

scriptures, which are confirmed by such great authority, investigate them in this

way so that they may have a source from which to learn, not so that they may

quarrel.

3. But all the manuscripts both new and old have what we produce against

your impiety from the letter of the apostle Paul, namely, that the Son of God is a

descendant of David according to the flesh.4 All the churches read this, and all

the languages agree. Strip off, then, the cloak of lies that Faustus donned when

he set before himself someone who asked him, "Do you accept the apostle

Paul?" to which he replied, "Certainly." For why did he not reply instead, "Not

at all," except because, as a liar, he could not answer anything else but what was

false? For what does he accept of the apostle Paul? Not the first man, who Paul

said was earthly from the earth,5 of whom he likewise says, Thefirst man, Adam,

became a living soul (1 Cor 15:45). Faustus proclaims that some first man or

other, who is not earthly from the earth and who did not become a living soul but

who comes from the substance ofGod and is what God is. plunged his members

or his clothing or his weapons, that is, the five elements, for they are nothing but

the substance of God, into the nation of darkness so that they were defiled and

taken captive. Nor does he accept the second man, who Paul says is from

heaven,6 who he also says is the last Adam, who has become a life-giving spirit,7

who he says became a descendant of David according to the flesh,8 born ofa

woman, born under the law, so that he might redeem those who were under the

law (Gal 4:4-5). Of him he says to Timothy, Remember that Christ Jesus, a

descendant ofDavid, rosefrom the dead according to my gospel (2 Tm 2:8), and

by his example he also proclaims our resurrection when he says, For I handed

on to you, first of all, what I received, namely, that Christ died for our sins

according to the scriptures and that he was buried and that he rose on the third

day according to the scriptures ( 1 Cor 15:3-4). And a little later he introduced

the reason why he said this: But if Christ is proclaimed to have risen from the

dead, how do certain persons among you say that there is no resurrection ofthe

dead? (I Cor 15:12)

This Faustus, however, who, when asked whether he accepts the apostle

Paul, replies, "Certainly," denies all these points and refuses to accept that Jesus

4. See Rom 1:3.

5. Seel Cor 15:47.

6. See 1 Cor 15:47.

7. See 1 Cor 15:45.

8. See Rom 1:3.
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is a descendant of David and that he was born of a woman. Paul calls her a

woman not because she was corrupted either by intercourse or by giving birth.9

Rather, he is speaking in the manner ofthe scriptures, which were accustomed to

refer to her sex in that way, as it was said of Eve in Genesis, Heformed it into a

woman (Gn 2:22), though she had not yet been united to her husband. Nor does

Faustus accept the death, burial, and resurrection of Christ, since he says that

Christ did not have a mortal body, in which that real death might have occurred,

and that the scars which he showed to his disciples after the resurrection when he

appeared to them alive, as Paul also mentions, were not real scars. 10

Nor does he accept that our flesh will rise, transformed into a spiritual body,

as the same apostle most clearly says, The body is sown as animal; the body rises

as spiritual (1 Cor 15:44). For this reason, when he distinguished between

the animal and the spiritual body, he added what I have already mentioned

concerning the first Adam and the last Adam."

Then, he inserted, But I say this, my brothers: Flesh and blood cannot

possess the kingdom ofGod (1 Cor 15:50).

And in case anyone believed that this kind of flesh and its substance could not

rise, he wanted to explain what he was now calling flesh and blood. For he

wanted us to understand this corruption, which will not then exist at the resurrec

tion of the just. Hence, he immediately added, Nor will corruption possess

incorruption (1 Cor 15:50). And in case anyone still supposed that what will be

buried would not rise but that it would be set aside like one tunic and that another

better one would be put on, he wanted to explain most clearly that this very body

will be changed for the better, just as Christ's clothes were not set aside and

others donned on the mountain, but the very clothes that were there were trans

formed for the better in brightness.12 Hence, he goes on and adds these words,

See, I am telling you a mystery: we shall all indeed rise, but we shall not all be

transformed ( 1 Cor 15:51). And in case it was still uncertain who they are who

will be transformed, he says, In an instant, in the blink of an eye, at the last

trumpet, for the trumpet will sound, and the dead will rise incorruptible, and we

shall be transformed (1 Cor 15:52). They might still say that we shall not be

transformed in the resurrection in terms of this mortal and corruptible body but

in terms of the soul, because the apostle did not say what he was speaking about.

But from the beginning of this discussion he was speaking about the body, as his

opening line indicates: But someone will ask, he says, How will the dead rise ? In

what body will they come? (1 Cor 15:35) He laterpointed out as if by his finger

what he was speaking about and added the words, For this corruptible body

9. The Latin mulier ("woman") can mean a married woman or one who has had sexual

experience, thai is, the opposite of "virgin."

10. See Lk 24:39-40; 1 Cor 15:5.

11. See I Cor 15:45.

12. See Mt 17:2.
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must put on incorruption, and this mortal body must put on immortality (I Cor

15:53).

Faustus denies this and preaches that God himself is corruptible, of whom

Paul says, To the immortal, the incorruptible God alone be honor and glory

( 1 Tm 1:17). For the detestable and abominable myth of the Manicheans imag

ines that God's substance and nature and the whole of it feared that it would be

corrupted by the nation of darkness and was corrupted in part in order to help its

other parts. Why, then, is it that he tries to deceive on this point the ignorant and

those who are less learned in the divine scriptures so that, when asked whether

he accepts the apostle Paul, he answers, "Certainly," and is discovered to accept

him not at all.

4. But, Faustus says, it is an irrefutable argument by which I show that the

apostle Paul either changed his view as he developed and, in writing to the

Corinthians, corrected what he had written to the Romans or did not write at all

what is cited as his, namely, that the Son of God was a descendant of David

according to the flesh. What is the argument, then, by which he shows this? He

says that his statement in the Letter to the Romans concerning his Son who was

made a descendant ofDavid according to theflesh (Rom 1 :3) and his statement

to the Corinthians, And so henceforth we know no one according to the flesh,

and ifwe knew Christ according to theflesh, yet now we no longer know him in

that way, cannot both be true. It remains for us to show, then, how both state

ments can be true and how these two statements are not contradictory. Ofcourse

we can in no way say that one of them is not Paul's, since the authority of the

manuscripts admits no variations on this. For in certain Latin copies we do not

read became but was born a descendant ofDavid, though the Greek copies have

became. Hence, the Latin translator chose to translate not the word but the idea

when he said born. The authority of all the books and languages, in any event,

agrees that Christ was a descendant of David according to the flesh. But far be it

from us to say that Paul at one point was mistaken about this and changed his

opinion as he developed. Even Faustus himself saw how wicked and impious it

would be to say this, and he preferred to say that the letter of Paul was corrupted

by the falsity of others rather than defective because of his own error.

5. Now, of the books that are written by us, not as an authoritative teaching

but as an exercise for making progress, one can say that they perhaps lack some

thing consonant with the truth that is more hidden or more difficult to discern,

and that this will either remain that way or be corrected in later books. For we are

among those to whom the apostle says, And ifyou have other ideas, God will

also reveal this to you (Phil 3:15). This sort of writing is to be read not with the

need to believe it but with the freedom to pronounce judgment on it. Yet room

should be left for this sort of writing, and future generations should not be

deprived of the highly salutary labor of the pen and the tongue in dealing with

and weighing difficult questions. But the books of later authors are distinct from
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the excellence of the canonical authority of the Old and New Testaments, which

has been confirmed from the times of the apostles through the successions of

bishops and through the spread of the churches. It has been set on high, as if on a

kind ofthrone, and every believing and pious intellect should be obedient to it. If

something there strikes a person as absurd, it is not permissible to say, "The

author of this book did not have the truth," but, "Either the manuscript is defec

tive, or the translator made a mistake, or you do not understand." But in the

works of later authors, which are found in countless books but are in no way

equal to the most sacred excellence of the canonical scriptures, the same truth is

also found in some of them, but their authority is far from equal.

And so, if any things in them are perhaps thought to be in disagreement with

the truth, because they are not understood in the sense in which they were

written, the reader or hearer nonetheless has the freedom ofjudgment either to

approve what he likes or to reject what he finds offensive. And for this reason,

unless all these sorts of writings are defensible either by an irrefutable argument

or by that canonical authority, so that it is shown either that what is discussed or

narrated in them is completely true or that it could have happened, if someone is

displeased with them and refuses to believe, he is not reprimanded. But in that

excellence of the canonical sacred writings, even if the canon shows and

confirms that only a single prophet or apostle or evangelist is found to have put

something in his writings, it is not permissible to doubt that it is true. Otherwise

there will be no writing to govern the weakness of human ignorance if the most

salutary authority of the canonical books is either completely destroyed through

contempt or subjected to interminable confusion.

6. Hence, whoever you are whom these texts have upset as if they were

self-contradictory, because it is written in one place that the Son of God is a

descendant of David13 but in another. And if we knew Christ according to the

flesh, yet now we no longer know him in that way, even if both statements were

not taken from the writings of one apostle but Paul had made one of them and

Peter or Isaiah or any other apostle or prophet had made the other, they all agree

with one another in canonical authority. Hence, we should believe with a most

just and prudent piety that they were spoken as if by one mouth; we should

discover this by an utterly clear intellect; we should prove this by a most diligent

care. But we are not permitted to have any doubt about either of them. In this

case both of the statements are taken from the canonical letters of the apostle

Paul, that is, truly from the letters of Paul. And we cannot say that the text is

defective, since all the best Latin manuscripts have the same thing, or that the

translator made a mistake, since all the best Greek manuscripts have the same

thing. Hence, we are left with the fact that you do not understand them but

demand ofme an argument to show how neither of them disagrees with the other

13. See Rom 1:3.
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but that both agree in the same rule of sound faith. For, if you would also seek

with piety, you would be able to find how these texts become clear once they

have been thoroughly examined.

7. For the same apostle does not say in just one passage that the Son of God

became man as a descendant of David, and the other holy writings also proclaim

this with full clarity. But with regard to his words, And if we knew Christ

according to the flesh, yet now we no longer know him in that way, the very

context of that passage of scripture shows clearly enough what the apostle is

saying. In his usual manner he is ofcourse considering with an unwavering hope

our future life, which has already been realized in the man himself, the mediator

Jesus Christ, our risen head, as if that life were already here and presently

possessed. That life will certainly not be according to the flesh, just as Christ's

life is no longer according to the flesh. For in this passage the apostle wanted us

to understand by flesh not the substance of our body, which the Lord calls flesh

even after the resurrection, when he says, Touch and see, for a spirit does not

have bones andflesh, as you see that I have (Lk 24:39). Rather he wanted us to

understand the corruption and mortality of the flesh, which will not exist in us

then, just as it no longer exists in Christ. For he called this flesh in the proper

sense, even though he was quite clearly speaking of the resurrection and said the

words that I cited above: Flesh and blood cannot possess the kingdom of God,

nor can corruption possess incorruption. Then there will come about what he

says there next, See, I am telling you a mystery: we shall all indeed rise, but we

shall not all be transformed. In an instant, that is, in a moment, in the blink ofan

eye, at the last trumpet, for the trumpet will sound, and the dead will rise incor

ruptible, and we shall be transformed. For this corruptible body must put on

incorruption, and this mortal body must put on immortality. Then, in the sense

in which he calls flesh not the substance of the body but the corruption of

mortality, flesh will certainly not exist. For, once it has been transformed, it will

not have this corruption of mortality. In terms of the origin of its substance and

body it will be the same flesh, because the flesh will rise and be transformed. The

words of the Lord that he spoke after he rose are true, after all: Touch and see,for

a spirit does not have bones andflesh, as you see that I have. And the words of

the apostle are true: Flesh and blood cannotpossess the kingdom ofGod. For the

former statement was said in terms of the substance itself, which will exist then

because it will be transformed, but the latter statement was said in terms of the

flesh's corruptible aspect, which will not exist then because, after it has

been transformed, the flesh will not be corrupted. We knew Christ, therefore,

according to the flesh, that is, according to the mortality of the flesh before he

rose, yet now we no longer know him in that way, because, as the same apostle

says, Christ rising from the dead dies no more, and death will no longer have

dominion over him (Rom 6:9).
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For, if you stick to the proper sense of the words, he lied when he said, We

knew Christ according to theflesh, if Christ had never existed according to the

flesh. After all, no one knew what did not exist. But he did not say, "We thought

of Christ according to the flesh," but. We knew. Yet I do not want to insist on the

word lest someone say that the apostle spoke loosely, so that he said. We knew

instead of"We thought of." I am surprised that the blind do not notice, or rather I

am not surprised that the blind do not see that, if Christ did not have flesh

because the apostle said that he no longer knows Christ according to the flesh,

those people also did not have flesh ofwhom he says in the same passage, Andso

henceforth we do not know anyone according to the flesh.

For, if he had not wanted us to understand this with reference to Christ alone,

he could have said, "We do not know anyone according to the flesh." But

because he was considering, as if it were already present, the future life with

Christ of those who will be transformed when they rise, he said, Henceforth we

do not know anyone according to theflesh. That is, we have so certain a hope of

our future incorruption and immortality that we now already rejoice in the

knowledge of it. For this reason he says in another passage, But ifyou have risen

with Christ, seek the things that are above, where Christ is seated at the right

hand ofGod; be wise in terms ofthe things that are above, not in terms ofthose

that are on earth (Col 3:1-2). Ofcourse we have not yet risen as Christ has, but in

terms ofthe hope that we have in Christ, the apostle testifies that we have already

risen with him. For this reason he also says, In accord with his mercy he has

saved us by the bath ofrebirth (Ti 3:5). But who does not understand that in the

bath of rebirth the hope of future salvation was given to us, not yet salvation

itself, which is promised? And yet, because the hope is certain, he says that he

has saved us as if the same salvation had already been given.

In another passage he in fact states most clearly: We groan within ourselves,

awaiting the adoption, the redemption ofour bodies. For we have been saved in

hope. But hope that is seen is not hope. For why does anyone hopefor what he

sees? But if we hope for what we do not see, we await it with patience. (Rom

8:23-25) Just as he did not say here, "We are going to be saved," but, "Hence

forth we have already been saved, yet not in reality but in hope"— after all, he

says, For we have been saved in hope — so what he said in the other passage,

Henceforth we do not know anyone according to the flesh, is understood to be

not a present reality but our hope. For our hope is in Christ because in him there

has already been accomplished what we hope for as something promised us. He

has, of course, already risen, and death will no longer have dominion over him.

And even ifwe knew him according to theflesh when he was still going to die, for

there was certainly present in his body that mortality which the apostle calls

flesh in the proper sense, yet we no longer know him in that way. For that mortal

body of his has already put on immortality. Hence, it can no longer be called

flesh in accord with its previous mortality.
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8. And so, in order that what I am saying may become clearer, let us consider

the context of the passage from which this statement comes because of which

the Manicheans slander us. It says, The love of Christ compels us, for wejudge

that, if one has diedfor all, then all have died. And he has diedfor all so that

those who live may no longer livefor themselves butfor him who diedfor them

and rose. And so, henceforth we do not know anyone according to theflesh, and

ifwe knew Christ according to theflesh, yet we no longer know him in that way.

(2 Cor 5: 14-16) Surely it is already apparent to anyone that the apostle said this

because of the resurrection of Christ, since these words came before it: So that

those who live may no longer livefor themselves butfor him who diedfor them

and rose. After all, what else does it mean that they may not live for themselves

but for him but that they may not live according to the flesh, in the hope of

earthly and corruptible goods, but according to the spirit, in the hope of the

resurrection, which has already taken place for them in Christ? And so,

according to the flesh the apostle does not know any of those for whom Christ

died and rose and who no longer live for themselves but for Christ because of the

hope of future immortality, in the expectation of which they were living.

In Christ it was no longer a hope but a reality, and if the apostle had known him

according to the flesh when he was still going to die, yet he no longer knew him in

that way, because he knew that he had risen and that death would no longer have

dominion over him. And because we have all attained this in him, if not in reality,

at least in hope, he goes on and says, If, therefore, there is a new creation in Christ,

the old things havepassedaway. See, all things have been made new. But all things

comefrom God, who has reconciled us to himselfthrough Christ. (2 Cor 5:17-18)

Hence, all the new creation, that is, the people made new by faith, so that they may

for the present possess in hope what will afterwards be brought about in reality,

already possess in Christ what they hope for in themselves. And so the old things

have now passed away in terms of our hope, because it is no longer the time of the

Old Testament, when the people were waiting for a temporal and fleshly kingdom

from God, and all things have been made new in terms ofthe same hope so that we

may have as something promised the kingdom of heaven, where there will be no

death and corruption. But in the resurrection of the dead the old things will pass

away not in terms of hope but in terms of reality, when the last enemy, death, will

be destroyed ( 1 Cor 1 5:26), and all things will be made new when this corruptible

body puts on incorruption and this mortal body puts on immortality. This had

already come about in Christ, whom Paul had not previously known in reality

according to the flesh. But according to the flesh Paul did not know any ofthose for

whom Christ died and rose, not yet in terms of reality but in terms of hope. For we

have been saved by his grace, as he said to the Ephesians. 14 For that passage bears

witness to this statement in this way. It says, But God, who is rich in mercy,

14. SeeEph2:7.
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brought us to life with Christ because ofthe great love with which he loved us, even

though we were dead because ofsin (Eph 2:4-5). He says here, He brought us to

life with Christ, and he said the same thing to the Corinthians with the words, So

that those who live may no longer livefor themselves butfor him who diedfor them

and rose. And when he says here, By whose grace we have been saved, he speaks

as if what he holds in hope had already been brought about. For he says with

perfect clarity elsewhere what I mentioned a little before: For we have been saved

in hope. And for this reason he goes on here and lists what will be as if it were

already accomplished. He says, And he has raised us up together with him and

made us sit in the heavens with Christ Jesus (Eph 2:6). For Christ is certainly

already seated in the heavens, but we are not as yet. But since we already possess

by certain hope what will be, he said that we are seated with him in the heavens, not

yet in ourselves but in him. For, so that you may not think that there has already

come about what he speaks of in hope, as if it had come about, and so that you may

understand that it is still to come, he goes on to say, So that he may reveal in the

coming ages the superabundant riches of his grace in his goodness toward us in

Christ Jesus (Eph 2:7). For this same reason there are also the words, For, since we

were living in theflesh, sinful desires, which arise through the law, were at work in

our members so that they might bearfruitfor death (Rom 7:5). For he said in this

same way, Since we were living in the flesh, as if we were no longer living in the

flesh. This is to be understood in the following sense: Since we were living in the

hope of fleshly things. After all, the law, which can be fulfilled only through spiri

tual love, still ruled over them so that sin might abound through transgression, and

in that way, when the New Testament was subsequently revealed, grace might

abound even more through forgiveness. 15 He elsewhere says in a similar fashion,

But those who are living in theflesh cannotplease God (Rom 8:8). And so that no

one would think that he meant those who were not yet dead, he immediately added.

You, however, are not living in theflesh but in the spirit (Rom 8:9). That is, those

who are living in the hope of fleshly goods cannot please God, but you are not

living in the hope of fleshly but of spiritual goods, that is, in the hope of the

kingdom ofheaven, where even the body, which is now natural, will be spiritual in

a way proper to it through that transformation. For the body is sown as natural, as

he says to the Corinthians, but it will rise as spiritual ( 1 Cor 15:44).

If, then, the apostle did not already know according to the flesh any of those

who were said not to be living in the flesh because they were not living in hope of

fleshly things, although they still carried about corruptible and mortal flesh, how

much more emphatically would he have said of Christ that according to the flesh

he no longer knew him in whose body there had already been brought about in

reality what those people possessed only in hope, as something promised! How

much better, then, how much more religious it is to consider the divine scrip

ts. See Rom 5:20.
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tures in such a way that, when everything has been examined, they are found to

be in agreement than to accept them as partly true and to condemn them as partly

false because a person gives up over a question that he cannot resolve! For, even

when the apostle was a child and had the thoughts of a child,16 even though he

said this by way of example, he was still not then the sort of spiritual man that he

later was, when, for the sake of building up the churches, he produced those

writings that were not to be examined at the hands of scholars as an exercise in

their personal development but to be read as authoritative teaching and as a part

of the canon of the Church.

16. See I Cor 13:11.
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1. Faustus said: Why do you not accept the prophets?

Rather, tell me, ifyou have any reason, why we ought to accept the prophets.

On account, you say, ofthe prophetic testimonies that they gave about Christ.

In fact I have found none, though I have read them quite attentively and with

great curiosity. But it is still an admission of a weak faith not to believe in Christ

without a witness and an argument. You yourselves, after all, are accustomed to

teach that we should not pursue anything with too much curiosity, since the

Christian faith is simple and absolute. Why, then, do you now destroy the

simplicity of faith by supporting it with arguments and witnesses — and with

Jewish ones? Or, if you are no longer happy with your first idea and for this

reason have moved on to another one, who ought to be a more reliable witness

for you concerning his own Son than God himself? When he sent him to earth,

he said, not through a seer or through an interpreter but with his own voice

bursting forth spontaneously from heaven, This is my beloved Son; believe him

(Mt 3:17; Lk 9:35). And did not Christ say of himself, I proceededfrom my

Father, and I came into this world (Jn 16:28) and many other such things? To

this the Jews said with sneers, You bear witness concerning yourself; your testi

mony is not true (Jn 8: 13). To them he said, Even ifI bear witness concerning

myself, my testimony is true because I am not alone. For in your law it is written:

The testimony oftwo persons is true. 1 bear witness concerning myself, and the

Father who sent me bears witness concerning me. (Jn 8: 14.16. 17-1 8) He did not

say that the prophets bear witness concerning him. In addition, he also calls

upon his own works as a witness to himself when he says, Ifyou do not believe

me, believe my works (Jn 10:38). He did not say, "If you do not believe me,

believe the prophets."

Hence, we need no testimonies concerning our savior. We look only for

examples of a morally good life and for wisdom and virtue in the prophets, and I

feel that it has not escaped your notice that none of these existed in the seers of

the Jews. For, when I asked you why you thought we should accept them, it was

not without foresight and intelligence that youjumped to their prophecies alone

after having committed their works to silence. You certainly forgot that scrip

ture said that grapes are never harvested from thorns or figs from thistles.1 For

this reason, for the time being, I would give these brief and precise answers to

the question that you pose as to why we do not accept the prophets. Otherwise it

has been abundantly proved by the books of our predecessors that the Hebrew

seers foretold nothing concerning Christ. But I shall add that, if the Hebrew
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1. See Mt 7: 16.
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seers who knew and predicted Christ lived so sinfully, one can also justly say

against them what Paul says about the wise men of the pagans: For, though they

knew God, they did not glorify him as God or give him thanks, but they became

vain in their thinking, and theirfoolish heart was darkened (Rom 1:21). You

see, then, that it is nothing great to know great things unless you live in accord

with the dignity of those things.

2. Augustine replied: By all these words Faustus is obviously trying to make

us believe that the Hebrew prophets did not foretell anything about Christ; that,

if they did foretell anything, their testimonies do us no good; and that they them

selves did not live in accord with the dignity of those testimonies. And so we

shall point out their prophecies about Christ, how much we are helped by them

in terms of the truth and firmness of the faith, and that they lived in a manner

suited and appropriate to their prophecies. In this three-part argument it would

take a long time to prove my first claim by producing testimonies from all those

books so as to show that they foretold Christ. But I shall crush this man's insub

stantial arguments by the heaviest weight of authority.

He does not accept the Hebrew prophets, to be sure, yet he professes to accept

the apostles. But when he asked himself, as if in the words of an adversary,

whether he accepted the apostle Paul, he replied, "Certainly.'" But let us listen to

what he says about the prophecy ofthose men. Paul, he says, the servant ofJesus

Christ, called to be an apostle, set asidefor the gospel ofGod that he had earlier

promised through his prophets in the holy scriptures concerning his Son, who

was born for him a descendant of David according to the flesh (Rom 1:1-3).

What more does he want? Or would he perhaps want us to understand this about

some other prophets, not about our Hebrew prophets? But although any other

prophets said this, the gospel, for which the apostle says that he was set aside,

was promised concerning that Son ofGod who was bornfor him a descendant of

David according to theflesh. It is, however, contrary to the misguided belief of

these Manicheans that we believe that the Son of God was born a descendant of

David according to the flesh. Let them recognize, nonetheless, the quite clear

statements by which that apostle, whose authority breaks the necks of these

proud heretics, offers the most evident testimony to the Hebrew prophets.

3. / speak the truth in Christ, he says; / do not lie because my conscience

bears witness to me in the Holy Spirit that I have great sadness and constant

pain in my heart. For I myselfwould want to be condemned by Christ on behalf

ofmy brothers, my kinsmen according to theflesh, the Israelites. They have the

adoption, the glory, the testaments, the legislation, the worship, and the prom

ises. They have the patriarchs, andfrom them Christ, who is above all, God

blessedforever, came according to the flesh. (Rom 8: 1-5)

2. See above XI, 1 .
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What more can be said? What can be stated that is more explicit? What can be

taught that is more holy? After all, what adoption do the Israelites have but adop

tion through the Son of God? For this reason he says to the Galatians, But when

the fullness of time came, God sent his Son, born of a woman, born under the

law, so that he might redeem those who were under the law, so that we might

receive adoption as children (Gal 4:4-5). And what glory do they have but that

glory, especially, about which the same apostle says to the same Romans, What

advantage, then, does a Jew have? And what value is there in circumcision?

Much in every way. First, because the words of God were entrusted to them.

(Rom 3:1-2)

Let the Manicheans investigate what these words of God were that were

entrusted to the Jews, and let them show us any apart from those of the Hebrew

prophets. But why did he say that the testaments especially belonged to the Isra

elites if not because the Old Testament was given to them and the New Testa

ment was symbolized in the Old? But these Manicheans often criticize in their

mad ignorance the legislation that was given to the Israelites, because they do

not understand its role in God's providence. For God does want us to be under

the law any longer, but under grace. Let them, therefore, yield to the authority of

the apostle which, in praising and commending the excellence of the Israelites,

also cited the fact that the establishment of the law belonged to them. If it were

evil, he would certainly not have mentioned it to their praise. But if it did not

foretell Christ, the Lord himself would not say, Ifyou believedMoses, you would

also believe me;for he wrote about me (Jn 5:46), nor would he bear witness to it

after the resurrection when he says as follows, // was necessary that all the

things be fulfilled that were written about me in the law of Moses and the

prophets and the psalms (Lk 24:44).

4. But Manicheans deceitfully preach another Christ, not the one that the

apostles preached but their own false Christ, and it is quite appropriate that, as

followers of falsity, they themselves lie, except that they impudently want to be

believed, though they profess to be disciples of a liar. Hence, they experience

what the apostle says of the unbelieving Jews: When Moses is read, there is a

veil over their heart (2 Cor 3:15). For that veil, because of which they do not

understand Moses, will not be removed unless they cross over to Christ — not

the Christ whom they have imagined but the Christ whom the Hebrew patriarchs

foretold. For the same apostle says, But when you cross over to the Lord, the veil

will be removed (2 Cor 3: 16). After all, it is not surprising that these people do

not want to believe Christ who rose and said, // was necessary that all the things

befulfilled that were written about me in the law ofMoses and the prophets and

the psalms, since Christ himself recounted what Abraham said to the merciless

rich man when he was being tormented in hell and was asking that someone be

sent from there to his brothers in order to teach them so that they would not come

to that place of torments. For he was told: They have Moses and the prophets
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there; let them listen to them (Lk 16:29).3 And when he said that they would not

believe unless someone rose from the dead, he received a perfectly true answer:

If they do not listen to Moses and the prophets, neither will they believe if

someone risesfrom the dead (Lk 16:31). For this reason, these Manicheans, who

do not listen to Moses and the prophets, not only do not believe Christ who rose

from the dead but do not at all believe that Christ rose from the dead. For how

can they believe that he rose who they do not believe died? And how can they

believe that he died who they do not believe had a mortal body?

5. But we do not believe those false preachers not of a lying Christ but of one

who did not exist at all. For we have the true and truthful Christ who was foretold

by the prophets and proclaimed by the apostles, who used testimonies for their

preaching from the law and the prophets, as they show in countless passages.

Paul summed this up with the greatest brevity and truth when he said. But now

the righteousness ofGod has been revealed apartfrom the law, though the law

and the prophets bear witness to it (Rom 3:21). Which prophets save those of

Israel, who he most clearly said have the testaments, the legislation, and the

promises?4 About whom were these promises if not about Christ? He settles this

matter in a few words in another passage where he is speaking about Christ, and

he says. For however many were the promises of God, in him they meet with

"yes " (2 Cor 1 :20). Paul tells me that the legislation belongs to the Israelites. He

also says. For the end ofthe law is Christ,for the righteousness ofeveryone who

believes (Rom 1 0:4). He also says, when speaking of Christ. For, howevermany

were the promises ofGod, in him they meet with "yes. " And you tell me that the

prophets of Israel foretold nothing about Christ! What remains, therefore, but to

choose whether I should believe Mani, who tells a long and foolish myth

opposed to Paul, or Paul, who warns. Ifanyone preaches to you a gospel other

than the gospel we have preached to you, let him be anathema (Gal 1 :8-9).

6. Here they might perhaps say, "Show us where Christ was foretold by the

prophets of Israel." As if it is with slight authority that the apostles say that the

things which we read in the writings of the Hebrew prophets have been fulfilled

in Christ, or whereby the Lord himself says that those things were written about

him. Hence, whoever cannot show this simply does not understand. It is not that

the apostles or Christ or the holy books lied. But, so as not to gather together

many testimonies, I will quote this one, which the apostle gives next in the same

place: But the word of God cannot fail to hold true. For it is not all those who

comefrom Israel who are the children ofIsrael, nor are all those who are descen

dants of Abraham his children. But from Isaac your descendant will take his

name. It is not the children oftheflesh who are the children ofGod, but the chil

dren of the promise will be counted as offspring. (Rom 9:6-8) What response

3. The CSEL text omits the second half of the passage, though it is found in PL.

4. See Rom 9:4.
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are they going to make to this, since in another place it is clearly said of this

descendant of Abraham, In your descendant all the nations ofthe earth will be

blessed (Gn 26:4)? For, if we were discussing this at the time when the apostle

explained this and said, The promises were made toAbraham and to his descen

dant. It does not say, And to his descendants, as ifto many, but as ifto one, And to

your descendant, who is Christ (Gal 3:16), someone could perhaps without

impudence refuse to believe this before he saw all the nations come to believe in

Christ, who was proclaimed to be a descendant ofAbraham. But now we see that

what we read was predicted so long ago has been brought about, since all the

nations are now blessed in the descendant of Abraham, to whom it was said so

many thousands of years ago, In your descendant all the nations ofthe earth will

be blessed. Who, then, will be so stubbornly insane as to try to introduce another

Christ who is not a descendant of Abraham or to think that the Hebrew prophets,

ofwhose nation Abraham is the father, foretold nothing about this true Christ?

7. But who can mention all the predictions of the Hebrew prophets

concerning our Lord and savior Jesus Christ? I do not mean with one brief

answer, like those we are forced to give in this work, but in any huge volume

whatsoever. For everything that is contained in those books is said either about

him or on account of him. But for the sake of providing exercise for one who

seeks and delight for one who finds, many more things are taught in them by

allegories and enigmas, partly by words alone and partly as actions that are

reported. Yet if there were not some clear things in them, we would not grasp the

meaning that also helps to clarify the obscure points. Nonetheless, if certain of

those things that are wrapped in figures are set forth and combined so as to be

seen, as it were, by a single glance, they unite their voices in testimony to Christ,

so that any dullard would blush with shame at being deaf to them.

8. In Genesis God finished all his works in six days and rested on the

seventh.5 In this world the works of God divide the human race into six ages

through the passage of time. The first age is from Adam to Noah; the second

from Noah to Abraham; the third from Abraham to David; the fourth from

David to the migration into Babylonia; the fifth from then to the humble coming

of our Lord Jesus Christ; the sixth, which is now passing, runs until the Most

High comes for judgment. But the seventh is understood to be the rest of the

saints — not in this life but in the other life, in which that rich man saw the poor

man at rest while he was being tormented in hell.6 On that day evening does not

come because nothing in it passes away.

5. See Gn 2: 1-2.

6. SeeLk 16:23.
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In Genesis man is formed into the image ofGod on the sixth day;7 in the sixth

age of the world there is revealed our reformation in newness of mind according

to the image of him who created us, as the apostle says.8 A wife is made from the

side of the sleeping man;9 the Church is made for the dying Christ from the

sacrament of the blood that flowed from his side when he was dead.10 Eve, who

was made from the side of her husband, is called "life" and "the mother of the

living.""And in the gospel the Lord says, Ifanyone does not eat myflesh and

drink my blood, he will not have life in him (Jn 6:53). Everything that we read

there, when it is considered clearly and piece by piece, foretells Christ and the

Church either in good Christians or in bad ones. For the apostle did not say for no

reason, Adam, who is theform ofthe one to come (Rom 5:15), and, A man will

leavefather and mother and will cling to his wife, and they will be two in one

flesh. This is, he says, a great mystery; I mean in Christ and the Church. (Eph

5:3 1 -32) After all, who would not recognize that Christ, who, since he was in the

form of God, did not think it robbery to be equal to God, but emptied himself,

taking theform ofthe servant (Phil 2:6-7), left his Father in that way and that he

also left his mother, the synagogue of the Jews, which was clinging to the Old

Testament in a fleshly manner, and clung to his wife, the holy Church, in order

that in the peace of the New Testament they might be two in one flesh? For,

though along with the Father he is God, through whom we were made, through

his flesh he became a partaker of our nature so that we might be the body of that

head.

9. As the sacrifice of Cain from the fruits of the earth is rejected, while the

sacrifice of Abel from the sheep and their fat is accepted, so the faith of the New

Testament, which praises God from the innocence of grace, is preferred to the

earthly works of the Old Testament. For, even if the Jews were formerly right in

doing those works, they are guilty of unbelief insofar as, when Christ came, they

did not distinguish the time of the New Testament from the time of the Old

Testament. For God said to Cain, Ifyou offered your sacrifice correctly, but did

not divide it correctly, you sinned (Gn 4:7 LXX). If he had obeyed God, who

said. Be calm; your sin will be turned to you, and you will be its master (Gn 4:7

LXX), he would have turned his sin toward himself, ascribing it to himself and

confessing it to God. And in that way, helped by the grace of forgiveness, he

would have mastered his sin, and he would not have been a slave to sin and have

killed his innocent brother because that sin was his master.12

7. SeeGn 1:27.

X. See Col 3: 10.

9. See Gn 2:22.

10. SeeJn 19:34.

II. See Gn 2:20.

12. See Gn 4:3-8.
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In that way as well, if the Jews, whom these actions prefigured, had calmed

down from their disturbance, recognized the time of salvation through grace in

the forgiveness of sins, and listened to Christ when he said, The healthy do not

need a doctor, but the ill do; I have not come to call to repentance the righteous

but sinners (Mt 1 1 : 12-13), and, Everyone who commits sin is the slave of sin

(Jn 8:34), and, Ifthe Son sets youfree, then you will truly befree (Jn 8:36), they

would have turned their sin toward themselves in confession. They would have

addressed their physician, saying in the words of the psalm, / said, Lord, have

mercy on me; heal my soul, for I have sinned against you (Ps 41:5), and, as

persons free through the hope of grace, they would have been masters of that

same sin as long as it was still present in their mortal body. But now, not knowing

the righteousness ofGod and wanting to establish their own (Rom 10:3), filled

with pride over the works of the law and not humbled because of their sins, they

did not calm down, and, because sin reigned in their mortal body so that they

obeyed its desires,13 they tripped on the stumbling block,14 and they blazed forth

in hatred against him. For they saw that his works were pleasing to God, and they

were pained when that man, who was born blind and now saw, said to them, We

know that God does not hear sinners, but he has heard this man who worshiped

him and did his will (Jn 9:31). It was as if he said to them, "God did not look

favorably upon the sacrifice of Cain, but he looked favorably upon the sacrifice

of Abel."15 And so Abel, the younger, is killed by his older brother. Christ, the

head of the younger people, is killed by the older people of the Jews. Abel is

killed in a field; Christ is killed on Calvary.16

10. God asks Cain where his brother is, not as an ignorant person questions

someone in order to learn from him but as ajudge questions a guilty man in order

to punish him. Cain answers that he does not know and that he is not his keeper.

Up to now what else do the Jews answer us when we question them about Christ

with the words of God, that is, with the words of the holy scriptures, but that they

do not know the Christ of whom we speak? After all, Cain's ignorance was a

pretense; this denial of the Jews is false. But they would in a certain sense be

Christ's keepers if they had chosen to accept and keep the Christian faith. For

one who keeps Christ in his heart does not say what Cain says: Am Imy brother's

keeper? God says to Cain, What have you done? The voice ofyour brother's

blood cries out to mefrom the earth. (Gn 4:9-10) In that way the divine voice

13. See Rom 6: 12.

14. See Rom 9:32.

15. See Gn 4:4-5.

16. Calvary means "the place ofthe skull"; see Mt 27:33 par. and also Jerome, Letter 46, 3 (CSEL

54, 332) : "Hence, the place where our Lord was crucified is called Calvary because, that is,

the skull ofthe old man was buried there in order that the second Adam and the blood dripping

from the cross of Christ might wash away the sins of the first Adam and our fallen forefather,

and then those words ofthe apostle might be fulfilled: Awake, you sleeper; risefrom the dead,

and Christ will enlighten you ( Eph 5: 14)."
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accuses the Jews in the holy scriptures. For the blood of Christ has a loud voice

when all the nations reply "Amen" after receiving it. This is the clear voice of the

blood, which the blood itself expresses from the lips of the faithful who have

been redeemed by the same blood.17

1 1 . God says to Cain, And now you shall be cursed by the earth that has

opened its mouth to receivefrom your hand the blood ofyour brother. For you

shall work the earth, and it shall not continue to give its strength to you. You

shall groan and tremble on the earth. (Gn 4:9. 1 1 - 1 2) He did not say, "The earth

shall be cursed," but. You shall be cursed by the earth that has opened its mouth

to receivefrom your hand the blood ofyour brother. For the unbelieving Jewish

people is cursed by the earth, that is, by the Church, which opens its mouth in the

confession of sins to receive the blood of Christ that was shed for the forgiveness

of sins, from the hand of the persecuting people. They wanted to be not under

grace but under the law, so that they would be cursed by the Church, that is, so

that the Church would understand and reveal that curse. For the apostle says,

For whoever come from the works of the law are under the curse of the law

(Gal 3:10).

Then, after he had said, You shall be cursed by the earth that has opened its

mouth to receivefrom your hand the blood ofyour brother, he did not say, "For

you shall work it," but, Foryou shall work the earth, and it shall not continue to

give you its strength. Hence, we need not understand that Cain worked the same

earth that opened its mouth to receive from his hand the blood of his brother.

Rather, he is understood to be cursed by this earth because he works the earth

that does not continue to give him its strength. That is, the Church recognizes

that the Jewish people is cursed and reveals that, after Christ was killed, that

people still carries out the works of earthly circumcision, the earthly Sabbath,

the earthly unleavened bread, and the earthly Pasch. All these earthly works

keep hidden the strength derived from understanding the grace of Christ, which

is not given to the Jews who continue in their impiety and unbelief. For it has

been revealed by the New Testament, and, since they do not cross over to the

Lord, they do not have the veil removed that remains for them in the reading of

the Old Testament. For only in Christ is there removed not the reading of the Old

Testament, which keeps hidden the strength of grace, but the veil by which it is

hidden.18 For this reason, when Christ suffered on the cross, the veil of the

temple was torn, 19 so that Christ' s suffering might reveal the mysteries of the old

sacraments to those believers who cross over to Christ by their confession of

faith and with their mouth open to drink his blood.

17. "Amen" is a liturgical response io the reception of the blood of Christ in the eucharist.

18. See 2 Cor 3:14-16.

19. See Mt 27:51.
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Hence, that people, like Cain, still works the earth and still practices in a

fleshly manner the works of the law, which does not give them its strength

because they do not understand in it the grace of Christ. Hence, in the very earth

that Christ carried about, that is, in his flesh, they worked our salvation by cruci

fying Christ, who died on account of our sins. And the same earth did not give

that people its strength, because they were not made righteous by the strength of

the resurrection of him who rose so that we might be made righteous.20 For,

though he was crucified because of weakness, he still lives because of the

strength ofGod (2 Cor 13:4), as the apostle says. This, then, is the strength of

that earth, which it does not reveal to the wicked and non-believers. For this

reason, even when he rose, he did not appear to those by whom he was crucified,

just as the same earth did not reveal the fruit of its strength to Cain, who worked

the earth in order to sow that seed. For, scripture says, You shall work the earth,

and it shall not continue to give you its strength.

12. You shall groan and tremble on the earth. Look now, who would not see,

who would not recognize on the whole earth, wherever that people is scattered,

how they groan in grief over the kingdom that they lost and tremble with fear

under the countless Christian peoples? For this reason Cain replied and said, My

situation is too great. Remove me todayfrom theface ofthe earth. I want to hide

from yourface, and I shall groan and tremble over the earth. And it will happen

that everyone whofinds me will kill me. (Gn 4: 13-14) That people truly groans

and trembles lest, after having lost an earthly kingdom, they also be slain by this

visible death. They say that this situation is worse than that in which the earth

does not give them its strength to prevent their dying spiritually. For they think

in a fleshly manner, and they do not think that it is so bad to be hidden from the

face of God, that is, to have God angry, except lest they be found and killed.

They think in a fleshly manner, like one who works the earth whose strength it

does not receive. But to think in a fleshly manner is death.21 Not understanding

this death, they groan over the kingdom that they lost and they tremble at bodily

death.

But what does God reply to it? He says, // shall not be that way. Rather,

everyone who kills Cain shall suffer seven punishments. (Gn 4:15) That is, it shall

not be the way you say. The impious people of the fleshly Jews shall not perish by

bodily death. For whoever destroys them in that way shall suffer seven punish

ments. That is, God will take away from them the seven punishments to which they

were subject on account of their guilt over the death of Christ. Thus, since the

Jewish people has not perished in the whole of this time that passes under the

number of seven days, the Christian faithful see well enough the subjection that the

Jews merited when they killed the Lord for their proud kingdom.

20. See Rom 4:25.

21. See Rom 8:5-6.
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13. And the Lord placed a sign on Cain so that no one whofound him would

kill him (Gn 4:15). It is truly remarkable how all the nations that the Romans

subjugated crossed over to the religious practices of the Romans and took up the

observance and celebration of those sacrilegious rites but that the Jewish people,

whether under pagan kings or under Christian ones, did not lose the sign of its

law, by which it is distinguished from the other nations and peoples. And every

emperor or king who finds Jews in his realm finds them with this sign and does

not kill them, that is, does not make them cease to be Jews, who are set apart

from the community of the other nations by a certain distinct and proper sign of

their own observance, unless any of them crosses over to Christ so that Cain may

no longer be found and may not go away from the face of God nor dwell in the

land of Nod, which is said to mean "commotion."

Against that evil, God is asked in the psalm, Do not put myfeet into motion

(Ps 66:9), and, Let not the hands ofsinners move me (Ps 36: 1 2), and, Those who

cause me trouble will exult ifI am moved (Ps 13:5), and. The Lord is at my right

hand so that I may not be moved (Ps 16:8), and countless other such passages.

For all those people suffer this who go away from the face of God, that is, from

the mercy of his love. Hence, it is said in a certain psalm, I said in my abundance,

I shall not be movedforever (Ps 30:7). But see what follows: Lord, by your will

you gave strength to my beauty. But you turned away yourface and I became

disturbed (Ps 30:8). From this we understand that every soul is fair, beautiful,

and filled with strength by participation in the light of God, not by itself. If these

Manicheans would consider and understand this, they would not fall into such

great blasphemy in thinking that they were the nature and substance of God. But

they cannot, because they are not at rest. For they do not understand the Sabbath

of the heart. For, if they were calm, as Cain was told to be, they would turn their

sin toward themselves, that is, they would ascribe it to themselves, not to I know

not what nation of darkness, and in that way, by the grace of God, they would be

masters of that sin. But now they and all those who are proud because of their

various errors and who go away from the face of God by resisting the truth, like

Cain, like the lost Jews, dwell in the land ofcommotion, that is, in fleshly pertur

bation over against the pleasure of God, that is, over against Eden,22 which is

translated as "feasting," where paradise was planted. Now I shall briefly link

together a few remaining ideas from the many so that I do not hinder the goal of

this work and of my reply by writing too much.

14. Though I omit those ideas that are more pleasant to contemplate, to the

extent that they are dug out of more recondite passages, but that require lengthy

discussion because they need very many proofs, who would not be moved to

seek and to understand Christ in those books? Though I omit such ideas, there

fore, who would not be moved to salutary faith by the following facts? For

22. See Gn 4:16.
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Enoch, the seventh from Adam, pleased God and was carried off.23 For the

seventh day is proclaimed to be the rest to which everyone who is formed in the

sixth age of the world, as on the sixth day, is carried off. For Noah with his

family is delivered by means of water and wood,24 just as the family of Christ is

marked by his suffering on the cross through baptism. And the same ark is

constructed out of four-sided beams, just as the Church is built out of the holy

people who are ready for every good work.25 For whichever way you turn some

thing four-sided, it stands firm. And its being six times longer than its width and

ten times longer than its height,26 like the human body, shows that Christ

appeared in a human body. And the breadth of the ark is stretched out to fifty

cubits, just as the apostle says, Our heart has been stretched out (2 Cor 6: 1 1 ). By

what but by spiritual love? On this account he likewise says. The love ofGod has

been poured out in our hearts by the Holy Spirit, who has been given to us (Rom

5:5). For on the fiftieth day after the resurrection Christ sent the Holy Spirit to

stretch out the hearts of the faithful.27

The ark was three hundred cubits long so that, all told, it was six times fifty

cubits, just as all the time of this world is stretched out over six ages, in all of

which Christ never ceases to be proclaimed. In five ages he was predicted by

prophecy; in the sixth he has been made known everywhere by the gospel. The

ark's height rises to thirty cubits, the number that the length of three hundred

cubits contains ten times. For Christ is our height, and when he was thirty years

of age, he consecrated the teaching of the gospel, testifying that he did not come

to destroy but to fulfill the law.28 But the heart of the law is recognized in the ten

commandments. Hence, the length of the ark is completed by ten times thirty

cubits. And for this reason Noah is counted as the tenth from Adam.29 The

timbers of the ark are glued together with pitch on the inside and on the outside10

in order to signify the tolerance of love in the framework of unity, so that

fraternal unity does not yield to the scandals that try the Church, whether from

those who are inside or from those who are outside, and so that the bond of peace

is not destroyed. For pitch is a very hot and strong glue that signifies the ardor of

love, which tolerates all things with great strength in order to maintain a spiritual

community.

23. See Gn 5:24.

24. See Gn 7:23.

25. See 2 Tm 2:21.

26. See Gn 6: 15. The ark was 300 cubits long. 50 cubits wide, and 30 cubits high.

27. See Acts 2:1-4.

28. See Mt 5:17.

29. See Gn 5: Lk 3:36-38.

30. See Gn 6:14-15.
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1 5. All the kinds of animals are enclosed in the ark, like all the nations, which

are also signified by that sheet which was shown to Peter.31 Both clean and

unclean animals are present there, just as both good and bad people are found

together in the sacraments of the Church. There are seven pairs of each of the

clean animals and two pairs ofeach ofthe unclean animals,32 not because the bad

people are fewer than the good but because the good people preserve the unity of

the Spirit in the bond of peace. The divine scripture, however, commends to us

the Holy Spirit in his sevenfold work of wisdom and understanding, of counsel

and fortitude, of knowledge, piety, and fear of the Lord.33 Hence, that number of

fifty days which pertains to the coming of the Holy Spirit is made up of seven

times seven, which is forty-nine, plus one, on account of which it was said,

Striving to preserve the unity ofthe Spirit in the bond ofpeace (Eph 4:3). But the

bad people disposed toward schism and in some sense divisible are revealed by

the number two. Noah himself along with his family number eight, because the

hope of our resurrection has appeared in Christ, who rose from the dead on the

eighth day, that is, on the first day after the seventh day of the Sabbath. It is the

third day from his Passion, but in the number of days that recur through all of

time it is both the eighth and the first.

16. The ark is finished off so that it gathers to a height of one cubit, just as the

Church, gathered together in unity, raises up and completes the body of Christ.

Hence, the Lord says in the gospel, Whoever does not gather with me scatters

(Mt 12:30). An entrance is made in its side. Of course no one enters the Church

except through the sacrament of the forgiveness of sins, but this sacrament

flowed from the opened side of Christ. The lower levels of the ark are

constructed in two and three chambers,34 just as from all the nations the Church

gathers a multitude of people either in two parts because of the circumcised and

the uncircumcised or in three parts because of the three sons of Noah, whose

children have filled the earth. And these are called the lower levels of the ark

because in this earthly life there is a diversity of peoples, but up above all are

brought to unity, and this variety does not exist because Christ is all things in all,

as if completing us in one cubit with heavenly unity from above.

1 7. The flood occurred seven days after Noah entered the ark,35 because we

are baptized in the hope of the rest to come, which is signified by the seventh

day. All flesh outside the ark, which the earth sustained, was destroyed by the

flood, because, although outside the communion of the Church the water of

baptism is the same, it not only does not contribute to salvation but instead

31. See Acts 10:11-12.

32. See Gn 7:2.

.13. Seels 11:2-3.

34. See Gn 6:16.

3?. See Gn 7:10.
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contributes to perdition. It rained for forty days and forty nights,36 because all

the guilt of sins, which are committed against the ten commandments of the law,

is washed away by the sacrament of heavenly baptism throughout the whole

world, which is contained in four parts (ten times four is of course forty). And it

makes no difference whether that guilt is contracted as a result of prosperity,

which pertains to the days, or adversity, which pertains to the nights.

18. Noah was five hundred years old when the Lord told him that he should

build the ark for himself, and he was in his six hundredth year when he entered

it. " From this we understand that the ark was built over one hundred years. What

else do the hundred years seem to signify but the individual ages of the world?

Hence, this sixth age, which is signified by the five hundred years that were

completed before six hundred, is building the Church in the proclamation of the

gospel. And for this reason a person who is concerned for his own life should be

like a four-sided wooden beam, ready for every good work, and should enter

into the holy structure, because the second month of the six-hundredth year,

when Noah entered the ark, signifies the same sixth age. For those two months

end with the number sixty, but from the number six there comes sixty, six

hundred, six thousand, sixty thousand, six hundred thousand, and six hundred

times, and whatever number comes afterwards in higher sums by the same

measure in endless increments.

19. The fact that the twenty-seventh day of the month is mentioned has to

do with signifying the same four-sidedness that has already been explained

regarding the four-sided wooden beams.38 But here it is more evident, because

the Trinity makes us ready for every good work, that is, squared away in a sense

— in the memory by which we recall God, in the understanding by which we

know him, and in the will by which we love him.19 For three times three, and

three times that, comes to twenty-seven, which is the square of the number

three.40 The ark set down, that is, came to rest, in the seventh month.41 The

meaning of this goes back to that seventh day of rest. And, because it is the

perfect who rest, the number of that square is repeated there, for this mystery

was commended to us by the twenty-seventh day of the second month, and the

same commendation was confirmed by the twenty-seventh day of the seventh

month when the ark came to rest. For what is promised as a hope is revealed in its

reality. Moreover, the seventh day of rest is joined with the resurrection on the

eighth day. For the rest that welcomes the saints after this life, once they have

36. See Gn 7:17-23.

37. See Gn 5:32; 7:6.

38. See Gn 8:4.

39. Augustine finds an image of the triune God in memory, understanding, and will, which are

one mind. See. for example. The Trinity X. 11, 18.

40. Twenty-seven is of course the cube of the number three, but Augustine uses "squared"

(quadratus).

41. See Gn 8:14.
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received back their body, has no end, but instead it takes up into the gift of

eternal life the whole person, renewed no longer in hope but in reality and in

every respect with the perfect and immortal salvation of both spirit and body.

Because, then, the seventh day of rest is joined to the eighth day of the resurrec

tion, this too is a deep and profound mystery in the sacrament of our rebirth, that

is, in baptism. The rising water surpassed the heights of the mountains by fifteen

cubits,42 which means that this sacrament transcends all the wisdom of the

proud. Seven and eight added together are, of course, fifteen, and seventy gets

its name from seven and eighty from eight. The waters were high for the sum of

these two numbers, that is, for one hundred and fifty days,43 teaching us and

confirming for us this same depth of baptism in consecrating the new person, so

that he might possess faith in repose and in the resurrection.

20. The fact that the raven, which was sent out after forty days, did not

return44 — either drowned in the waters or attracted to some dead body floating

in them — signifies that persons who are most foul because of the impurity of

their desires and are for this reason too intent upon what is outside in this world

are either rebaptized or led astray and taken captive by those whom baptism

outside the Church kills. The dove that was sent out returned when it did not find

a place of rest.45 This reveals that rest in this world was not promised to the saints

by the New Testament. For the dove was sent out after forty days, and that

number signifies life lived in this world. Later, when it was sent out after another

seven days on account of that sevenfold activity of the Spirit, the dove brought

back a fruitful branch of an olive tree.46 This signifies that some who have been

baptized outside the Church, if they do not lack the richness of love, can at a later

time, as if in the evening, be brought to the unity of communion by the mouth of

the dove, as if by the kiss of peace. The dove was sent out after another seven

days and did not return.47 This signifies the end of the world, when the rest of the

saints will no longer be found in the sacrament of hope, by which the Church is

united in the present time, when we drink what flowed from Christ's side, but

will already be in the perfection of eternal salvation, when the kingdom will be

handed over to him who is God and Father,48 so that in that clear contemplation

of immutable truth we shall not need bodily sacraments.

21. It would take too long to touch on everything, even in a few words and

running through it as briefly as I have. Why in the six-hundredth-and-first year

of the life of Noah, that is, after he had lived six hundred years, is the roof of the

42. See Gn 7:20.

43. See Gn 8:3.

44. See Gn 8:6.

45. See Gn 8:8-9.

46. See Gn 8: 1 1 .

47. See Gn 8:12.

48. See 1 Cor 15:24.
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ark opened, and why is the mystery that was hidden revealed, as it were? Why is

the earth said to have dried out on the twenty-seventh day of the second month,49

as if the necessity of baptizing were already brought to an end in the number of

fifty-seven days? For it is the twenty-seventh day of the second month, and this

number contains eight seven times on account of the union of the spirit and the

body, with the addition of one on account of the bond of unity. Why do those

who had entered the ark separately come out together? For it was stated in that

way that Noah and his sons and his wife and the wives of his sons entered the

ark;50 the men were mentioned separately and the women separately. For in the

time of this sacrament theflesh has desires opposed to the spirit, and the spirit

has desires opposed to the flesh (Gal 5: 17). But there come out Noah and his

wife and his sons and the wives ofhis sons (Gn 8: 1 8); now the men and women

are mentioned together, because at the end of the world and in the resurrection of

the righteous the body will cling to the spirit with perfect peace of every sort,

without any opposition from the needs of mortality and concupiscence. Why,

though both clean and unclean animals were in the ark, are only clean animals

offered to God in sacrifice after they emerge?51

22. Next, God was speaking to Noah and was commending again, as if from

the beginning, the figure of the Church, for the same things had to be signified in

many ways. What does it mean that his descendants receive the blessing to fill

the earth and that they are given all the animals as food, just as it is said to Peter

with regard to that sheet, Kill and eat (Acts 10:13)? They are commanded to eat

meat with the blood drained off,52 so that the earlier life may not be retained on

their conscience as if had been strangled but may be poured out as if by confes

sion. God placed the rainbow, which is seen in the clouds and which never

shines except because of the sun, as a covenant in the sky between him and every

living soul that he would not destroy them by a flood.53 For those separated from

the Church do not perish by the flood if they acknowledge the glory of Christ in

the prophets and in all the divine scriptures, as if in the clouds of God, and do not

seek their own glory. But lest the worshipers of this sun become prouder, let

them know that the sun at times signifies Christ, as does the lion, the lamb, or the

rock because of a certain similarity, not by its substance in any proper sense.

23. Then Noah became drunk from the vineyard he planted and stripped

himself naked in his house.54 In this who would not see Christ suffering in his

people? For then his mortal flesh was stripped naked, a scandal to the Jews,

foolishness to the gentiles, but to those who have been called, both Jews and

49. See Gn 8:13-14.

50. See Gn 7:7.

51. See Gn 8:20.

52. See Gn 9:4.

53. See Gn 9:8-17.

54. See Gn 9:20-23.
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gentiles, like Shem and Japheth, the power ofGod and the wisdom ofGod. For

the foolishness ofGod is wiser than men and the weakness ofGod is stronger

than men. ( 1 Cor 1 :23-25) Hence, in the two sons, the older and the younger, two

peoples are symbolized. Carrying one garment with their backs turned, they do

not look at their father's nakedness, that is, at the mystery of the Lord's suffering

that is now past and over with, because they do not consent to the killing of

Christ. Nonetheless they honor it with a veil, as if knowing the source from

which they were born. But the middle son, that is, the people of the Jews (middle

because that people neither held the first place of the apostles nor believed last

among the nations), looked upon the nakedness of his father, because he

consented to the killing of Christ, and reported it to his brothers outside. For

through that people what was hidden away in prophecy was indeed manifested

and in a sense made public, and for this reason he became the servant of his

brothers. For what else is that people today but a certain library for Christians,

which holds the law and the prophets as a witness to the claim of the Church that

we reverence as a mystery what that people preaches in its literal sense?

24. Whom does it not stir, whom does it not either instruct or confirm in the

faith that the two who showed reverence for the nakedness of their father are

blessed, though they turned away, as if they were displeased by the result of

that wicked vineyard? Scripture says. Blessed is the Lord, the God of Shem

(Gn 9:26). For, though he is the God of all the nations, he is nonetheless said,

even now among the gentiles, to be the God of Israel, which is in a certain sense

his proper title. And from what does this come if not from the blessing of

Japheth? For in the people of the gentiles the Church has occupied the whole

world. This was the very thing that was foretold when it was said, Let the God of

Japheth spread out and dwell in the houses ofShem (Gn 9:27). See, you Mani-

cheans, see! Look: the world is before your eyes. You are awed by this; you are

pained over this in our peoples because the God of Japheth spreads out. See if he

does not dwell in the houses of Shem, that is, in the churches that the sons of the

prophets, the apostles, have built. Listen to what Paul says to the gentiles who

now believe. He says. You were at that time without Christ, separatedfrom the

community of Israel, strangers to the testaments, not having the hope of the

promise, and without God in this world (Eph 2: 1 2). By these words he shows

that Japheth was not yet dwelling in the houses of Shem. But notice how he

concludes after a little. He says. And so you are not now awayfrom home and

dwelling abroad, but you are fellow citizens with the saints, members of the

household ofGod, built upon thefoundation ofthe apostles and prophets, with

Christ Jesus serving as the cornerstone (Eph 2:19-20).

See how Japheth spreads out and dwells in the houses of Shem. And yet you

possess, read, and preach the letters of the apostles in which all these things are

contained. Where should I put you yourselves but in that accursed middle place

where Christ is not the cornerstone? For we do not recognize you in the one wall
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which came to believe in Christ from the circumcised, from which the apostles

also came, nor do we recognize you in the other wall which came to believe in

Christ from the uncircumcised, from which all the other nations come, who run

together into the same unity of faith as into the peace of the cornerstone. But

there are people who accept and read some books of our canon, in which Christ

is shown to have been born and suffered as a mortal, yet they do not reverently

veil the same mortality that was exposed in his Passion by joining in the sacra

ment of unity. Rather, without the knowledge of piety and love they reveal that

source from which we are all born. Though they disagree among themselves,

both the Jews with the heretics and the heretics with one another, they are all

beneficial to the Church in a single condition of servitude, either as a witness or

as a trial and testing.

For it was also said of heretics, There must be heresies in order that the

proven among you may become known ( 1 Cor 11:19). Go now and hurl your

slanders at the old sacred writings; do this, you servants of Ham; go, you who

hold in scorn the exposed flesh from which you were born. For there would be

no way that you could call yourselves Christians if Christ had not come into the

world, as the prophets foretold him, if from the vineyard he had not drunk the

cup that could not pass away," if he had not fallen asleep in his Passion, as

though in the stupor ofthe foolishness that is wiser than human beings, and if the

hidden plan of God did not in that way strip naked the weakness of his mortal

flesh, which is stronger than men.56 For, if the Word ofGod had not assumed that

flesh, the name "Christian," over which you too boast, would not even exist on

earth. But go ahead; do this, as I said. In your mockery expose what we rever

ently honor. Let the Church make use of you as subject to her in order that the

proven in her may become known. Those prophets passed over in silence abso

lutely nothing that his flesh was going to have or suffer, so that in them we may

find you as well in your places, with that pernicious vanity which is harmful for

entrapping the wicked but useful for revealing what is proven.

25. You say that Christ was not foretold by the prophets of Israel. All those

pages are brimming with predictions of him, if you would prefer to examine

them with piety rather than to toss them about with levity. Who else goes forth

from his own land and his own family in Abraham in order to spread out and

grow rich among foreigners but him who left the land and family of the Jews

from whom he was born according to the flesh and flourished and triumphed, as

we see, among the nations?57 Who else carried the wood for his own sacrifice in

55. See Mt 26:39.

56. See 1 Cor 1:25.

57. SeeGn 12:1-3.
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Isaac but him who himself carried the cross for his own Passion?58 What other

ram to be sacrificed was caught by his horns in the bush but him who was nailed

to the frame of the cross in order to be offered for us?59

26. Who else wrestled with Jacob in the angel when, on the one hand, the

weaker and the defeated blessed the winner as the stronger and, on the other

hand, lamed the socket of his thigh60 but him who allowed the people of Israel to

prevail against himself and blessed those who believed in him? But the socket of

Jacob's thigh was lame in the multitude of the fleshly people. What other stone

was placed at Jacob's head and also anointed, in order that it might express him

in some sense by name, but Christ, the head of the man?61 For who does not

know that Christ got his name from anointing? He also mentioned this in the

gospel and testified most clearly that it was a symbol of himself when he said

that a certain Nathaniel was a true son of Israel in whom there was no guile, and

when Nathaniel confessed, as if having that stone at his head, that Christ was the

Son of God and the king of Israel, in a sense anointing the stone by his confes

sion, that is, confessing that he was Christ.62 There the Lord also seized the occa

sion to recall what Jacob saw, who was called Israel by way of a blessing. He

said, Truly I say to you, you shall see heaven opened and the angels of God

ascending and descending upon the Son ofMan (Jn 1:51). For, when he had that

stone at his head, Israel saw a stairway from earth to heaven by which the angels

of God ascended and descended.63

These angels signified the evangelists who preached Christ. They ascended,

of course, when they rose above every creature in order to understand his

supereminent divinity, finding that he was in the beginning, God with God,

through whom all things were made.64 But they descended in order to find him

who was born ofa woman, born under the law, so that he might redeem those

who were under the law (Gal 4:4-5). For in him there was a stairway from earth

to heaven, from flesh to the spirit, because by making progress in him carnal

persons become spiritual, as if by ascending. And these spiritual persons also in

a sense descend to nourish fleshly people with milk when they cannot speak to

them as they speak to spiritual persons but as to carnal ones.65 And in that way

they ascend and descend upon the Son of Man. For the Son of Man is above in

our head, which is the savior himself, and the Son of Man is below in his body,

which is the Church. We also understand him to be the stairway, because he said,

/ am the way (Jn 14:6). We ascend to him, therefore, in order that he may be

58. See Gn 22:6.

59. See Gn 22:13.

60. See Gn 32:24-31.

61. See Gn 28:11.

62. SeeJn 1:47-50.

63. See Gn 28:1 1-18.

64. SeeJn 1:1-3.

65. See 1 Cor 3: 1-3.
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understood in the churches, and we descend to him in order that little ones may

be nourished in his members. And we ascend and descend by means of him; that

is, by following his example, his preachers not only raise themselves up in order

to contemplate him in a lofty manner but also lower themselves in order to

preach him in a simple manner. See the apostle as he ascends; he says, Ifwe rise

above the mind, it isfor God. See him also as he descends; he says. Or ifwe are

sober, it is for you. (2 Cor 5:13) Let him declare by whom he ascends and

descends; he says, For the love ofChrist compels us, since wejudge that, ifone

has diedfor all, then all have died. And he diedfor all in order that those who

live may no longer live for themselves butfor him who diedfor them and rose.

(2 Cor 5: 14-15)

27. Those who find no delight in these holy scenes in the holy scriptures turn

to myths because of their inability to put up with sound teaching,66 and those

myths, of course, attract childish souls at any age of the body in various

delightful ways. But let us, who are now the body of Christ, recognize in the

psalm our own voice and say to him, The unjust have toldme ofdelights, but they

are not like your law, O Lord (Ps 1 19:85). As I make my way and gasp in that

sweat coming from our human condemnation, Christ meets and refreshes me

everywhere in those books, everywhere in those scriptures, whether openly or in

a hidden manner. He sets afire for me the desire to find him as a result of some

difficulty in discovering him, so that I may eagerly absorb what I find and hold it

for my salvation, hidden within the marrow of my bones.

28. He is made known to me in Joseph, who after his trials is honored in

Egypt by his brothers who persecuted and sold him.67 For we have learned of the

trials of Christ in the world of the gentiles, which Egypt signified, through the

various sufferings of the martyrs, and we now see in the same world the honor

paid to Christ who subjugates all things to himself by the gift of wheat.68 He is

made known to me in the staff of Moses, which became a serpent on the earth

and prefigured his death, which came from the serpent. But the fact that, when it

was grasped by its tail, it became a staff again69 signifies that afterwards, when

he has carried out everything at the end of his work, he returns to what he had

been by rising. For, after death has been destroyed through the restoration of

life, nothing of the serpent is seen. We too, his body, pass though the slipperi-

ness of time in the same mortality, but when the ultimate end, like the tail of the

age, has been grasped by the hand, that is, by the power ofjudgment, in order

that it might not flow on any further, we shall be restored. And we shall rise

66. See 2 Tm 4:3-4.

67. See Gn 37-47.

68. That is, as Joseph fed the people of Egypt with wheat. Christ now feeds the people of the

world with the eucharist.

69. See Ex 4:2-4.
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when the last enemy, death, has been destroyed,70 and we shall be the staff of the

kingdom in his right hand.71

29. Now, concerning the exodus of Israel from Egypt, it is not I but the

apostle who says. But I do not want you, my brothers, to be ignorant ofthefact

that ourfathers were all under the cloud and all passed through the Red Sea,

and that all were baptized in Moses in the cloud and in the sea, and that all ate

the same spiritualfood and all drank the same spiritual drink. For they drank

from the spiritual rock that followed them, but the rock was Christ. ( 1 Cor

1 0: 1 -4) By explaining one figure, he introduced an understanding of the others.

For, if the rock was Christ on account of its firmness, why is the manna not

Christ, who comes down from heaven as the living bread?72 For those who are

fed by it truly live spiritually. After all, those who received the ancient symbol in

a fleshly manner have died. But when the apostle says, They ate the same spiri

tual food, he shows that this too is understood spiritually of Christ, just as he

disclosed why he had called the drink spiritual when he added, But the rock was

Christ. When that was made clear, everything was illumined. Why, then, is not

the pillar of cloud Christ, because it is upright and solid and supports our weak

ness, shining at night, not shining during the day, so that those who do not see

may see and those who do see may become blind?73 The Red Sea is, of course,

the color of blood, and baptism has been made holy by the blood of Christ. The

enemy pursuing from the rear die; they are past sins.

30. The people are led through the desert.74 Not all the baptized as yet enjoy

the promised fatherland, but, while they hope for and await in patience what

they do not see,75 they are as though in the desert. And in the desert they face

difficult and dangerous temptations, so that in their heart they want to return to

Egypt. Yet Christ will not abandon them there, for that column does not with

draw.76 And the bitter waters are sweetened by the wood77 because hostile

peoples become gentle when they reverence the sign of Chrisfs cross. And the

twelve sources watering seventy palm trees78 prefigure the apostolic grace that

waters the people in the number seven times ten, so that the ten commandments

ofthe law may be fulfilled by the sevenfold gift ofthe Spirit. And the enemy trying

to block the way is overcome by the hands of Moses extended in the sign of the

70. See 1 Cor 15:26.

71. SeeHeb 1:8.

72. See Jn 6:35.42.

73. See Jn 9:39.

74. See Ex 17:1.

75. See Rom 8:25.

76. SeeNm 14:14.

77. See Ex 15:23-25.

78. See Ex 15:23-27.
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cross.79 The deadly bites of the serpents are healed when the bronze serpent is

raised up and gazed upon,80 which is explained by the words of the Lord himself.

Just as Moses raised up the serpent in the desert, he says, so must the Son ofMan

be raised up, in order that everyone who believes in him may notperish but have

eternal life (Jn 3:14). Do not these passages also cry out in the same way? Is

there such great deafness in hard hearts?

The Passover is celebrated with the killing of a lamb; Christ is killed, of

whom it is said in the gospel, Behold the Lamb of God; behold him who takes

away the sin of the world (Jn 1:29). Those who celebrate the Passover are

forbidden to break the bones ofthe lamb; the bones ofthe Lord are not broken on

the cross. The evangelist testifies that for this reason it is said, You shall not

break his bone (Ex 12:46; Jn 19:37). The doorposts are smeared with blood in

order to ward off destruction;81 peoples are signed on their foreheads with the

sign of the Lord's Passion to ensure their salvation. In the Old Testament the law

is given on the fiftieth day after the Passover;82 the Holy Spirit comes on the

fiftieth day after the Passion of the Lord.83 There the law is said to have been

written by the finger of God;84 the Lord says of the Holy Spirit, By thefinger of

God I cast out demons (Lk 1 1 :20).

And Faustus cries out with his eyes closed that he has found nothing in those

writings that has to do with foretelling Christ! But why is this surprising, if he

who stands before the closed door ofthe divine mystery and does not knock with

pious faith, but mocks with proud impiety, has eyes for reading but does not

have a heart for understanding? Clearly it should be so; it should happen in that

way. It is, after all, just. The door of salvation is closed for the proud; let the

gentle person draw near whom the Lord teaches his ways.8? And let him see

these things in those books—and other things, either all or some of them, so that

he may believe that there are such things in all of them.

3 1 . Let him see Jesus leading the people into the land of the promise.86 For he

was not thoughtlessly called this from the beginning, but he was called Jesus

after his name was changed in accord with God's plan.87 Let him see the grapes

of the land of the promise hanging from the tree.88 Let him see in Jericho, as if in

this mortal age, the prostitute; the Lord says that such persons will enter the

79. See Ex 17.

SO. See Nm 21:9.

81. See Ex 12:22.

82. See Ex 20.

83. See Acts 2: 1-4.

84. See Ex 31:18.

85. See Ps 25:9.

86. See Jos 3.

87. The names Joshua and Jesus are actually the same.

88. SeeNm 13:24.



1 46 Answer to Faustus. a Manichean

kingdom of heaven before the proud.89 Through the window of her house, as if

through the mouth of her body, she sends forth something red.90 This is, of

course, to confess the sign of the blood for the sake of the forgiveness of sins so

as to attain salvation. Let him see that the walls of the city, like the defenses of

this mortal world, fell when the ark of the covenant was carried around them

seven times,91 just as now through times, which slip by with the recurrence of

seven days, God's covenant goes around the whole world, so that at the end of

time the last enemy, death, may be destroyed,92 and so that a single house, that is,

the single Church, may be set free from condemnation with the wicked, after

having been purified from the shame of fornication through the window of

confession in the blood of forgiveness.

32. Let him see the times first ofthe judges, later of the kings, just as there will

first be the judgment and then the kingdom, and let him see that, in the times of

the judges and the kings, Christ and the Church is again and again prefigured in

many different ways. Who was in Samson killing the lion that he encountered on

the road when, in order to find a wife, he traveled to a foreign people93 but him

who said, in order to call the Church from the nations, Rejoice because I have

overcome the world (Jn 1 6:33)? What does it mean that a honeycomb had been

formed in the mouth of the lion he killed94 but that we see that the laws of the

earthly kingdom, which earlier raged against Christ, now, after the removal of

their fierceness, even offer protection for preaching the sweetness of the gospel?

What is that woman full of confidence who drove a wooden stake through the

temple of the enemy95 but the faith of the Church destroying the kingdoms of the

devil with the cross of Christ? What is the drenched fleece on the dry threshing

floor and later the drenched threshing floor with the dry fleece96 but originally

the one nation of the Hebrews that holds hidden in its holy people the mystery of

God, which is Christ, the mystery that the whole world lacked? But now that it

has been revealed, the whole world has it, while that nation lacks it.

33. What about the times of the kings, to mention a few things from them as

well? Does not the transfer of the priesthood to Samuel at the beginning of those

times, when Heli was rejected97 and the transfer of the kingdom to David when

Saul was rejected,98 cry out that a new priesthood is foretold and that a new

kingdom will come in our Lord Jesus Christ when the old is rejected, which was

89. See Mt 21:31.

90. See Jos 2.

91. See Jos 7.

92. See 1 Cor 15:26.

93. See Jud 14.

94. SeeJud 14:8.

95. See Jud 4:21.

96. See Jud 6:37-40.

97. See 1 Sm 2:27-36.

98. See 1 Sm 16:1-14.
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a foreshadowing of what was to come?" When he ate the loaves of proposition,

which only the priests were permitted to eat,100 did not David himself show

symbolically that the two of them, namely, the kingdom and the priesthood,

would be found in one person, that is, in the one Jesus Christ? When ten tribes

were separated from the temple and two were left,101 did this not indicate quite

clearly what the apostle says of the whole people itself, A remnant was saved

through the election ofgrace (Rom 1 1:5)?

34. Elijah is fed in a time of famine by ravens that bring him bread in the

morning and meat in the evening,102 and the Manicheans do not understand

Christ in those books, though to him, who in a sense hungers for our salvation,

sinners confess their faith, which already has the first fruits, but in the end, as if

at the evening of the world, will also have the resurrection of the flesh. Elijah is

sent to be fed by a widow from another nation, who wanted to gather two pieces

of wood before she died. Here the sign of the cross is expressed not only by the

mention of the wood but also by the number of pieces of wood. Her flour and oil

are blessed. 1M The effect and the cheerfulness of charity do not diminish when it

is dispensed, for God loves a cheerful giver (2 Cor 9:7).

35. Wild animals devour the boys who insult Elisha and shout, "Baldy,

baldy."104 Those who with childish stupidity mock Christ crucified at the place

of the skull105 are invaded by demons and perish. Elisha stretches out his staff

over a dead man by the hand of his servant, and he does not revive. He himself

comes, lays himself on the dead man and conforms himself to his death, and he

revives.106 The Word of God sent his law by means of his servant, and it did no

good for the human race that was dead in sins. Yet the law was not sent without

reason. For he sent it who knew that it had to be sent first. He himself, having

become a partaker in our death, came and conformed himself to us, and we were

brought to life.

When trees were being cut with axes, the iron fell off the wood and sank into

the depth of the river, and it returned to the wood that Elisha stretched out over

it.107 In the same way the presence of Christ, which was brought about by his

body, was cutting down the impious Jews like barren trees. For John had said of

him, See, the ax is laid to the roots ofthe tree (Mt 3:10). And when his Passion

came, he abandoned his body, descending into the depth of the lower world, and

99. See Rom 5:14.

100. See 1 Sm21:6.

101. See 1 Kgs 12:16.20.

102. See 1 Kgs 17:6.

103. See 1 Kgs 17:9-16.

104. See 2 Kgs 2:23-24.

105. Augustine takes the boys' words. Calve, calve, as alluding to Calvary, where Christ was

crucified.

106. See 2 Kgs 4:29-37.

107. See 2 Kgs 6:4-7.
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after his body was laid down in burial, it rose, as ifcoming back to his staff, when

his spirit returned. Those who read the scriptures know how many passages I am

passing over because I am forced by the need for brevity.

36. Now who would not recognize what the migration into Babylon prefig

ured, where the Spirit of God commands through Jeremiah that they should go,

that they should pray for those in whose kingdom they are sojourning because

their own peace would also be found in the peace of those people, and that they

would build houses, start vineyards, and plant gardens?108 Who would not

recognize what this prefigured if he notices that the true sons of Israel, in whom

there is no guile,109 migrated to the kingdom ofthe gentiles with the sacrament of

the gospel through the ministry of the apostles? And so the apostle says to us, as

if repeating Jeremiah, Hence, I wantfirst ofall that prayers, acts ofadoration,

intercessions, and thanksgivings be madefor all men, for rulers, andfor those

who occupy high positions, in order that we may lead a quiet and tranquil life

in all piety and love. For this is good and acceptable in the eyes of God, our

savior, who wills that all men be saved and come to the knowledge ofthe truth.

(1 Tm 2:1-4)

From this time, once they came to believe, they also built houses of peace,

namely, the basilicas of Christian congregations; started vineyards, namely, the

peoples of believers; and planted gardens, where among all the plants there

reigns that mustard tree. Under its shady branches stretching out far and wide

even the pride of the gentiles, which soars like the birds of the sky, takes refuge

and comes to rest.110 After seventy years, according to the prophecy of the same

Jeremiah, they also return from captivity, and the temple is restored.1" What

believer in Christ would not understand from this that after the end of these

times, which pass by the repetition of the seven days, we too, that is, the Church

of God, must return from this earthly sojourn to that heavenly Jerusalem?

Through whom shall we return but through Jesus Christ, who is truly the high

priest, who was prefigured by Jesus, the high priest of that time when the temple

was built after the captivity? Who did the prophet Zechariah see was in filthy

garb? And when the devil, who stood to accuse him, was defeated, his filthy garb

was removed, and he was given a robe of honor and glory."2 In the same way,

when the adversary has been overcome by judgment at the end of time, the body

of Jesus Christ, which is the Church, is taken up from the mourning of its

pilgrimage into the glory of everlasting salvation. This is also most clearly sung

in the psalm of the dedication of the temple: You have turned my mourning into

108. SeeJer29:l-7.

109. SeeJn 1:47.

110. SeeMt 13:31-32.

111. See Jer 29:10; Ezr 1.

112. See Zee 3.
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gladness for me; you have torn my sackcloth and have girded me with joy, so

that my glory sings to you and I am not in pain (Ps 30: 12-13).

37. Even given the opportunity of another work, who could include, with

however much brevity, all the things that in figures foretell Christ in those old

books of the law and the prophets? Or perhaps someone may think that it is

merely the result of cleverness that those things, which occurred at their own

times in the course of history, are used to signify Christ by my interpretation of

them. Perhaps the Jews or the pagans can say this, but the apostolic authority

weighs heavy on the neck of those who want to be thought to be Christians when

it says, All these things happened to them in figures (1 Cor 10:10), and. These

were all symbols ofus ( 1 Cor 1 0:6). For, if Ishmael and Isaac, two ordinary men,

signify the two Testaments,"3 what are we to think of so many actions that were

done for no natural benefit and for no necessary task? Do they signify nothing?

If one of us who is ignorant of Hebrew letters, that is, of the Hebrew alphabet,

saw those letters written on a wall in some place of honor, who would be so

foolish as to think that the wall was simply painted in that way? Would he not

rather understand it to be writing so that, even if he could not read it, he would

still have no doubt that those strokes signified something? In the same way

whoever reads with an unbiased mind all those events that are found in the old

canon of the holy scriptures ought to be so moved as not to doubt that they

signify something.

38. For example, if it was necessary that the woman be made as a helper for

the man, did any necessity also demand or any utility recommend that she

should be made from the side of the man as he slept?1 14 If there was a need to

build an ark for the sake of escaping the flood, what need was there that it be

constructed according to those very dimensions or even that they should be

mentioned in writings to be handed down to posterity for religious purposes? If

it was necessary that animals be included for the sake of restoring their species,

what need was there for exactly the number of seven pairs for the clean animals

and two for the unclean ones? Necessity certainly demanded that an entrance to

the ark be made, but why did it have to be made in the side or be committed to

memory in writing?"5 Abraham is commanded to sacrifice his son; he was

commanded to do this so that future generations might come to know of his

obedience, which was tested even by such a trial. It was more appropriate that

the son carried the wood so that his old father would not have to carry it. After

ward Abraham was not permitted to strike his son so that he would not strike

himself with the terrible loss of his son. Would Abraham have been tested less

even if he returned without any blood having been spilled? Or, if a sacrifice had

113. See Gal 4:22.24.

114. See Gn 2: 1 8.2 1-22.

115. See Gn 6:14-7:3.
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to be offered, did the fact that the ram was seen to be caught in the bush by its

horns"6 contribute to any increase in the sacrifice? When all things are consid

ered in that way and apparently superfluous things are found interwoven with

those that are necessary, they warn the human mind, that is, the rational soul,

first that they signify something and then that what they signify should be

investigated.

39. And so even the Jews, who mock Christ, whose Passion we recognize,

and who do not want people to see that he was foretold by such symbols, which

are found not only in words but also in actions, are compelled by us to say what

they signify. For, unless they grant that they signify something, they do not

defend books of such divine authority from the ignominious charge of being

silly myths. Philo, a man with an excellent liberal education, one of those whose

eloquence the Greeks do not hesitate to set on a par with Plato' s, saw this. 1 17 And

he tried to interpret some things not so as to understand Christ, in whom he did

not believe, but so that it would be more clearly seen what a difference it makes

whether you refer all things to Christ, on whose account they were actually said

in that way, or whether by some cleverness of mind you pursue certain conjec

tures apart from Christ. Here the force of the apostle's words, When you cross

over to the Lord, the veil will be removed, is especially evident. For, to mention

something from the same Philo, he wanted it to be understood that the ark from

the flood was constructed according to the proportions of the human body, and

he commented on everything, as if member by member. Since he also consid

ered the rules of number with great subtlety, there occurred to him all the things

that would not prevent one from understanding Christ, because the savior of the

human race also appeared in a human body, but would still not necessitate this

interpretation, because of course other humans beings also have a human body.

But when he came to the entrance that was made in the side of the ark, every

conjecture of the human mind failed. Still, in order that he might say something,

he dared to suppose, dared to say, and dared to write that this entrance signified

the lower parts of the body, through which urine and feces are expelled. It is not

surprising if, not having found the entrance, he was so mistaken. But if he had

crossed over to Christ, the veil would have been removed, and he would have

found the sacraments of the Church flowing from the side of that man."8 For,

because it was foretold, They shall be two in oneflesh (Gn 2:24), some things in

the ark refer to Christ and other things there refer to the Church, because the

whole is Christ. In the same way, in other interpretations of figures throughout

the whole text of divine scripture, it is permitted to consider and compare the

116. SeeGn22.

117. Philo ( 1 5 B.C.- 50 A.D.) was a Greek-speaking Jewish philosopher who lived in Alexandria.

He made extensive use of allegory in interpreting the Hebrew scriptures.

118. SeeJn 19:34.
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meanings of those who find Christ in them and of those who try to twist them to

other things apart from Christ.

40. The pagans do not oppose us in this. For they do not dare to contradict us

when we interpret in a figurative sense not only what was said but also what was

done in order to understand Christ, especially since we also show that the events

which we understand were foretold have also been realized. But in order to

commend their myths somehow, the pagans try to refer them to the natural

sciences or to theologies, that is, to natural or divine explanations, when they

interpret them. In part they indicate well enough their character, but in part they

dissemble, when they mock in their theaters what they venerate in their temples

— far too free in their shamefulness, far too enslaved in their superstition.

41. But if anyone says to us that, with the exception of this great harmony

between things that were foretold and those that are now fulfilled, other things

were either not done or not written down so that we might understand Christ in

them, he will be confronted with other clear and evident prophetic statements.

For example, In your descendant all nations shall be blessed (Gn 22: 18; 26:4;

28: 14). This was said to Abraham; this was said to Isaac; this was said to Jacob.

Hence, it is not without reason that he says, lam the GodofAbraham, the Godof

Isaac, and the God of Jacob (Ex 3:6), intending, of course, to realize in the

blessing of all the nations what he promised from their descendant. Nor was

it without reason that, when his servant swore an oath to him, Abraham

commanded him to put his hand under his thigh,"9 knowing that the flesh of

Christ would come from there. We do not now foretell that all the nations will be

blessed in him, but we see in him now what was then foretold.

42. 1 would like to know — on the contrary, I would rather not know — the

mental blindness with which Faustus read the passage where Jacob summoned

his sons and said. Gather together so that I may tell you what will happen to you

in the last days. Gather together and listen, sons ofJacob. Hear, O Israel, your

father. Here surely no one doubts that the person of a prophet has been set before

our eyes. Let us, then, listen to what he says to his son, Judah, from whose tribe

Christ came as a descendant of David according to the flesh, as the teaching of

the apostle testifies.120 He says, Judah, your brothers shall praise you. Your

hands shall be upon the backs ofyour enemies. The sons ofyourfather shall

adore you. O cub ofthe lion ofJudah, from birth my son, lying back, you have

ascended. You have slept like a lion and like the cub ofa lion. Who will wake him

up? There shall not be lacking a princefrom Judah and a leaderfrom his loins

until there comes what has been stored awayfor him. And he shall be the expec

tation ofthe nations. He shall tie his colt to the vine and the offspring ofan ass

with sackcloth. He shall wash his cloak in wine and his tunic in the blood ofthe

119. See Gn 24:2.9.

120. See Rom 1:3.
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grape. His eyes shall be brightfrom wine and his teeth whiter than milk. (Gn

49:1-2.8-12)

These words would be false, they would be obscure if they were not lumi

nously clear in Christ, if his brothers, the apostles and all his coheirs, those who

seek not their own glory but his, do not praise him, if his hands are not on the

backs of his enemies, if whoever is still opposed to him is not pressed down and

bent to the earth as the Christian peoples grow, if the sons of Jacob have not

adored him in the remnant that was saved through the election ofgrace, if he is

not himself the cub of a lion. For he became an infant when he was born, and for

this reason it was added, my sonfrom birth (Gn 49:9). The reason is given as to

why he is a cub, for in praise ofthe cub it is written elsewhere, The cub ofa lion is

mightier than cattle (Prv 30:30). That is, even as an infant he is mightier than his

elders. Those words would be false or obscure if, lying back on the cross when

he bowed his head and gave up his spirit,121 he did not ascend, if he did not sleep

like a lion and like the cub of a lion, because, even in death itself, he was not

conquered but conquers. For he died for the same reason that he was born. Those

words would be false or obscure if he whom no man has seen or can see ( 1 Tm

6: 16) had not raised him from the dead. For the words, Who will wake him up?

(Gn 49:9) expressed quite well the idea of someone supposedly unknown.

Those words would be false or obscure if there were lacking a prince from

Judah and a leader from his loins until at the opportune time there came those

promises that were, so to speak, stored away. For there are most certain docu

ments of the history of the Jews themselves which show that Herod, the first

foreign king in the people of the Jews, reigned at the time when Christ was

born. 122 Thus there was not lacking a king from the line ofJudah until there came

what was stored away for it. But because what was promised did not benefit the

Jewish believers alone, see what follows: He shall be the expectation of the

nations. He shall tie his colt, that is, his people, to the vine (Gn 49: 1 0- 1 1 ), as he

preaches in sackcloth and cries out, Do penance: the kingdom of heaven has

drawn near (Mt 3:2). But we recognize that the people of the nations subject to

him was compared to the colt of an ass, on which he also sat, guiding it to Jeru

salem,123 that is. to the vision of peace, and teaching the meek his ways.

Those words would be false or obscure if he did not wash his cloak in wine.

For it is the glorious Church that he presents to himself, having neither stain nor

wrinkle. 124 To her Isaiah also says, Ifyour sins are like scarlet, I shall make them

white like snow (Is 1:1 8). How, if not by the forgiveness of sins? In what wine,

then, but that of which it is said that it will be shedfor manyfor theforgiveness of

121. See Jn 19:30.

122. See Mt 2:3.7.

123. See Mt 21:2-10.

124. See Eph 5:27.
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sins (Mt 26:28)? He, after all, is the cluster of grapes that hung on the tree.125

Hence, see what he adds here: and his tunic in the blood ofthe grape (Gn 49: 1 1 ).

But those members in his body, who have been allowed to see the eternal light of

wisdom in a certain inebriation of a mind withdrawn from temporal things

which pass away here below, recognize that his eyes are now bright from wine.

For this reason we quoted shortly before Paul ' s words, Ifwe rise above the mind,

it isfor God. These are eyes bright from wine. But still, because there follows: If

we are sober, it isfor you, the infants who still need to be nourished by milk126

are not abandoned, for there follows here: And his teeth are whiter than milk

(Gn 49:12).

43. What will you reply to these words, you madmen? These words are

certainly clear; they certainly expel I do not say merely all the slanders ofcontra

diction but even the clouds of doubt. First, seek out such passages in those

books; first, believe such words. I cannot mention them all now because there

are too many. And I do not want to mention many, because it would take too

long, or only a few, lest those who do not read them think that they are the only

ones, and lest a faithful and diligent reader criticize me when he finds more that

are more evident. For I quoted especially those passages that were able to occur

to me at present. You will, after all, find many that do not need even the sort of

explanation that I used with the words of Jacob. For who would look for

someone to explain it when he reads, Like a sheep he was led to sacrifice

(Is 53:7), and all the things that are said there in many ways and clearly? For we

were healed by his bruises, because he bore our sins (Is 53:5). Who would not

think that this sounds like the gospel: They have pierced my hands and myfeet;

they have numbered all my bones. They saw me and gazed upon me. They

divided my garments and cast lots over my cloak (Ps 22: 1 7- 1 9)? Who but

someone extraordinarily blind would not see that this has already been fulfilled:

All the ends ofthe earth shall rememberand turn to the Lord, and all thefamilies

ofthe nations shall worship in his sight (Ps 22:28)? What about those words in

the gospel. My soul is sorrowful even unto death (Mt 26:38), and, Now my soul is

troubled (Jn 12:27)? Did it not first say in the psalm, / went to sleep in my trou

bles (Ps 57:5)? And how did it happen that he went to sleep? And whose voices

cried out, Crucify him; crucify him (Lk 23:21-22)? Do the following words in

the psalm foretell it: Sons ofmen, their teeth are weapons and arrows, and their

tongue is a sharp sword (Ps 57:5)? But what did they do? What harm did they do

to him who was going to rise and ascend above the heavens and who would

possess the whole world by the glory of his name? See whether the psalm earlier

passed this over in silence. For there follows: Rise up above the heavens, O God,

and above all the earth with your glory (Ps 57: 1 2). Who ever doubted that this

125. See Nm 23:24.

126. See Heb 5:12.
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was said of Christ: The Lord said to me, You are my son; today I have begotten

you. Ask it ofme, and I will give you the nations as your inheritance and the ends

of the earth as your possession (Ps 2:7-8)? Whom else are we permitted to

understand where Jeremiah indisputably says of wisdom: He entrusted it to

Jacob, his son, and to Israel, his chosen one; after this he was seen on the earth

and lived with men (Bar 3:37-38)?

44. Who would not recognize the same savior in Daniel, when the Son of

Man is presented to the Ancient of Days and receives a kingdom without end so

that all the nations might serve him?127 But if in the passage that the Lord quoted

from the prophecy of the same Daniel, When you see the abomination ofdesola

tion that wasforetold by Daniel standing in the holyplace, let the reader under

stand (Mt 24: 15)128 — if that number is considered when the times of the weeks

are calculated,129 we find not only Christ but also the time when he had to come

in order to suffer. And yet, even without the calculation of the times, we often

bring pressure to bear upon the Jews by the clear outcome of events. For our

dispute with them is not whether our salvation is to be found in Christ but

whether he has come and has suffered. But they are refuted by the clearest facts.

Not only has the faith of all the nations, which the very scripture to which they

must yield foretold would serve him, shone forth in the whole world so that it

strikes the eyes of all doubters, but they are also refuted by the events that have

already taken place among the people of the Jews. For the holy place has been

destroyed; the sacrifices have stopped, as well as the priesthood and the former

anointing, all of which Daniel foretold was going to happen when he clearly

prophesied that the Holy of Holies would be anointed. 11n Since all these things

have taken place, we ask them for the anointed Holy of Holies, and they do not

find anything to respond. But how would they quarrel with us, not about Christ

but only about his coming, if they did not know full well that he was foretold in

their books? Why do they ask John whether he is the Christ?131 Why do they say

to the Lord himself, How long are you going to keep us in suspense? Ifyou are

the Christ, tell us openly (Jn 10:24)? Why do Peter, Andrew, and Philip say to

Nathaniel, We havefound the Messiah, which means the Christ (Jn 1 :4 1 ), if this

title was not known among that people by means of those writings, and if they

were not waiting for the Christ? For no other nation had kings and priests whom

they called "christs," whose symbolic anointing was not permitted to cease until

he who was foretold among them had come. I32

127. See Dn 7:13-14.

128. See Dn 9:27.

124. See Dn 9:24.

130. See Dn 9:24-27.

131. SeeJn 1:19.

132. See 1 Sm 1:2: Ex 29.
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For the Jews knew those christs of theirs, while they still hoped that the one

would come by whom they would at last be set free. But, blinded by the hidden

justice of God, they did not understand his weakness, in which he died for us,

because they considered only his power. For this reason we recognize that those

words in the Book of Wisdom were prophecies concerning them: Let us

condemn him to a most shameful death, for his words will meet with respect. If

he is truly the Son ofGod, he will rescue him and deliver himfrom the hands of

his enemies. They had these thoughts, and they were mistaken, for their malice

blinded them. (Wis 2:20.18.21) This can also be most truly said of the Mani-

cheans. For, despite such a multitude of testimonies, despite so great an array of

events that were foretold, and despite so great a revelation of their fulfillment,

they still say that those scriptures did not foretell Christ. And if they say this

again and again, we can again and again produce proofs with the help of him

who, against the slanders of human error, has given us such a great abundance of

them that we need not repeat the ones that we have already mentioned.

45. But I am now reluctant to refute as well another evasion on the part of

Faustus lest he think that he has said something important because I considered

that it deserved a response. For he thought that he had discovered something

very clever, though he was struck blind by the brightest light of prophecy. After

all, who but a complete madman would say that it is a mark of weak faith not to

believe in Christ without a witness? I wish that these Manicheans would answer

me who it was that they themselves believed about Christ. Did they hear that

voice from heaven, This is my beloved Son (Mt 3: 1 7)? Faustus bids us to believe

that voice, to be sure, though he does not want us to believe human witnesses

about Christ, as if the knowledge of that same voice also came to us without a

human witness, though it is clear that it came to us in that way. And the apostle

says, But how will they call upon him in whom they have not believed? Or how

will they believe in him of whom they have not heard? But how will they hear

without someone to preach? Or how will they preach if they are not sent? As

scripture says, How beautiful are thefeet ofthose who bring news ofpeace, who

bring good news! (Rom 10: 14-15; Is 52:7) You surely see how the testimony of

the prophet goes along with the proclamation of the apostle's teaching. For,

so that people would not scorn or consider mere myths what the apostles

proclaimed, the apostles showed that the prophets had previously foretold these

events. For, even though miracles bore witness to the apostles' teaching, there

would still have been some people who would attribute all those events to the

power of magic, just as certain people still mutter this even now, if the testimony

of the prophets had not ruled out such an idea. Surely no one, after all, would say

that, long before they were born, the apostles produced for themselves, by the

arts of magic, prophets who would foretell them. But Faustus, who believed the

errors of the Persians about the false Christ, actually forbids us to believe the

Hebrew prophets as witnesses to the true Christ.
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46. Catholic discipline teaches that the Christian mind ought first to be nour

ished by simple faith so that it may make it able to understand lofty and eternal

realities. For even the prophet speaks in this way: Unless you believe, you shall

not understand (Is 7:9). But this is the simple faith by which, before we know the

supereminent knowledge of the love of Christ so that we may be filled to all the

fullness of God,133 we believe that the providential plan of his humility, by

which he was born and suffered as a man, was for good reason foretold so long

ago by prophets, by means of a prophetic nation, a prophetic people, and a

prophetic kingdom. For in that foolishness, which is wiser than human beings,

and in that weakness, which is stronger than human beings, 1 M something impor

tant lies hidden for ourjustification and glorification. And in it are hidden away

all the treasures ofwisdom and knowledge (Col 2:4). They are disclosed to no

one if he holds in contempt the food conveyed to him135 through his mother's

flesh, that is, the nourishment of milk through the breasts of the prophets and

apostles, and if he disdains it as the food of infants, as though he were too old,

and rushes to the poison of heretics before the food of wisdom, for which he

rashly supposes that he is ready. The fact that we say that simple faith is neces

sary is not contrary to our assertion that one should believe the prophets. For it

pertains to simple faith that, by means of a mind that has been purified and

strengthened, we believe the prophets before we can understand him who spoke

through the prophets.

47. "But if they foretold Christ, they did not live in a way that was worthy of

and suited to their prophecies." How do you know this? Are you able to judge

what it is to live a good or a bad life? After all, your justice amounts to going to

the help of a non-sentient melon by eating it, instead of giving it to a hungry

beggar to eat. But before Catholic little ones know what the perfect righteous

ness of the human soul is and how great a difference there is between the righ

teousness for which we long and the righteousness with which we live in this

life, it is enough for them to think regarding those men what the soundness of the

apostolic teaching commends, because the righteous person lives from faith

(Rom 1:17). But Abraham believed God, and it was credited to him for righ

teousness (Gal 3:6). For,foreseeing that Godjustifies the nations on the basis of

faith, scripture foretold this to Abraham when it said, In your descendant all

nations shall be blessed (Gal 3:8). These are the words of the apostle. If you

would wake up from your utterly false dreams to his voice, which is so clear and

so well known to everyone, you would follow in the footsteps of our father

Abraham, and you would be blessed in his descendant along with all the nations.

For, as the apostle says, Abraham received the sign ofcircumcision, the sign of

133. See Eph 3:19.

135. I have followed the reading sibi found in PL rather than tihi found in CSEL.

134. See 1 Cor 1:25.
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the righteousness of the faith, which he had when he was not circumcised, in

order that he might be thefather ofall believersfrom those who are not circum

cised, so that theirfaith might be credited to them as righteousness. In that way

he could be the father of circumcision not only for those who come from the

circumcised but also for those who follow in the footsteps of the faith of our

father, Abraham, which he had when he was not circumcised. (Rom 4:11-12)

The righteousness of his faith, therefore, is proposed to us as an example to be

imitated so that we too may bejustified by faith and have peace with God, and so

that we may understand and not criticize how he lived, lest we slip by miscar

riage from the womb of our mother, the Church, before we are born, after we

have been formed and fully developed through a stable gestation.

48. In defense of the conduct of the patriarchs and prophets I would briefly

give this answer to Faustus in the words of our little ones, among whom I would

count myself, although I would not criticize the life of the holy men of old, even

if I do not understand the symbolism of the lives they lived. For in their gospel

the apostles praised their lives to us, just as in their prophecies the patriarchs and

prophets foretold the future apostles, so that the two Testaments would cry out to

each other like the two Seraphim, Holy, holy, holy. Lord God ofhosts (Is 6:3).

But when Faustus begins to attack the patriarchs and prophets not with a general

and vague criticism, as he did here, but personally by mentioning their actions,

the Lord, their God, who is also our God, will help me to reply to those indi

vidual points in a fitting and suitable manner.136 But now Faustus the Manichean

blames those men, but Paul the apostle praises them. Let each person choose

whom to believe.

136. Augustine does this in Book XXII, the longest in this long work.
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1 . Faustus said: How do you worship Christ if you reject the prophets whose

prophecies foretold that he was going to come?

I do not know whether, once the matter begins to be examined, anyone can

prove that some Hebrew prophets have foretold our Christ, that is, the Son of

God. And yet even if this is true, what difference does it make to us? This criti

cism holds for those who may have been converted to Christianity from Judaism

under the influence, as you say, of the prophets and afterwards neglected them,

like people ungrateful for their benefits. But we are gentiles by birth, that is,

what Paul calls the uncircumcised,1 people born under another law and with

other prophets, whom the gentiles call "seers," and we were afterward converted

from them to Christianity. We did not first become Jews so that we might in

appropriate fashion follow the faith of the Hebrew prophets when we went over

to Christianity. Rather, we were moved by the reputation alone of our deliverer,

Christ Jesus, and by his esteem for the virtues and his wisdom. Hence, if a

preacher came to me while I still remained in my ancestral religion and wanted

to teach me about Christ from the prophets, I would immediately regard him as

insane because he was trying to propound doubtful ideas by even more doubtful

ones to me, a gentile, a man of a far different religion.

What would he have to do, then, but first persuade me to believe in the

prophets and then persuade me through the prophets to believe in Christ? In

order to accomplish this, he would likewise need other prophets to make me

believe in these prophets. Hence, if you think that we should accept Christ

through the prophets, through whom will you accept the prophets? Are you

going to say, "Through Christ." that is, that they mutually commend one

another, Christ commending the prophets and the prophets in turn commending

Christ? But a pagan, free from any relation to either of them, would believe

neither the prophets when they speak about Christ nor Christ when he speaks

about the prophets. Thus, whoever becomes a Christian from the gentiles owes

everything only to his faith.

And so that what we are saying may be made clearer by an example, let us

suppose that we are now instructing some gentile and that we constantly say to

him, "Believe in Christ because he is God." But he says, "How do you prove this

to me?" And we say to him in reply, "From the prophets." Again, when he says,

"From which prophets?" we reply, "From the Hebrew prophets." And he says

with the smile, "But I do not believe in them." We, however, reply, "What about

the fact that Christ supports them?" But the same fellow says with a much

158
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greater laugh, "What about the fact that I do not believe in him?" What will

happen if we proceed in this fashion? Will we not be stuck? And will he not

return to his own beliefs after having laughed at us as fools?

And so, as I said, the testimonies of the Hebrews contribute nothing to the

Christian Church, which is composed more of gentiles than of Jews. Surely, if

there are, as rumor has it, some prophecies about Christ from the Sibyl2 or from

Hermes, whom they call Trismegistos,3 or from Orpheus4 and from any other

seers in the gentile world, these could to some extent help those of us who

become Christians from gentiles to accept the faith. But even if the testimonies

ofthe Hebrews should be true, they are useless to us before we have the faith and

are superfluous for us after we have the faith, because we were unable to believe

them before, and now it is superfluous to believe them.

2. Augustine replied: I hope that the previous very lengthy reply will help us

to be brief in replying here.5 For I think that anyone who has read the previous

answer will already be laughing at this fellow, who raves so madly and

continues to say that the Hebrew prophets did not foretell Christ, the Son of God.

For the name "Christ" was found only in that nation. It was held as most sacred

both in the king and in the priest,6 and it was not taken away from that people

until he who was prefigured by those kings and priests had come.7 But let these

Manicheans answer where they learned the name "Christ." If they learned it

from Mani, I ask how they, Africans (not to mention other peoples), believed

Mani, a Persian. For Faustus blames the Romans and Greeks and other nations

for believing the Hebrew prophets about Christ on the grounds that they were

foreigners, and he says that the prophecies of the Sibyl or of Orpheus or any

other prophecies of the gentile seers are better suited than they are for bringing

someone to believe in Christ. He does not notice that these prophecies are not

read aloud in any churches, although the Hebrew prophets are renowned in all

the nations and bring great multitudes ofthe faithful to salvation in Christ. But to

say that Hebrew prophecy is not suited to bring the nations to believe in Christ,

when he sees that all the nations believe in Christ through Hebrew prophecy, is

ridiculous madness.

2. Sibyl was a legendary Greek prophetess. In fact, the Sibylline Oracles, which were attributed

to her, were actually written by certain Jewish and Christian authors in the second century

after Christ.

3. Hermes, the Thrice Greatest, lived in Egypt sometime between the first and third centuries

after Christ. The so-called Hermetic writings, which included philosophy and theology as

well as astrology and occult sciences, were ascribed to him.

4. Orpheus was a legendary Greek hero, with whose name the Orphic mystery religion of the

Hellenistic period was linked.

5. Augustine refers to Book XII.

6. See Ex 29; 1 Sm 10:1; Ex 19.

7. See Dn 9:24.



1 60 Answer to Faustus, a Manichean

3. You are displeased at the sort of Christ whom the Hebrews foretold, and

yet all the peoples of the nations, among whom you suppose that Hebrew

prophecy has no weight of authority, believe in the sort of Christ whom the

Hebrews foretold. That is, they accept the gospel that God had earlierpromised,

as the apostle mentions, in the holy scriptures through the prophets concerning

his Son, who was born for him a descendant of David according to the flesh

(Rom 1 :2-3). For this reason Isaiah said, He will be the root ofJesse, who will

rise up to reign over the nations; the nations will hopefor him (Is 11:10 LXX),

and, Behold, a virgin shall conceive and bear a son, and they shall call his name

Emmanuel (Is 7:14), which means God with us (Mt 1 :23).

Let these Manicheans not suppose that the Hebrew prophets foretold only

Christ the man. For Faustus, we see, touched on this point when he said, "Our

Christ, that is, the Son of God," as if the Hebrews had not said that their Christ

was the Son of God. Look, we show you from the Hebrew prophecies that

Christ, the son of the Virgin, was God. For by means of a prophecy of David, the

Lord himself warned the carnal Jews that they should not suppose that Christ

was only what he became on our account, namely, a human descendant of that

same David. He asked them what they thought of Christ, that is, whose son they

said he was, and, when they answered, "David's," so that they would not, as I

said, think that he was only that, and so that they would not fail to see Emmanuel,

which means God with us, he asked, And how does David himself in the spirit

call him Lord when he says, The Lord said to my Lord, Sit at my right hand until I

make your enemies your footstool? (Mt 22:23-24) Look, I repeat: we are

showing through Hebrew prophecy that Christ is God; show us some prophecy

of yours from which you learned the name of Christ.

4. Your Mani, after all, was not a prophet of the Christ who was to come. It is

in fact by a most impudent lie that he refers to himself as his apostle, for it is well

known that this heresy arose not only after Tertullian8 but even after Cyprian.9

Yet all his letters begin as follows: "Mani, an apostle ofJesus Christ." Why have

you believed this man about Christ? What witness to his apostleship did he offer

you? Why has this fellow taken over? Why, though he forbids us to believe the

Hebrew prophets, has he stolen the very name of Christ, so that, as a false and

deceiving apostle, he might make you deceiving disciples of a false Christ? For

we know that the name "Christ" was used only in the kingdom of the Jews for

priests and kings in such a way that not only this or that man but the whole

people and the entire kingdom became a prophet of Christ and of the Christian

kingdom.

8. Tertullian, the great African theologian, was born c. 155 and died c. 220.

9. Cyprian, the bishop of Carthage, was born c. 200 and died in 258. Mani was born c. 2 1 6 and

died c. 274. The Manichean religion cannot unreasonably be said to have begun when Mani

won the favor of King Shapur in 246, when Mani was permitted to preach his religion.
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Finally, for fear that we might say to him, "You lie," Faustus produced for us

some prophets who, according to his claim, foretold Christ. What will you do to

instruct the sort of man that Faustus proposed in his example if he does not want

to believe either the prophets or Christ? Will he call our apostles as witnesses to

themselves? He will not, I suspect, produce men, but he will open the sacred

books, which he will find that he has opened not in support ofhimselfbut against

himself. For in them we read and teach that Christ was born of the Virgin Mary.10

In them we read and teach that the Son of God was born of the line of David

according to the flesh." But if he says that they have been falsified, he will be

attacking the reliability of his own witnesses. Yet, if he produces other books

that he says are the books of our apostles, how will he confer on them any

authority that he did not receive through the churches of Christ founded by the

apostles, so that the authority of these books might be passed on from those

churches to posterity with their strong commendation? How is Faustus, in

whom I have no faith, going to produce for me scriptures that I should believe

about him, and how is he going to try to make them authoritative when I do not

believe him?

5. But if you believed because of Christ's reputation — for, when trapped in

great difficulties, Faustus touched upon this idea in passing, since he did not

want to be forced to produce those books that have no authority or to be bound

by those whose authority is against him — if, then, you believed because of

Christ's reputation, see whether reputation makes a suitable witness. Consider

carefully the pit into which you are hurling yourselves. After all, your reputation

allows for many evil reports about you, which you do not want people to believe.

What, then, is the reason that you want his reputation to be a truthful witness

about Christ when your reputation allows for numerous lies about you? Why is

it, since you even speak against Christ's reputation? It is brighter and more

excellent, and it holds captive the ears, minds, and tongues of all the nations.

For, since Christ has been proclaimed everywhere as a descendant of David

according to the Hebrew scriptures, it is making real the promise to Abraham,

Isaac, and Jacob that was written in them: In your descendant all the nations will

be blessed (Gn 22: 1 8; 26:4; 28: 14).

What, then, will you reply? Whom will you believe about Christ if you do not

like foreign witnesses? The authority of our books, which has been confirmed by

the agreement of so many nations through the sequence of apostles, bishops, and

councils contradicts you, but the authority ofyour books is non-existent because it

is supported by so few people and by those who worship a lying God and a lying

Christ. Hence, authority turns out to be against the lying doctrine of the Mani-

cheans unless they are considered to be lying imitators of their God and Christ.

10. See Mt 1:22-25: Lk 2:7.

11. See Rom 1:3.
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But even your own reputation, if we consult it, declares you to be very bad

people and does not cease to preach against you that Christ is a descendant of

David. You have not heard the voice of the Father from heaven.12 You have not

seen the works of Christ by which he bore witness to himself. You pretend to

accept the books in which these events were recorded in order to deceive others

by the semblance ofChristianity, but you say that they have been falsified so that

they might not be cited against you. You quote Christ, who says. Ifyou do not

believe me, believe my works (Jn 10:38), and, // is I who bear witness concerning

myself, and the Father who sent me bears witness concerning me (Jn 8: 1 8). But

you do not want us to quote from them against you: Search the scriptures in

which you think that you have eternal life; they bear witness concerning me

(Jn 5:39), and, Ifyou believed Moses, you would also believe me, for he wrote

about me (Jn 5:46), and, They have Moses and the prophets; let them listen to

them (Lk 1 6:29), and, Ifthey do not listen to Moses and the prophets, neither will

they listen to anyone who risesfrom the dead (Lk 16:3 1 ). How have you gotten

out of this? On what do you rely? You reject the scriptures that have been

confirmed and commended with such great authority. You do not work any

miracles. And even if you did, we would also be wary of them in your case since

the Lord warns us with the words, Manyfalse christs andfalseprophets will rise

and work many signs and prodigies in order to deceive, if they can, even the

elect. See, I haveforewarnedyou. (Mt 24:24-25) To that extent did he want us to

believe nothing against the confirmed authority of the scriptures, which proves

its credibility by the events themselves. For it shows that these events, which it

foretold so long before they took place, are being fulfilled and carried out in the

course of time.

6. It remains for you to say that you offer an argument so certain and irrefut

able that, once it has revealed the truth, it requires no authority of a witness and

no occurrence of a miracle. What are you going to say? What are you going to

produce? What argument, what truth? That myth of yours is long and foolish, a

child's plaything, a woman's joke, a hag's raving, containing a truncated begin

ning, a rotten middle, and a ruinous end.1' After all, because of its beginning we

say to you: What was the nation of darkness going to do to the immortal, invis

ible, incorruptible God if he refused to fight with it?14

12. See Mt 3: 17 and 17:5.

13. Manicheans distinguished the beginning times before the nation of light was mingled with

the nation of darkness, the middle times in which we now are and in which the two nations

have been mingled, and the end times in which the two nations will once again be separated,

at least to a large extent. For more on the three times, seeabove 1, 6; II, 7.

14. Augustine alludes to the argument of his friend, Nebridius. which led Augustine to abandon

Manicheanism. See Confessions VII, 2, 3. Augustine uses the same argument against the

Manichean Felix. See above II. where the whole book develops this argument.
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And concerning its middle we say to you: How is God incorruptible and invi

olable if you tear apart his members in fruits and vegetables when you eat them

in order to purify him? And concerning its end we say to you: What did the

wretched soul do for it to be punished by perpetual confinement in the sphere of

darkness? For, although it was defiled not by its own sin but by that of another, it

could not be purified because of a failure on the part of God. Who sent the soul

where it was polluted? When you hesitate and do not find anything to reply,

people see the value of your books, which are so many and so grand and so

precious, and they grieve deeply over the labor of antiquarians, the book bags of

the wretched, and the bread of the deceived.

If, then, you receive help neither from the ancient authority of the scriptures,

nor from the power of miracles, nor from the soundness of your way of life, nor

from the truth ofreason, go off in confusion and return when you have confessed

that he is the Christ, the savior of all who believe in him, whose name and whose

Church the present time reveals just as past times foretold them, not by means of

someone emerging from cavernous hiding places but by a particular nation and a

particular kingdom, which was established and grew so as to make known in it

by figures everything concerning him that we now know has come about in

reality. And in that people the predictions of the prophets were written down,

which the apostles now present in their preaching.

7. Hence, give us some gentile to be instructed in the faith. Faustus laughed at us

because we failed with him. Here he himself failed, a man whom we should not

have laughed at but deplored. For suppose that we tell a gentile, "Believe in Christ

because he is God," and he replies, "Why should 1 believe?" And suppose that,

when we have brought forth the authority of the prophets, he says that he does not

believe in them because they are Hebrews and he is a pagan. In that case we prove

the credibility of the prophets from the events that they foretold would occur and

are seen to have occurred. After all, I do not think that he would be unaware of the

great persecutions which the Christian religion previously endured from the rulers

of this world. Or, if he were unaware of this, it would be easy to prove it from the

history of the nations and from the imperial laws committed to writing and

memory. He would come to know that the prophet foretold this long before, where

he said, Why have the nations raged and thepeoples plotted vanity ? The kings and

princes ofthe earth have risen and gathered together against the Lordand against

his Christ. (Ps 2: 1 -2) In the same psalm it is easily seen that this was not said about

David. For in it we also read those words that confound human beings, no matter

how stubborn, by the very clarity of the facts they state: The Lord said to me, You

are my son; this day I have begotten you. Ask me, and I will give you the nations as

your inheritance and the ends ofthe earth as yourpossession. (Ps 2:7-8) This was

not granted to the nation ofthe Jews in which David reigned, but no one doubts that

it has been realized now that the name of Christ has spread through all the nations

far and wide.
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I believe that this pagan would be persuaded when he heard this and many

other things from the prophets, which it would take too long to run through now.

He would also see that the kings of the earth have themselves now become

subject to the rule of Christ for their salvation and that all the nations are serving

him, and he would read in the psalm that it was predicted long before: All the

kings ofthe earth shall adore him; all the nations shall serve him (Ps 72: 1 1 ). If

he were willing to read the whole psalm, which supposedly refers to Solomon

symbolically, he would find Christ, truly the peaceful king (for this is the

meaning of Solomon's name). He would recognize that it is in him that all the

things which are spoken of there have been fulfilled — far removed from the

man Solomon, the king of Israel. It is likewise that psalm in which God is said to

be anointed by God, and Christ is of course revealed by that anointing, and the

same Christ is most clearly shown to be God when it teaches that God is the

anointed one.15 If he were willing to consider the things that were said there

about Christ and about the Church, he would see that the things that were

predicted in it have been fulfilled throughout the world.

He would also see that the very idols of the nations are thus disappearing

from the world by means of the name of Christ, and he would learn that the

prophets predicted this. He would hear Jeremiah saying, Thus you will say to

them, Let the gods who did not make heaven and earth disappearfrom the earth

andfrom under heaven (Jer 1 0: 1 1 ). He would likewise in another place hear the

same prophet saying, O Lord, my strength, my help, and my refuge on the day of

woe. To you the nations shall comefrom the end ofthe earth, and they shall say.

Howfalse were the idols ourfathers had, and there is no benefit in them! If a

man makes gods, they are not gods. Hence, watch, I will show them in that time. I

will show them my hand, and they shall know my power because I am the Lord.

(Jer 16:1 9-2 1 ) If he heard this from the prophetic scripture and saw in the whole

world what I am saying, how he would be moved to faith when we prove this

even by the events themselves! For we recognize that the hearts of the faithful

are strengthened in that way through the prophecy written long ago and fulfilled

in the present time.

8. Now, lest he suppose that Christ was a man like certain great men who have

existed, the same prophet would drive this from his thoughts. For he goes on and

says, Cursed is the man who puts his hope in a human being and strengthens the

muscles ofhis arm, while his heart turns awayfrom the Lord. He shall be like a

shrub in the desert. He shall not see when good things come, and he shall dwell

among the wicked in the barren land, in the salty land that shall not be inhabited,

and, Blessed is the man who puts his trust in the Lord, and the Lord shall be his

hope. And he shall be like afruit tree beside the water, and he shall send down his

roots into the moisture. He shall notfear when summer comes, and he shall have

15. See Ps 45:8.



Book Thirteen 1 65

shady branches. In a dry year he shall notfear, and he shall not cease to produce

fruit. (Jer 17:5-8)

Here the prophet said that he who puts his hope in a human being is cursed,

and he explained the same curse in prophetic images. He also called someone

who puts his trust in the Lord blessed, and he likewise spelled out that blessing

with appropriate images. Hence, that man would perhaps be disturbed at how,

lest he put his hope in a human being, we preached Christ to him as God but said,

on the other hand, that he was a man not from his own nature but from having

taken on our mortality. For certain people have erred in that way by believing

that Christ is God but denying that he is a man; while, again, by thinking that he

is a man but denying that he is God, other people have either held him in

contempt or fallen under that curse, because they put their hope in a human

being.

This gentile, then, might be disturbed in that way, and he might say that this

prophet had spoken in opposition to our faith. For, in accord with the apostolic

teaching, we said that Christ is not only God, so that we might put our hope in him

with complete security, but also the mediator between God and men, the man

Jesus Christ.16 But the prophet said only that he was God and made no mention of

human nature. In the same passage, however, this gentile would hear the voice of

the same prophet as he admonishes and corrects him: Heavy is his heart in all

things, and he is a man, and who will recognize him? (Jer 17:9 LXX) He is

certainly a man, so that those who are heavy of heart might be healed by faith

through the form of the servant and might recognize him as God, who became a

man for their sake so that their hope might not be in a man but in the God-man. And

yet heavy is his heart in ail things, and he is a man (Jer 17:9a LXX), taking the

form ofa servant (Phil 2:7). And who will recognize him (Jer 17:9b LXX), who,

although he was in theform of God, did not think it robbery to be equal to God

(Phil 2:6)? And he is a man, because the Word was madeflesh and dwelledamong

us (Jn 1 : 1 4). And who will recognize him ? For in the beginning was the Word, and

the Word was with God, and the Word was God (Jn 1:1). And truly heavy is his

heart in all things, for his heart was heavy, even over his disciples when he said to

them, / have been with youfor so long a time, and have you still not known me?

(Jn 14:9) What, after all, does / have been with you for so long a time mean but

what is said here: And he is a manl And what do those words, And have you not

known me? mean but what the prophet said, And who will recognize him? Who is

this but he who says, Whoever sees me also sees the Father (Jn 14:9)? In that way

our hope will not be in a human being on account of the curse uttered by the

prophet but in the God-man, that is, in the Son of God, the savior, Jesus Christ, the

mediator between God and men, he than whom the Father is greater on account of

the form ofa servant and who is equal to the Father on account ofthe form ofGod.

16. See I Tm2:5.
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9. Isaiah also says, He shall be humbled andfall under the reproaches ofmen,

and the Lord alone shall be exalted on that day. And they shall hide all their hand

made idols in caves and in cracks in rocks and in caverns ofthe earth awayfrom

thefearful presence ofthe Lord and the majesty ofhis power when he rises up to

shatter the earth. For on that day people shall throw away their abominations of

gold and silver, which they made so that they might worship useless and harmful

idols. (Is 2: 1 7-20) And perhaps this gentile, whom we are instructing, who Faustus

said will say with a laugh, "I do not believe in the Hebrew prophets," is hiding

some handmade idols in a cave or in a crack in a rock or in a cavern of the earth or

knows that some friend of his has done this or knows that this has been done in his

city or on his estate far away from the fearful presence of the Lord. For through the

rulers of the earth who, according to the same prophecy, are now serving and

worshiping him, the Lord shatters the earth by most severe laws. That is, he breaks

the boldness of the earthly heart. How, then, would he say, "I do not believe in the

Hebrew prophets," since he recognizes that what the Hebrew prophets once fore

told has been realized, perhaps even in himself?

10. We would rather have to fear that, thrown into confusion by the great

evidence of the facts, he might say that Christians composed these writings after

these events began to take place in the world so that people would think that God

foretold them beforehand, lest they rashly hold them in contempt as if they were

the work of human beings. This would have been something to be feared if the

people of the Jews had not been widely scattered and widely known in Cain, who

received a mark, so that he would not be killed by anyone,17 and in Ham, the

servant of his brothers,18 who is himself burdened with carrying the books by

which they might be educated. It is through their books, of course, that we prove

that we did not write down these events after we learned of their occurrence.

Rather, these events were foretold and preserved in that kingdom, but now they

have been revealed and fulfilled. Among those events the ones that are less clear in

those books, because they happened infigures, but were written downfor the sake

ofus upon whom the end ofthe ages has come ( 1 Cor 1 0: 1 1 ), are now deciphered

and have been brought to light, and those that were still dark because they fore

shadowed what was to come are revealed by the light of events that have now

occurred.

1 1 . Perhaps this pagan would say that he is also disturbed by the fact that the

people in whose books we find that these events have been foretold, which we now

see have been fulfilled, do not share with us the fellowship of the same gospel. But,

since he would learn that this too was foretold by the same prophets, who is so out

of his mind as not to see how strongly he would be moved toward the faith? Who

would be so impudent as to pretend that he does not see this? For who would doubt

that this was prophesied about the Jews when Isaiah says. The ox knows its owner,

17. See Gn 4: 15.

18. See Gn 9:25.
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and the ass knows its master's manger, but Israel has not known me, and my

people have not understood me (Is 1:3), or the words that the apostle quoted,

Throughout the day I stretched out my hands to a people who did not believe and

who spoke against me (Rom 10:21 ; Is 65:2), and especially the words, God gave

them a spirit ofremorse, eyes so that they wouldnot see and ears so that they would

not hear and understand (Rom 1 1 :8; Is 6: 10), and many other such passages?

But if he were to say, "How, then, did the Jews sin ifGod blinded them so that

they would not recognize Christ?" we would show, to the extent that we could,

so as to instruct this uneducated man, that the just punishment of this blindness

comes from other hidden sins known to God. For we would not only show what

the apostle said about certain persons — For this reason God handed them over

to the desires oftheir heart (Rom 1 :24) or to a wickedframe ofmind, so that they

would do what is not right (Rom 1 :28) — since he wanted to show that certain

obvious sins are the punishment for certain hidden sins, but we would also

demonstrate that the prophets did not pass this over in silence either. To go no

further, in the very place where he said, And he is a man, and who will recognize

him? (Jer 1 7:9) in order that the Jews would not have an excuse because they did

not know him (for, as the apostle said. Ifthey had known him, they would never

have crucified the Lord ofglory [ 1 Cor 2:8]), the same Jeremiah continues and

shows that it was due to their hidden sins that they did not know him. For he says,

/ am the Lord who searches hearts and tests reins so that I may give to each

according to his ways and according to thefruits ofhis desires (Jer 1 7 : 1 0 LXX).

12. But if that gentile were disturbed over why these people who are called

Christians also run off into many different heresies, we would teach him that this

too was not passed over by the Hebrew prophets. For, as if it were logical that,

once the Jews were revealed in their blindness, it would come to his mind that

many have also wandered off from Christian fellowship itself under the Chris

tian name, Jeremiah himself immediately adds, as if teaching us the order in

which to instruct this man, The partridge cries out; she gathers young she did

not bear, accumulating her riches without judgment (Jer 17:11 LXX). The

partridge is, after all, a very contentious creature; the great eagerness for conten

tion with which it runs into a trap is well known. For heretics do not like to

debate but to win one way or another by their most impudent stubbornness so

that, as Jeremiah said, they may gather young that they did not bear. For they

find Christians who have already been born by the gospel of Christ and lead

them astray, especially by means of the name of Christ, and they accumulate

them as their riches, not, of course, with prudence but with mindless rashness.

For they do not understand that the true, salutary Christian fellowship, which is

in a sense the genuine root, is found in that place from which they have separated

the persons whom they gathered for their own riches. The apostle says of such

persons, For, just as Jamnes and Mambres resisted Moses, so these people also

resist the truth, men with corrupted minds, reprobates in relation to the faith.
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But they shall not advance further, for their madness shall be evident to

everyone, just as the madness ofJamnes andMambres was. (2 Tm 8:9) And this

prophet goes on and says concerning the partridge, which gathers young she did

not bear, In the middle ofher days they shall abandon her, and in her last days

she shall be foolish (Jer 17:11), that is, she who first led them astray by the

promise and display of outstanding wisdom shall be foolish, that is, shall be seen

as foolish. When she appears, she shall be foolish to those to whom in fact she

was first wise, because her madness shall be known to all.

13. And as if that person whom we are instructing were to ask and say, "By

what clear sign, then, shall I, who am still an infant and not yet able to distinguish

the clear truth from so many errors — by what clear proof shall I hold onto the

Church of Christ, in which I am compelled to believe by so great a revelation of

events that were foretold earlier?" the same prophet goes on, and, as if taking up

the problems in that man's mind in a quite orderly fashion, he teaches him that

the Church of Christ is the one which rises above and is seen by all. For it is the

throne of glory of which the apostle says, For the temple ofGod, which you are,

is holy ( 1 Cor 3:17). Hence, Jeremiah says, But the throne ofglory, our sanctifi-

cation, has been exalted (Jer 17:12).

On account of these problems of the little ones who can be led astray by

people, the Lord also said, foreseeing the revelation of the glory of the Church,

A city established on a mountaintop cannot be hidden (Mt 5:14), because,

indeed, the throne ofglory, our sanctification, has been exalted, so that those

who provoke religious divisions may not be listened to when they say, Look,

Christ is here; look, he is there (Mt 24:23). For they reveal their factions when

they say, Look, he is here; look, he is there. For that city is on the mountain top,

and what mountain is it but the mountain which, according to the prophecy of

Daniel, grew from a small stone and became a huge mountain, so that it filled the

whole earth? 19And let not those be listened to who, in the name of a supposedly

secret and hidden truth and of a small number of persons, say, Look, he is in the

inner rooms; look, he is in the desert (Mt 24:26), because a city established upon

a mountaintop cannot be hidden, because the throne ofglory, our sanctification,

has been exalted.

1 4. Since, therefore, this gentile would see from these and other such testimo

nies of the prophets that what was foretold has now been fulfilled concerning

persecution by kings and peoples, the faith of kings and peoples, the abolition of

idols, the blindness of the Jews, the proof from the books that they preserved, the

madness of heretics, and the excellence of the holy Church, composed of true

and genuine Christians, what would he find more worthy of belief than those

prophets, so that he would choose to believe them about the divinity of Christ?

For, if I thrust the Hebrew prophets upon this gentile before these events took

19. See Dn 2:34-35.
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place, in order to get him to believe, because of those prophets, that those events,

which he did not yet see had taken place, were going to take place, he would

perhaps rightly say, "Of what concern are these prophets to me, since no one has

shown me how to prove that they speak the truth?" But since the many and great

events that they foretold have been fulfilled and revealed, if that man does not

want to be perverse, he would hold in contempt neither these events, which

merited to be commended to us as events that had to be foreseen and foretold so

long before and with such great evidence, nor those men who were able to

foresee and foretell them. For, whether concerning past events that happened

before or future events that have not yet happened, we believe none with greater

wisdom than those men who have proved to us the credibility of their words by

the many and great events that were foretold by them and have now taken place.

1 5. But if the Sibyl or the Sibyls or Orpheus or some Hermes or other and any

seers, theologians, wise men, or philosophers of the gentiles are said to have

foretold or uttered something true concerning the Son ofGod or God the Father,

it has some value for refuting the vanity of the pagans but counts for nothing as

far as the authority of these seers is concerned. For we show that we worship that

God about whom they were not able to remain silent, while they in part dared to

teach their gentile peoples to worship idols and demons and in part did not dare

to forbid this. But those holy authors of ours have, at God's command and with

his help, increased and ruled that people, that state, and a kingdom in which what

was religious worship for those pagans was a sacrilege. And so, if any in that

kingdom fell into the worship of idols and demons, they either suffered punish

ment by the very laws of the state or were restrained by the voices ofthe prophets

with their unbridled thundering. For they worshiped the one God who made

heaven and earth by rites that were prophetic, that is, that signified what was to

come, and those rites would be abolished when the events that they signified

had come about. For the kingdom itself, in which the king and the priest

were anointed with mystical meaning,2" was a kind of great prophet. And the

kingdom was not taken away from the Jews, who did not understand and were

for this reason unwilling, before that God had come who was anointed with spir

itual grace before his comrades21 — that Holy of Holies,22 who is the true king in

caring for us and the true priest in offering himself for us. Hence, the difference

between the authority of the prophets and the curiosity of the sacrilegious about

the coming of Christ is as great as the difference between the preaching of the

angels and the confession of demons.

16. After these and other such points that we are now briefly touching

upon have been discussed — perhaps at that point somewhat more extensively

20. SeeDt 18:15; Ps 2:6; 110:4; 1 Sm 10:1; Ex 29.

21. See Ps 45:8.

22. See Dn 9:24.
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because of the need to repel a languishing error, and after they have been

defended with the strength of a quite solid proof— that gentile whom Faustus

presented to us for instruction would certainly be moved to faith if he prefers his

salvation to his sins. Imbued with that faith, and situated in the bosom of the

Catholic Church where he would be cherished, he would as a result also be

taught the way of life he ought to maintain, and he would not be disturbed by the

multitude of those in whom he would not find what he was commanded to

observe, although they were bodily gathered together with him into the Church

and received the same sacraments. For he would know that he will share the

heritage of God with few, although many will share in its signs. He would know

that he will share with few a holiness of life and the gift of love, which is poured

out in our hearts by the Holy Spirit who has been given to us (Rom 5:5), who is

the inner fountain to which no stranger approaches. But he would also know that

he will share with many the holiness of the sacrament that a person eats and

drinks to his own condemnation, if he eats and drinks it unworthily ( 1 Cor

1 1 :29). Someone, however, who scorns eating it will not have life in himself23

and thus will not come to eternal life. He will know that those same few are said

to be few in comparison with the multitude of the wicked but are, when consid

ered in themselves, a large number, spread throughout the whole world,

growing among the weeds and along with the chaff up to the day of the harvest

and of the winnowing.24

This was stated in the gospel ; this was predicted earlier by the prophets. For it

was predicted earlier: Like a lily among thorns, so is my beloved among daugh

ters (Sg 2:2). It was predicted earlier: / have dwelled in the tents ofKedar; I was

peaceful with those who hatedpeace (Ps 1 20:5.7). It was predicted earlier: Put a

mark on theforehead ofthose who groan and sorrow on account ofthe sins of

my people, which are committed in their midst (Ez 9: 1 ).

And so this pagan, whom we would confirm by such words, now having

become a fellow citizen of the saints and a member of the household ofGod and

no longer a stranger to Israel,25 but a true Israelite in whom there would be no

guile,26 would learn also to say in the simplicity of his heart these words that the

same Jeremiah went on to add: You are the patience ofIsrael, O Lord; let all who

abandon you be terrified (Jer 17:13 LXX). For, when he spoke of the partridge

that cries out and gathers young that she did not bear,27 he praised the excellence

of the city located on the mountain top, which cannot be hidden, so that heretics

might not separate a man from the Catholic Church; as he said, The throne of

glory, our sanctification, has been exalted.

23. See Jn 6:54.

24. See Mt 13:25-26:3:12.

25. See Eph 2:19.12.

26. SeeJn 1:47.

27. See Jer 17:11.
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Then, as if there came to mind the question, "What, then, are we going to do

about so many wicked persons who, the more excellent the glory of Christ is in

the unity of all the peoples, are the more numerously mingled with her every

where?" he immediately added, You are the patience ofIsrael, O Lord. For we

must bear with patience what he says: Allow them both to grow until the harvest

(Mt 1 3:30). Otherwise, by a lack of patience in tolerating sinners, the good, who

are properly the body of Christ, might be abandoned, and when they are aban

doned, Christ is abandoned. Hence, he went on to add, Let all who abandon you

be terrified; let them be confounded who withdrew into the earth (Jer 17:13). For

the earth is a man who places his trust in himself and persuades others to place

their trust in him. And so he continues, They will be overthrown because they

have abandoned the Lord, the fountain of life (Jer 17:13). After all, what else

does the partridge cry out but that the fountain of life is found in her and is given

by her, when they withdraw from Christ and are gathered to her, having been led

astray by the promise to possess Christ, with whose name they were already

imbued and were being held? For she does not gather those whom she bore, but,

in order to gather those whom she did not bear, she says, "The salvation that

Christ promised is found in me; I will give it." But see what this prophet says:

Heal me, Lord, and I shall be healed; save me, and I shall be saved (Jer 17:14).

For this reason the apostle says, Let no one boast in man ( 1 Cor 3:21), and this

prophet adds, For you are my boast (Jer 17:14). In these ways we instruct the

man from the apostolic and prophetic teaching so that he may be built upon the

foundations of the apostles and the prophets.28

17. But how would Faustus convince of the divinity of Christ the gentile whom

he set before us and who says, "I do not believe the prophets about Christ nor

Christ about the prophets"? Would he believe Christ when he speaks about

himself, although he would not believe him when he bears witness about others? It

is truly ridiculous to think so. If he once considered him unworthy of belief, he

would either not believe him at all or he would believe him when he bears witness

on behalf of others rather than on behalf of himself. At this point, having been

made an object of laughter, would Faustus perhaps read to the man from the Sibyls

or Orpheus or the others of this sort, if he has found that any other gentiles foretold

something about Christ? But he would not do so. In fact he admitted that he did not

know of any when he said, "Surely if there are, as rumor has it, some prophecies

about Christ from the Sibyl or from Hermes, whom they call Trismegistos, or from

Orpheus and from any other seers in the gentile world."29 Because, then, he does

not know their writings, since he supposes that there are some such seers on the

basis of rumor, he certainly would not read them to the man who says, "I believe

neither the prophets nor Christ." What, then, would he do? Would he bring out

28. See Eph 2:20.

29. See above I .
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Mani and commend Christ by means of him? The Manicheans have never done

this, but instead they have always tried to commend Mani by means of Christ,

whose name is renowned everywhere for its sweetness, so that they may line the

rim of their cup with this honey, which is poisoned.

For Christ promised that he would send his disciples the Paraclete, that is, the

comforter or the advocate, the Spirit oftruth (Jn 1 4: 1 6), and, taking the opportu

nity offered by this promise, they say that this Paraclete is Mani or is present in

Mani. In that way they sneak up on the minds of people who do not know when

that Paraclete promised by Christ was sent. But those who have read the canon

ical book that is entitled the Acts ofthe Apostles see that this promise of Christ is

mentioned again in it and is most evidently fulfilled in it.30

But now we are asking how he would produce faith in Christ in that gentile.

For I think that there is no one so blind that he would want to say, "I believe

Mani," while saying, "I do not believe Christ." Then, if not -laughing, at least

complaining, he would say, "So are you commanding me to believe Persian

books, although you told me not to believe Hebrew ones?" How, then, you

heretic, are you going to capture this man if you do not find him already

somehow subject to the name of Christ, so that, because he already has no doubt

that he should believe Christ, he is led astray and yields to Mani as to someone

who preaches Christ in a better way? See, there is the partridge gathering the

young whom she did not bear. Will you whom Mani gathers still not abandon

him, and do you still not see that Faustus is a fool when he says that the testimo

nies of the Hebrews, even if they were true, are useless before one has the faith

and superfluous after one has the faith?

18. Let those who have come to believe, then, throw away all the books by

which they have come to believe. For, if this is true, I do not see why those who

believe in Christ read even the gospel itself. Before one believes, it is, of course,

useless. After all, that laughing gentile — whom Faustus, whom we should

laugh at or rather weep over, introduces — does not believe in Christ. But after

one believes, it is superfluous if it is superfluous to believe even true prophecies

about Christ after one has come to believe in him. At this point you will perhaps

say, "But someone who is already a believer ought to read the gospel lest he

forget what he has come to believe." In the same way, you madmen, such a

person should also read the true testimonies ofthe prophets lest he forget why he

came to believe. For, if he forgot this, what he believed could not remain

unshaken in him.

Throw away now the books of Mani, by whose testimony you believed that the

light, the light that was God himself, fought with the darkness and that the light

was first devoured, bound, defiled, and torn apart by the darkness so that the light

might be able to bind the darkness. You restore, release, purify, and heal this light

30. See Acts 1:8:2:1-4.
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by eating it in order that you may receive your reward, so that you will not be

condemned in the eternal sphere ofdarkness along with the light that cannot be set

free. You recite this myth every day both by your way of life and by your words.

Why do you still seek testimonies to it from books, so that in the needless matter of

producing your books the alien substance may be consumed and the substance of

your God may be held bound? Burn all those parchments and fancy covers fash

ioned from beautiful leather so that you may not be burdened with something

useless and so that yourGod may be released from them. For he is held bound even

in a book, as if by a slave's punishment. For, if you could eat your books, at least

after they were boiled, what a great benefit you would offer to the members ofyour

God! Or, even if it were possible, would the uncleanness of meat ban the pages

from your dinner tables? Let the cleanness of the ink, which clings to the lambskin,

impute it to itself.

You yourselves did this when, as if by that first war of yours, you affixed by

writing what was clean in the pen to the uncleanness of the parchment, except

that the colors refute you by their testimony to the contrary. For instead you

approached the brightness of the white pages with the darkness of the ink. Should

you be angry at us for saying these things or at yourselves for believing such

things? For, whether you like it or not, these are the consequences. But we read the

books of the prophets and of the apostles in order to remind ourselves of our faith

and to obtain the consolation of our hope and to be exhorted to love. These books

sing in harmony with each other in alternating voices, and by their harmonious

chant, as if by a heavenly trumpet, they rouse us from the torpor of mortal life and

stretch us out toward the reward of our lofty calling. For, when the apostle quoted

something from the books of the prophets, where it was written, The insults of

those insulting youfell upon me (Ps 69: 10; Rom 15:3), he immediately indicated

the usefulness of the divine reading. He said, For whatever was written before was

written to teach us so that through patience and the consolation ofthe scriptures

we may have hope in God (Rom 1 5:4). But Faustus contradicts this. Let what Paul

says, then, be done to him: Ifanyone preaches another gospel to you apartfrom

what you have received, let him be anathema (Gal 1 :9).
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1 . Faustus said: Why do you not accept Moses?

Because of the love and piety with which we worship Christ. After all, who is

so irreligious that he would look kindly upon someone who cursed his father?

Hence, though he never spared anything human or divine in his blasphemies, yet

we despise Moses more because by the harsh abuse of his curse he hurt Christ,

the Son of God, who hung upon a tree for the sake of our salvation. Whether he

did so willingly or by accident is for you to see. For he will be excused for neither

reason so that we ought to accept him as someone recommended to us. After all,

he says that everyone who hangs on a tree is cursed. 1 You want me to accept him,

to believe him, although, if he was a man of God, it is clear that he knowingly

and willingly cursed Christ, but, if he cursed him unwillingly and in ignorance, it

is clear that he was not a man of God. Choose, then, whichever you want —

either that Moses was not a prophet and sinned out of ignorance, so that, though

he curses others in his usual manner, he also unwittingly blasphemed God, or

that he was a man ofGod and knew what was going to happen but begrudged us

our salvation, which was going to come from a tree, and brought forth against

his creator the venom of his lips.

And who, then, would believe that this man, who hurt the Son in that way, saw

or knew the Father? Who would believe that this man, who did not know the

outcome ofhis being lifted up, could have predicted his coming? 1 also consider, in

addition, how far and wide this abuse extends and how many things it includes and

violates. For it also affects all the righteous and the martyrs, whoever have ended

this life as the result of similar suffering, such as Peter and Andrew and others of

this sort. Unless Moses either did not know them, if he was not a prophet, or hated

them with malice, ifhe was a prophet, he would not have hurt them with the insults

of so harsh a curse. For he does not even say that they are cursed in the ordinary

sense, that is, cursed only in the eyes of human beings, but that they are cursed by

God. If that is so, how is there now any hope of blessedness either for Christ or for

the apostles or for us, if we should happen to be crucified because of his name?

Finally, how foolish he was and lacking in divine inspiration that he could not

imagine that people are hanged on a tree for different reasons, some on account of

a wicked crime but others for the sake ofjustice and on account of God. Hence, he

lumps them all together indiscriminately under the same curse. And yet, if he had

any wisdom, not to mention any prophetic power, and if the cross was so offensive

to him that he singled it out from every kind ofpunishment and denounced it alone,

he should have said that every criminal and wicked person who has been hanged

on a tree is cursed. For in that way there would be some distinction between the just

174

1. See Dt 2 1:23.
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and the unjust. And yet even in that case he would not have spoken the truth, since

Christ brought the thief from the tree along with himself into the paradise of his

Father.2 Where, then, is the statement, Cursed is everyone who hangs on a tree

(Dt 21:23)? Was that famous thief, Barabbas, who was not only not hanged upon a

tree but was even released from prison at the request ofthe Jews, more blessed than

the thief who ascended with Christ from the cross to heaven?

What, finally, am I to do? Moses also calls someone cursed who adores the

sun or the moon. If, therefore, when living under a gentile king, I am compelled

to adore the sun, and if, when in fear of this curse I resist, I am ordered to be

crucified, I shall fall under the other curse of his, which he uttered against

someone who hangs on a tree. Or was he in the habit of cursing all good people?

But we ought to regard his curses the same as those of complaining old women.

For in this same way he attacks with an equal curse all young men and virgins

when he says that everyone who does not raise up offspring in Israel is cursed.3

This abuse equally and first of all touches Jesus, who himself was, as you say,

born from Jews but raised up no offspring among them so that he might have

descendants. Then it touches his disciples. Jesus separated from their wives

some ofthem whom he had found married, but he forbade others to marry whom

he found unmarried. On this matter you know that we are right to have

condemned this unpunished tongue of Moses that, with the spears of its curses,

seeks out Christ, who is light, holiness, and everything godly. Or perhaps you

think that there is a big difference between being hanged and being crucified.

For you are also accustomed to use this for your defense. Listen, then, to Paul as

he speaks to these lies of yours: Christ has redeemed usfrom the curse of the

law, having become a cursefor us, for it was written: Cursed is everyone who

hangs on a tree (Gal 3:13).

2. Augustine replied: Faustus, the pious fellow, is pained that Christ was cursed

by Moses, and he hates Moses himself because he loves Christ. For the time being,

before I explain how piously it was said. Cursed is everyone who hangs on a tree,

and how great a mystery it was, I ask these pious folks why they are angry at

Moses, since his curse did not affect their Christ. For, if Christ hung on a tree, he

was ofcourse nailed to it. For this reason, after the resurrection he also showed the

scars to the disciple who did not believe.4 If that is so, he certainly had a vulnerable

and mortal body, which the Manicheans are unwilling to admit. If, therefore, those

wounds and scars were not real, it is false that he hung on the tree. That curse, then,

could not affect him; there is no reason that they should be angry at the man from

whose mouth it came. If, therefore, they pretend that they are angry at the man who

cursed the fictitious death of Christ — I am saying this in accord with the way

they think — imagine how we should flee from those who do not curse Christ but

2. See Lk 22:43.

3. See Dt 25:5-10.

4. See Jn 20:27.
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— what is more despicable — charge him with crimes! For, if we should not

accept the man who imposed a curse upon mortality, think ofhow we should detest

someone who accused the truth of lying! But now let us see how, given this oppor

tunity provided by slanderous heretics, that mystery is explained to those who

believe.

3. A man's death comes as punishment for sin. Hence, death is itself called

sin not because a person sins when he dies but because the fact that he dies came

about as a result of sin. So too, in one sense the flesh that moves under the palate

between the teeth is properly called the tongue, and in another sense what the

tongue produces is called a tongue. In accord with this sense one tongue is called

Greek, another Latin. In one sense the member of the body that we move in

working is properly called a hand, and in another sense the writing that the hand

produces is called a hand. For we say, "His hand was stretched out," and, "His

hand was read out against him," and, "I am holding your hand," and, "Take back

your hand." A hand is properly, of course, a person's member. I do not think,

however, that writing is a person's member, and yet it is called a hand because it

was produced by a hand.

In that way not only is sin an evil action that deserves punishment, but death

itself, which sin has brought about, is also called sin. Christ, therefore, did not

commit that sin for which he would have been worthy of death, but he took on

for us that other sin, that is, the death that sin inflicted upon human nature. This

latter sin he hung on a tree; this latter sin was cursed by Moses. In it death was

condemned so that it would not reign and was cursed in order that it might

perish. Hence, through such a sin of Christ our sin was also condemned, so that

we might be set free, lest we remain condemned under the reign of sin.

4. Why, then, is Faustus surprised that sin was cursed, that death was cursed,

that the mortality ofthe flesh was cursed without sin on Christ's part, though that

mortality was nonetheless produced as a result of the sin of man, even in Christ?

He did indeed assume a body from Adam, because the Virgin Mary, who gave

birth to Christ, came from Adam. But God said in paradise, On whateverday you

touch it you shall die the death (Gn 2: 17). This is the curse that hung on a tree.

Let someone who denies that Christ died also deny that he was cursed. But let

him who confesses that he died and who cannot deny that death comes from sin

and that hence death is also itself called sin listen to the apostle as he says, Our

old self was crucified along with him (Rom 6:6), and let him understand who

Moses said was cursed. And for this reason the apostle said confidently of

Christ, He became a cursefor us (Gal 3:13), just as he was not afraid to say. He

diedfor all (2 Cor 5:15). For he died means the same thing as "he was cursed."

For death came from the curse, and every sin is a curse — either the sin itself,

which is committed with the result that punishment follows, or the punishment,

which is called sin in another sense, because it was produced by sin. But Christ
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took on our punishment without guilt so that he might in that way destroy our

guilt and also end our punishment.

5. 1 would say this on the basis ofmy own understanding if the apostle did not

teach it so often in order to wake up the sleepers and to silence the slanderers.

God, he said, sent his Son in the likeness ofsinfulflesh so thatfrom sin he might

condemn sin in theflesh (Rom 8:3). That flesh, then, was not sinful flesh because

it did not come into Mary by means of a man from our inherited mortality. But

because death comes from sin, and because that flesh, though from a virgin, was

still mortal, it had the likeness of sinful flesh by reason of the fact that it was

mortal. As a consequence, the apostle also calls it sin when he says, so thatfrom

sin he might condemn sin in theflesh. Likewise, he says in another passage, Him

who did not know sin he made sin on our behalf so that we might be the righ

teousness ofGod in him (2 Cor 1 0:2 1 ). Why, then, should Moses be afraid to call

cursed what Paul was not afraid to call sin? Clearly a prophet ought to have fore

seen and predicted this and ought to have been ready to be criticized by heretics

along with the apostle. For whoever blames the prophet for saying that he was

cursed is forced to blame the apostle for saying that he was sin. For the curse is,

of course, the companion of sin.

6. Nor does it involve greater hatefulness that he added for God, so that he

said, Cursedfor God is everyone who hangs on a tree (Dt 21:23). For, ifGod had

not hated sin and our death, he would not have sent his Son to take it on and

destroy it. Why, then, is it surprising that what God hates is cursed for God? For

he will the more gladly give us immortality, which will be ours when Christ

comes, the more mercifully he hates our death, which hung on the tree when

Christ died. But with regard to the addition everyone, so that it was said, Cursed

is everyone who hangs on a tree, Moses certainly did not fail to foresee that there

would be righteous men on the cross, but he correctly foresaw that heretics

would deny the real death of the Lord and would for this reason want to keep

Christ apart from this curse so that they might also keep him apart from the

reality of death. For, if that death was not real, no curse hung on the tree when

Christ was crucified, because he was also not really crucified.

But from how far in the past does Moses cry out against heretics far in the

future, who are displeased by the reality of Christ's death, "You hesitate without

reason"! Cursed is everyone who hangs on a tree, not this person or that person,

but absolutely everyone! Even the Son ofGod? Yes, certainly. For this is what you

do not want. Because of this you do all you can; because of this you lead people

astray. For you are displeased with him who was cursed for us because you are

displeased that he died for us. After all, he will then be free from the curse upon that

Adam if he is free from his death. But when he took on death from man on behalfof

man, he also did not refuse to take on from him and on behalfof him even the curse

that went with death. For he was of course the Son of God, who was ever living in

his righteousness but who died on account of our sins in the flesh that he took on
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from our punishment. Thus he was ever blessed in his righteousness but cursed on

account of our sins in the death he took on from our punishment. And for this

reason everyone was added, lest Christ be said not to have met with real death if.

out of foolish respect, he were kept apart from the curse that went with death.

7. But a believer in the truth ofthe gospel understands that Moses' lips did not

utter an insult against Christ when he said that he was cursed not because of the

divinity of his majesty but because of the condition of our punishment, on

account of which he was hanged on a tree, just as the lips of the Manicheans do

not utter praise for Christ when they deny that he had mortal flesh in which he

might suffer a real death. For a believer understands that the prophet's curse was

praise for his humility, but this heretical pretense at honoring him hurls an accu

sation of falsity at him. If, then, you deny that he was cursed, deny that he died. If

you deny that he died, you are now fighting not against Moses but against the

apostles. If, however, you admit that he died, admit that he took on the punish

ment of our sin without our sin. But, when you hear the punishment of sin,

believe that it comes either from a blessing or from a curse. If the punishment of

sin comes from a blessing, desire always to be in the punishment of sin. But if

you desire to be set free from it, believe that the punishment of sin came from a

curse through the justice of God's judgment. Admit, therefore, that he who you

admit died for us took on the curse for us and that, when Moses said, Cursed is

everyone who hangs on a tree, he intended to convey nothing else than that

everyone who hangs upon a tree is mortal and dying. For he could have said,

"Cursed is everyone who is mortal," or, "Cursed is everyone who dies." But this

is what the prophet said because he knew that the death of Christ was going to

hang upon the cross and that there would be heretics in the future who would

say, "Of course he hung upon a tree, but only by a kind of semblance and not so

that he really died." By crying out Cursed, therefore, he cried out nothing else

than that he truly died, since he knew that the death of sinful man, which he took

on without sin, came from that curse by which it was said, On whatever day you

touch it you shall die the death. Related to this is the serpent that was raised up on

a tree; it signified that Christ did not feign a false death but that there hung on the

tree of his Passion the real death into which that serpent cast man down by

persuading him to sin. Manicheans do not want to look upon this real death, and

for this reason they are not healed from the venom of the serpent, since those

who looked upon it in the desert were healed.5

8. And so we admit that ignorant people say that it is one thing to be nailed to a

tree and something else to hang on a tree. For some people think that this ques

tion is to be solved by saying that Moses cursed Judas, who hanged himself by a

noose, as if they first of all knew whether he hanged himself from a tree or from a

rock. But it is true, as Faustus also mentioned, that the apostle does not allow us

5. See Nm 2 1:9.
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to understand this otherwise than as a prediction about Christ. But such igno

rance on the part of some Catholics is the hunting-ground of Manicheans. For

they are accustomed to go after such people and to trap such people with their

lies. As such people, we fell in with them; as such people we stayed with them;

as such people we were rescued from them not by our own powers but by the

mercy of God.

9. But what divine realities did Moses hurt, as Faustus charges when he says,

"He never spared anything human or divine"? For he said this and went on; he

did not try to prove anything; he did not take care to point out anything. But we

know that Moses piously praised everything truly divine and governed human

affairs justly in accord with what was appropriate to his time and in accord with

the grace of his ministry. Let the Manicheans ask me to prove this when they

also try to prove the objection that Faustus raised. He raised the objection

cautiously, of course, since he was clever, but he was incautious on this because

he destroyed himself by his cleverness. For happy is a heart clever for the truth,

but unhappy is a heart opposed to the truth. He did not say, "He never spared

anything of men or gods," but, "anything human or divine." For, if he said that

Moses did not spare God, he would easily be proved guilty of a false accusation,

since Moses would be found everywhere to honor and proclaim the true God,

who made heaven and earth. But if he said that he spared nothing of the gods, he

would reveal to Christians that he worships those gods whose worship Moses

forbade. And thus, while the chicks fled under the wings of their Catholic

mother, he would not gather young that he did not bear.6 In order to lay snares for

little ones, therefore, he said that Moses did not spare anything divine. For in that

way Christians would not be able to flee the impiety of these people as far too

abhorrent from the Christian religion because of their obvious worship of the

gods, and the pagans would be able to favor the Manicheans against us. For we

know that Moses said many true and proper things against idols and against the

gods of the gentiles.

10. If they are displeased by this, let them admit openly that they are

worshipers of idols or demons. This they would be out of ignorance, of course,

by the simple fact that they were heretics. For the apostle says of such people, In

the last times certain people will withdrawfrom the faith, paying attention to

deceiving spirits, to the teachings ofdemons that lie in their hypocrisy (1 Tm

4:1-2). For who but demons, who are fond of deception, would persuade them

that Christ's suffering was a deception, that his death was a deception, and that

the scars which he showed were a deception, that is, that he did not really suffer,

that he did not really die, and that those were not real scars from real wounds?

What teachings are more obviously the teachings of lying demons than these, by

which they argue that the Son of God, that is, Truth himself, is a liar? But in their

6. See Jer 17:11.
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teaching these Manicheans also have the evident worship not indeed of demons

but of a creature. The apostle condemns this worship when he says, They

worshiped and served a creature rather than the creator (Rom 1 :25).

1 1 . Hence, without knowing it, these people worship idols and demons in the

false images of their myths, but in the sun and the moon they know that they

serve a creature. And, insofar as they think that they also serve the creator, they

are greatly deceived. For they serve the product of their own imagination, but in

no way do they serve the creator when they deny that God created those things

that the apostle clearly shows belong to God's creation. After all, when he was

dealing with food and meat he said, For every creature of God is good, and

nothing is to be rejected that is received with thanksgiving ( 1 Tm 4:4).

See what sound teaching holds. Since you did not tolerate it, you turned to

myths. The apostle both praises God's creature and yet forbids us to offer it reli

gious worship. You think that Moses spared nothing divine for no other reason

— I suspect — than that he forbade us to adore the sun and the moon,7 though

you follow their orbits in order to adore them in every position. But, like the

apostle, Moses praised the sun and the moon with true praise when he recounted,

as is true, that God made them and put them in their places in the heavens to

carry out their tasks: The sun to rule the day and the moon to rule the night

(Ps 1 36:8-9). But the sun and the moon are not pleased with your false praises.

The devil, a sinful creature, knows how to rejoice over false praise, but the

powers of the heavens, which did not fall by sin, want their maker to be praised

in themselves, and that is true praise of them which does no injury to their

creator. But one does that kind of injury to him when it is said that they are parts

of him or members of him or something of his substance. For he is perfect, in

need of nothing, never changing, neither divided nor extended in space but

whole in himself, immutable, self-sufficient, and happy by himself on account

of the abundance of his goodness. By his Word he spoke and they were made; he

commanded and they were created (Ps 148:5). Hence, if earthly bodies, of

which the apostle was speaking when he said that no food was unclean, are good

because every creature of God is good, how much more are heavenly bodies

good, among which the sun and the moon are preeminent, since the same apostle

says, There are heavenly bodies and there are earthly bodies, but the glory of

heavenly bodies is differentfrom that ofearthly bodies ( 1 Cor 15:40).

12. Moses, therefore, does not disparage the sun and the moon when he

forbids the adoration of them but praises them as heavenly creatures. But he

praises God as the creator of heavenly and earthly creatures and does not want

God to be offended when those creatures, which are praised on account of him

and because of him, are adored instead of him.

7. SeeDt 17:3.



Book Fourteen 1 8 1

But how clever Faustus thought he was in finding fault with Moses for

having called someone cursed who adores the sun and the moon! He said, "If,

therefore, when living under a gentile king I am compelled to adore the sun, and

if, when in fear of this curse I resist, I am ordered to be crucified, I shall fall under

the other curse of his, which he uttered against someone who hangs on a tree."8

No gentile king, of course, is compelling you to worship the sun, and the sun

itself would not compel you to do this if it reigned on earth, because not even

now does it want you to do this. But as the creator patiently bears with his wicked

blasphemers up until the judgment, so the heavenly bodies tolerate their foolish

adorers up until the judgment of their creator. Remember, nonetheless, that a

Christian king cannot compel anyone to adore the sun. For Faustus proposed the

example of a gentile king, knowing full well that what you do when you adore

the sun is a gentile practice. This, therefore, is not Christian. But the partridge

puts the name of Christ everywhere in order to gather young that she did not

bear.9

Yet see how easily the truth replies and how easily sound teaching breaks out

of the supposedly inescapable and two-pronged snare of your question. Look,

let us imagine that some man armed with royal power threatens a Christian that,

if he refuses to adore the sun, he will be hanged upon a tree. "If," you say, "I

avoid that curse which the law uttered against an adorer of the sun, I shall fall

under that curse which the law uttered against someone who hangs on a tree."

Will you really be troubled in that way? You? Surely not you who adore the sun

without anyone's compelling you. But a Christian, who has been built upon the

foundation of the apostles and the prophets,10 pays attention to individual cases

and individual curses. He sees that one curse has to do with the mortal body that

is hanged on a tree, the other with the soul that adores the sun. For, though the

body bows down in adoration, yet the soul either worships what it adores or

pretends to. Both of these, however, are deadly. In both of them death merited a

curse. For, just as it is the death of the body to hang upon a tree, so it is the death

of the soul to adore the sun. Hence, one must choose the curse involved in the

death of the body, for even the body will be set free from that curse in the resur

rection. But one must avoid the curse involved in the death of the soul so that the

soul may not be condemned along with its body in eternal fire.

Now the Lord resolved this question for us when he said, Do notfear those

who can kill the body but cannot kill the soul, butfear him who has the power to

kill the soul and the body in hellftre (Mt 1 0:28). It is as if he said: "Do not fear the

curse of bodily death, which is done away with in time, but fear the curse of spir

itual death, by which the soul will be tormented along with its body for eternity."

8. See above 1 .

9. See Jer 17:11.

10. See Eph 2:20.
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See, it is not an old wives' curse but a prophetic prediction: Cursed is everyone

who hangs on a tree. For in that way Christ will take away the curse by the curse,

just as he will take away death by death and sin by sin. In that way, then, Moses

did not blaspheme when he said, Cursed is everyone who hangs on a tree, just as

the apostles did not blaspheme when they taught, He died (2 Cor 5: 14- 1 5), and.

Our old selfwas nailed to the cross along with him (Rom 6:6). and, From sin he

condemned sin (Rom 8:3), and, Him who did not know sin he made sin on our

behalf, and many other such passages.

But when you are horrified that Christ was cursed, you admit that you are

horrified at the death of Christ. There we see not your old wives' curse but your

diabolical pretense. For, to the death of your soul, you do not believe in the death

of Christ's body. Yet you persuade others not of Christ's real death but of his

pretended death, as if you would not dare to deceive people by the name of

Christ if you did not make Christ himself a teacher of lies.

1 3. But since Faustus thinks that Moses is opposed to continence or virginity

because he said. Cursed is everyone who does not raise up offspring in Israel

(Dt 25:7), let the Manicheans read Isaiah, who cries out, The Lord says this to all

eunuchs: To those who observe my commandments and choose what I want and

keep my covenant I will give a place ofhonor in my house and within my walls

better than that ofsons and daughters. I will give them an eternal name, and it

shall not fail them. (Is 56:4-5 LXX) Or if they think that Isaiah is opposed to

Moses, let them be pleased with Isaiah, if they are displeased with Moses. That is

no small gain against them. After all, for us it is enough to know that the one God

spoke through Moses and through Isaiah and that everyone is cursed who does

not raise up offspring in Israel. This was true then, when the production of

fleshly offspring in marital chastity in order to propagate the people in terms of

the flesh belonged to the duty of a citizen, and it is true now in the sense that

someone who has been born spiritually should not suppose that he is sufficient

by himself and should cease working for the gains of the Lord. For such gains,

after all, each person ought to generate Christians by preaching him in accord

with his ability. In that way that divine statement. Cursed is everyone who does

not raise up offspring in Israel, sums up the periods of the two Testaments with

remarkable brevity.
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1 . Faustus asked: Why do you not accept the Old Testament?

Because no full vessel receives anything poured into it but spills it out, and a

full stomach rejects what is eaten. Hence, even the Jews, who were satiated

because they were already filled up by the Old Testament of Moses, rejected the

New Testament, and we, who are filled with the New Testament as a result ofthe

coming of Christ, reject the Old. And so you accept both because you are full of

neither of them but half full of each. And in you the one sort of thing is not so

much filled up by another as corrupted, because half-full vessels are never filled

with a different content but with the same or similar content. For example, a

vessel of wine is filled with wine, and a vessel of honey with honey, and a vessel

of vinegar with vinegar. If you pour different things that are not of the same kind

on top of them — for example, vinegar on top of honey, water on top of wine,

and fish sauce on top of vinegar— this is not called filling but adulterating. This

is the reason why we do not accept the Old Testament.

And because our church — the spouse of Christ, quite poor, of course, but

wed to him who is rich — is content with the possessions of her husband, she

scorns the wealth of inferior lovers. The gifts of the Old Testament and of its

author are sordid in her eyes, and, most carefully guarding her reputation, she

accepts only the writings of her husband. Your church, of course, makes her

own the Old Testament. For, like a lewd young girl, forgetful of chastity, she

enjoys the gifts and writings of another man. That lover of yours who corrupts

your chastity, the God of the Hebrews, with his two tablets of stone, promises

you gold and silver, a full belly, and the land of the Canaanites.1 You are so

delighted by these sordid gains that you want to sin against Christ by being

ungrateful for his immense gifts. These promises entice you so that you perish in

the God of the Hebrews after marriage to Christ. Therefore, learn now that you

are deceived and led astray by his false promises. The God of the Hebrews is

poor; he is needy; he cannot give even what he promises. For, if he gives none of

the things that he promises to his own wife, I mean, to the synagogue, which

goes along with him in everything and serves him more submissively than a

serving girl, what will he be able to give you who are strangers to him and throw

off the yoke of his commandments from your proud neck?

But continue to act as you began. Put a fresh patch on the old garment; entrust

new wine to the old wineskins.2 Serve two husbands, though you will please

neither. Finally, turn the Christian faith into a centaur, neither a complete horse

nor a complete man. Allow us to serve Christ alone, content only with his

1. See Dt 8:7-10.
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2. See Mt 9:16-17.
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immortal gift and imitating the apostle who says, Our sufficiency isfrom God,

who made us suitable ministers ofthe New Testament (2 Cor 3:5-6). The condi

tion of the God of the Hebrews and of our God is very different because the God

of the Hebrews cannot fulfill even the promises he makes, and we refuse to

accept them. The generosity of Christ has made us proud in the face of the

charms of the God of the Hebrews.

And so that you may not think that I have compared them in an unfair

manner, Paul first introduced for us this comparison with the discipline of

marriage when he said, A married woman is bound by law to her husband as

long as he lives. But if her husband dies, she is releasedfrom the law of her

husband. Hence, she will be called an adulteress ifshe is united to another man

while her husband is alive. But ifher husband dies and she is united to another

man, she is not an adulteress. (Rom 7:2-3) By this he showed that they commit

adultery in spirit who are united to Christ before they repudiate and, in a certain

sense, put the author of the law among the dead. These words refer especially to

those who came to believe in Christ from the Jews, that is, so that they first had to

forget their former superstition. But what need do we have even for a command

ment on this, since we who are converts to Christ from the gentile world ought to

consider the God of the Hebrews not as having died but not even as having been

born? Surely, if a Jew comes to believe, he ought to consider that Adonai died.

But a gentile ought to consider that his idol died, and anyone ought to consider

that what he venerated before knowing Christ has died. For, if after divorcing

idolatry anyone worships both the God of the Hebrews and Christ as well, he

differs in no way from a fallen woman who, after the death of one husband,

marries two.

2. Augustine replied: Listen to this, you people whose hearts Christ pos

sesses, and see if you can tolerate this unless he himself is your patience.

Faustus, who is full of sweet honey, rejects the old vinegar, and Paul, who is full

of the old vinegar, pours out half in order to receive the new honey that is poured

in, which is not going to be preserved but corrupted. For you see that the words

of the apostle, Paul, the servant ofChrist Jesus, who was called to be an apostle

and was set asidefor the gospel ofGod (Rom 1:1), come from that new honey.

But what follows, which God had earlier promised through his prophets in the

holy scriptures concerning his Son, who was born as a descendant of David

according to theflesh (Rom 1 :2-3), comes from the sour old wine. Who would

endure hearing this if the same apostle did not console us when he says, There

must be heresies in order that the proven among you may be made known ( 1 Cor

11:19)? But what need is there to repeat the same things that were sufficiently

stated above?3 For the new patch and the old garment and the new wine and the

old wineskins do not signify the two Testaments but two lives and two hopes.

3. See Book VIII.



Book Fifteen 185

But, in order to understand the two Testaments, the Lord gave this comparison:

Every scribe learned in the kingdom ofGod is like the head ofa household, who

bringsforthfrom his storeroom new and old things (Mt 13:52). Let one who is

able recall these points from what we said before, or at least let one who is

willing reconsider them. For, if anyone thinks that he should have two hopes, so

that he may serve God both for the sake of earthly happiness and for the sake of

the kingdom of heaven, this second hope does not include the first, and when

this first hope is disturbed by some tribulation, a man will give up and lose the

second hope as well. For this reason there is also that statement, No one can

serve two masters, which the Lord explained when he said, You cannot serve

God and mammon (Mt 6:24).

But for those who understand correctly, the Old Testament is a prophecy of

the New Testament. And so the holy patriarchs and prophets in that first people,

who understood what they were doing or what was being done through them,

had this hope of eternal salvation in the New Testament. For they belonged to

that Testament, which they understood and loved. For, even if it was not yet

revealed, it was already prefigured. But those people, who desired in it no more

than the temporal promises that they had in mind, belonged to the Old Testament

and did not understand in those promises the eternal promises that were prefig

ured and foretold. But these points have already been stated more than enough in

our previous responses.

3. But it is an astonishing impudence when the sacrilegious and impure

fellowship of Manicheans does not hesitate to boast that it is also the chaste

spouse of Christ. What do they achieve in this regard against the truly chaste

members of the holy Church except to remind them of the apostle's warning

against such people: / gave you to one husband in order to present a chaste

virgin to Christ. But Ifear that, as the serpent deceived Eve by his cunning, so

your minds are also being removed from the chastity that is found in Christ

(2 Cor 1 1:2.3)? After all, what do these people do who proclaim to us a gospel

other than what we have received4 if not to remove us from the chastity that we

preserve for Christ? They blame the law ofGod because of its oldness and praise

their own error because of its newness, as if we should flee from everything old

or seek after everything new, although the apostle John speaks of the old

commandment with praise5 and the apostle Paul commands us to shun the

newness of profane words.6

And so I shall address you, O true spouse of the true Christ, the Catholic

Church, and I shall address you in accord with my modest ability, whatever sort of

son and servant of yours I may be, who have been placed in you to provide nour

4. See Gal 1 :8.

5. See 1 Jn 2:7.

6. See 1 Tm 6:20.
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ishment to my fellow servants: Always watch out, as you do watch out, for the

wicked folly of the Manicheans, which you have already experienced to the peril

of your children, and which has been proved false by your deliverance of them.

That error once hurled me from your bosom. Having experienced it, I fled from

what I ought not to have experienced. But may my perils also benefit you, whom

my deliverance now serves. For, unless your true and truthful spouse, from whose

side you were created, had located the forgiveness of sins in his true blood, the

whirlpool of error would have swallowed me, and the serpent would have irreme

diably devoured me once I had become earth.7 Do not be misled by the name of

truth. You alone have this both in your milk and in your bread.8 But in them there is

only its name; the truth itself is not there. And in your adults you are certainly

secure, but I speak to your little ones in you, my brothers, sons, and lords, whom

you warm like eggs with your caring wings, or, O virgin mother, fertile without

any corruption, whom you nourish like infants with your milk. I address in you

these tender babes ofyours, lest they be led astray from you by garrulous curiosity.

But if anyone proclaims to them a gospel other than what they have received in

you,9 let them declare him anathema. And let them not abandon the true and

truthful Christ, in whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge

(Col 2:3), and the great abundance of his sweetness, which he conceals from those

who fear him but makes perfect for those who hope in him. I0 But among the Mani

cheans how can the words of the truthful Christ be found in the preacher of the

false one? Pay no attention to their insults, because you well realize for yourself

that you have loved the promise of eternal life in the gifts of your spouse, that is,

your spouse himself, because he is eternal life."

4. But you have not, as those Manicheans foolishly think, been led astray to

an alien God, who promised a full belly and the land of the Canaanites. Indeed,

you understand that the earlier knowledge of the saints was bringing you to

birth, for you were already prefigured and foretold, even then, in these promises.

Do not be disturbed because the two stone tablets of the law are criticized with

such miserable wordiness, because you do not have the heart of stone that those

tables signified in the earlier people. For you are the letter ofthe apostles, written

not in ink but by the Spirit of the living God, not on tablets of stone but on the

fleshly tablets ofyour heart (2 Cor 3:3). Those foolish Manicheans rejoice over

those words, because they think that the apostle was criticizing the plan of God

which was suited to the time of the Old Testament and do not understand that he

was quoting this from a prophet. For these words, which Manicheans accept

without understanding them, were uttered previously by the prophets, whom

7. See Gn 3:14.

8. See 1 Cor 3:2.

4. See Gal 1 :9.

10. See Ps 31:20.

11. See 1 Jn 5:20.
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they reject, long before they were spoken and fulfilled through the apostles. For

the prophet had said, / will takefrom them a heart ofstone, and I will give them a

heart offlesh (Ez 11:19). Let them see whether this does not say the same thing

as not on tablets ofstone but on thefleshly tablets ofthe heart. For neither a heart

offlesh, which was said in the one place, norfleshly tablets, which was said in

the other, mean that we should think in a fleshly manner. But, because in

comparison with a stone, which is without feeling, the flesh has feeling, the

stone's lack offeeling signified a heart without understanding, and the feeling of

the flesh signified a heart with understanding.

Rather, mock those people who say that the earth and trees and stones have

feeling and are alive with a more intelligent life, while flesh lives with a more

dense and obtuse life. For this reason they are forced, not by the truth but by their

own foolishness, to say that the law was written more purely on tablets of stone

than their Treasury was written on skins of dead animals.12

Or, because in their myth they say that stones are the bones of the princes, do

they perhaps not hesitate to prefer to them the hides of lambs? The ark of the cove

nant, therefore, more purely covered the tablets of stone than goatskin covered

their book. Mock these things in a merciful way in order to show them that they

should mock and shun these ideas. For in those two tablets of stone you already

understand, though not with a heart of stone, what was suited to that hardhearted

people, and in those tablets you recognize the rock, your spouse himself, the one

whom Peter called a living stone rejected by men but chosen and held in honor by

God ( 1 Pt 2:4). For them he was a stone causing offense and a rock to stumble over

( 1 Pt 2:8), but for you the stone that the builders rejected has become the corner

stone (1 Pt 2:7). The same Peter explains all this and mentions that the prophets,

from whom these damnable people are estranged, foretold it all. Do read those two

tablets; do not be afraid; they clearly come from your spouse. For others that stone

signified hard denseness, but for you it signifies firm stability. Those tablets were

written by the finger ofGod. 1 3 By the finger ofGod your spouse cast out demons. 14

By the finger ofGod expel the teaching of lying demons that sear the conscience. I5

Drive off from these two tablets the adulterer who says that he is the Paraclete in

order to lead you astray by that holy name. For those tablets were given on the

fiftieth day after the Passover,16 and on the fiftieth day after the Passion of your

spouse, which that Passover prefigured, the finger of God, the Holy Spirit, the

promised Paraclete, was given. " Do not be afraid of the two tablets; by them those

things written long ago, which you now recognize, were sent to you. Only do not

12. The Treasury was one of the books written by Mani.

13. See Ex 21:18.

14. SeeLk 11:20.

15. See 1 Tm 4:2.

16. See Ex 20.

17. See Acts 2: 1-4.
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be under the law so that you do not fulfill it because of fear, but be under grace so

that love, the fulfillment of the law, may be present in you. After all, that friend of

your spouse was not thinking of another two tablets when he said, For " You shall

not commit adultery, " "You shall not commit murder, " "You shall not covet, "and

any other commandment that there is, are summed up in these words, " You shall

love your neighbor as yourself. " Love does no evil to one 's neighbor. But the

fulfillment of the law is charity. (Rom 13:9-10) For there those two command

ments of the love of God and the love of neighbor are spelled out on their respec

tive tablets. He sent on ahead those two tablets — he who, when he came, taught

you these two commandments on which the whole law and the prophets depend.18

In the first commandment there is the chastity of your marriage, in the second the

unity of your members. By the first you embrace his divinity, by the second you

gather together his people. These two commandments are the ten; of the ten three

pertain to God and seven to one's neighbor. O chaste two tablets, in which that

lover and beloved of yours foretold symbolically a new song on a ten-stringed

harp! 19 For he was, as it were, going to stretch out his own sinews on the tree so that

from sin he might condemn sin in his flesh and so that the righteousness of the law

might be realized in you.20 O two tablets of your marriage, which the adulteress

hates with good reason!

5. Now then, my words are directed to you, O deceitful Manichean congrega

tion, wrapped in deceit. Do you — who are wed to so many elements, or

rather are sold like a prostitute to demons and impregnated by sacrilegious

nonsense — dare to accuse the Catholic marriage of your Lord of the crime of

infidelity? Show us your adulterers, the splendorous Lifter and the load-bearing

Atlas. For you say that the former holds the principles of the elements and hangs

the world from them but that the latter with bent knee carries a great mass on his

mighty shoulders lest, indeed, the other give out.

Where are these beings? If they really existed, when would they come to you,

since they are busy with such an important task? When would they visit you so

that you might massage the fingers of the one and the shoulders of the other with

your soothing hand, which is dainty from a life of leisure? But evil demons, who

fornicate with you, deceive you so that you conceive lies and give birth to phan

tasms. Why, then, would you not reject the two tablets of the true God, which are

opposed to your parchments, because of which you have loved so many false

gods with a mind wandering through the figments of your thoughts. All the lies

of the poets are found to be more sober and respectable than these. Or, at least in

the poets, their utterance of falsehoods deceives no one. but in your books a

great throng of lies corrupts with miserable errors the childlike minds even of

old persons who have been ensnared by the mention of truth. For, as the apostle

18. See Mt 22:37-40.

19. See Ps 92:4.

20. See Rom 8:3-4.
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says, with their ears itching they turn their hearing away from the truth and turn

toward myths.21

How, then, could you endure the sound doctrine of those tablets, where the

first commandment is Hear, O Israel. The Lord your God is one God (Dt 6:4),

when you find complete delight in the names of gods and revel in the fornication

of your most shameful heart? Or do you not recall your love song, in which you

describe the sovereign king in his reign, the everlasting scepter-bearer, girded

with crowns of flowers and ruddy of face? If you loved one such lover, you

ought to be ashamed. For a chaste wife would not be pleased by one husband

girded with crowns of flowers. And you cannot say that this was said or revealed

in that way with some mystical meaning, since you are accustomed especially to

praise Mani because he speaks the bare truth in proper terms with all the cloak of

symbols removed. In the proper sense of the words, therefore, you sing of God,

the scepter-bearing king crowned with flowers. Let him at least set aside his

scepter when he is girded with flowers. That soft luxury is not appropriate for the

severity of the royal scepter. Added to this is the fact that you do not love him

alone. For you continue to sing, and you add twelve eons clothed with flowers

and full of music, who toss their flowers before the Father. Then you also

declare that those twelve are certain great gods, three in each of the four regions,

by whom that king is surrounded. You could never discover how to make him

unbounded since you say that he was surrounded in that way. You also add

countless inhabitants of the kingdom, the armies of the gods, and the cohorts of

the angels, and you say that God did not create all these but begot them of his

own substance.

6. It is thus that you are proved guilty of worshiping countless gods, because

you do not tolerate the sound teaching by which we are taught that there is one

Son born ofthe one God, and the Holy Spirit of them both. It is wrong not only to

say that they are countless but even to say that they are three gods, for they have

not only one and the same substance but also one and the same activity through

their own substance, which is one and the same, although the individual persons

are revealed by bodily creatures. You do not understand these things; you do not

grasp them. 1 know, you are full; you are inebriated; you are glutted with your

sacrilegious myths. Digest at some point what you spew out, and stop covering

yourself with such stuff. Meanwhile, sing what you sing, and see, if you can, the

shame of your fornication. For the teaching of lying demons has invited you to

the fictitious homes of angels, where a healthy breeze blows, and to the fields in

which aromas are spread and whose trees and mountains, seas and rivers flow

with sweet nectar through all the ages. And you believed these things and imag

ined them in your heart, where, licentious and dissolute, you wallow in your

vain recollections. For, when certain things of this sort are said of the ineffable

21. See 2 Tm 4:4.
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outpouring of spiritual delights, they are of course said in the language of

enigma, so that a mind that is trained in such things may know that we must seek

and understand something else in them. Something of the sort might be

presented to the senses of the body in its bodily reality. Such were, for example,

the fire in the bush,22 the staff changed into the serpent and the serpent into the

staff,23 the Lord's outer garment that was not divided by his executioners,24 the

anointing of his feet or his head by the ministry of a woman,25 the branches of

the crowd that preceded and followed his donkey.26 Or something might be

presented in the spirit, by means of images of bodies, either in a dream or in

ecstasy. Such were, for example, Jacob's ladder,27 Daniel's rock hewn without

the use of hands that grew into a mountain,28 that sheet which Peter saw,29 and

likewise many things which John saw.30 In this same way things can be

expressed symbolically only in words, such as the Song of Songs, and what is

said in the gospel when the father gave a wedding feast for his son," and when a

certain man had two sons, one frugal and the other prodigal,32 and when a certain

man planted a vineyard and rented it to farmers.33

But you praise Mani especially because he came as the last of all, not in order

to say such things but rather in order to explain them. Thus, after he opened up

all the symbolic expressions of the ancients and brought forth his stories and

discourses into the clear light of day, he would not hide behind any symbolism.

You add the reason for this presumption on his part, namely, that the ancients,

who either saw or acted out or spoke these symbols, knew that Mani would come

later to reveal everything, but that Mani, who knew that no one was going to

come after him, expressed his ideas without any of the ambiguity of allegory.

What, then, does your beloved do, sordid with fleshly desires, in the fields

and wooded mountains, with crowns of flowers and spreading aromas? If these

are not enigmas for reason, they are phantasms of thought or the ravings of

madness. But if they are said to be enigmas, why do you not flee from the adul

terer who promises the plain truth in order to entice people and mocks those

whom he has enticed with deceitful myths? Are not his ministers and those

wretches who are poisoned by such vanities accustomed to bait their hook with

this food from the apostle Paul, where he says, For we know in part and we

22. See Ex 3:2.

23. See Ex 4:2-4.

24. SeeJn 19:24.

25. See Mt 26:7; Jn 12:3.

26. See Mt 21:7-9.

27. See Gn 28: 12.

28. See Dn 2:34-35.

29. See Acts 10:11.

30. See Rv 1 .

31. See Mt 22:2-14.

32. SeeLk 15:11-32.

33. See Mt 21:33-41.
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prophesy in part, but when what is perfect comes, what is partial will be taken

away ( 1 Cor 1 3:9- 10), and. Now we see through a glass in an enigma, but then

we shall seeface toface ( 1 Cor 13:12)? That is, the apostle Paul knew in part and

prophesied in part, since he saw through a glass and in an enigma, and all this

was going to be taken away when Mani came and brought what is perfect, when

we shall see the truth face to face. Oh, how foully, uncleanly, and shamelessly

you mouth these ideas! You still feed the winds;34 you still embrace the idols of

your heart! Have you seen face to face the king in his reign, the scepter-bearer

girded with crowns of flowers, the armies of the gods, the great splendorous

bearer, who has six faces and mouths and shines with light, and the other king of

honor, surrounded by hosts of angels? Have you seen the other inflexible

warrior-hero, holding a spear in his right hand and a shield in his left, and the

other glorious king, who propels the three wheels of fire, water, and wind? Have

you seen the mighty Atlas, who bears the world on his shoulders and who with

one knee on the ground supports it on both sides with his arms? Have you seen

these and other marvels face to face, or does the teaching of lying demons sing

these things to you by the mouth of those who have been deceived, and you do

not know it? Woe to you, you poor thing! See the phantasms with which you

fornicate! See what vanities you lap up instead of the truth! And, drunk from the

serpent's cup, you dare to mock the matronly modesty of the spouse of the only

Son of God on account of the two stone tablets, because she lives not under the

schoolmaster of the law but under the teacher of grace, neither proud because of

her works nor crushed because of terror. She lives from faith, hope, and love;

having become Israel, in whom there is no guile,35 and hearing the words of

scripture: The Lordyour God is one God (Dt 6:4). Because you do not hear this,

you have extended your fornication to so many fictitious gods.

7. How would those tablets not be your enemies? For the second command

ment on them is You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain

(Ex 20:7), and you have placed in the vanity of falsehood even Christ himself,

who was born as a true man in true flesh, even for eyes of flesh, in order to purify

fleshly people from the vanity of the flesh. How would the third commandment

about the Sabbath rest not be opposed to you, since you, restless soul, are blown

about by the illusions of so many figments of your imagination?36 When will

you grasp how these three commandments pertain to the love of God? When

will you understand them? When will you love them? You lack measure; you

are ugly and quarrelsome. You have become swollen with pride; you have

become vain; you have become cheap; you have exceeded your limit; you have

defiled your beauty; you have disturbed your order. I was such a person when I

34. SeePrv 10:4.

35. SeeJn 1:45.

36. See Ex 20:8-10.



192 Answer to Faustus, a Manichean

was with you; I know you. How, then, am I now to teach you that these three

commandments pertain to the love of God, from whom and through whom and

in whom are all things?37 How can you understand this, since the detestable

perversity of your error does not permit you to know and to observe even those

seven that pertain to the love of neighbor, by which the society of human life is

held together?

In these seven the first commandment is Honoryourfather and your mother

(Ex 20: 1 2). Paul mentions that it is the first commandment with a promise when

he himself also commands the same things.38 But from your diabolical teaching

you have learned to consider your parents as enemies, because they bound you

in flesh by intercourse and in this way they actually put unclean shackles upon

your God. Hence, you also violate a subsequent commandment, namely, You

shall not commit adultery (Ex 20: 14), so that you detest in marriage most of all

the fact that children are procreated, and thus you make your Hearers adulterers

with their wives when they take precautions so that the women with whom they

have intercourse do not conceive. For they marry them by the law of marriage,

as marriage tablets proclaim, for the sake of procreating children, and since by

your law they fear that they may attach a particle of your God to the foulness of

flesh, they have intercourse with their women by an impure union only for satis

fying their lust. But they accept children unwillingly, though they should have

intercourse only for this reason. How, then, do you not forbid marriage, as the

apostle foretold concerning you so long ago,39 when you try to take away from

marriage that which makes it marriage? When that has been taken away,

husbands will be shameful lovers, wives will be prostitutes, bedrooms will be

brothels, and in-laws brothel-keepers.

And in this way you also do not keep the commandment, You shall not kill

(Ex 20: 13), because of the perversity of the same error. For, since you fear lest a

member of your God be bound in flesh, you do not give bread to a hungry

person. In the one case you fear a false homicide, and in the other you commit a

real one. And so, if you come upon a starving person who could die if you do not

help him by offering him food, you will be considered a murderer either by the

law of God, if you do not give him food, or by the law of Mani, if you do. How

will you observe the rest of the commandments of the Decalogue? Would you

refrain from theft? For, if some person or other rather than you is about to devour

bread or any other food, which will be slain in his bowels, you would take it from

him if you could and run to the workshop of the belly of your Elect, so that your

theft may keep your God from falling under heavier bonds and may rescue him

from those under which he had fallen. Moreover, if you are caught in the same

37. See Rom 1 1 :30.

38. SeeEph6:2.

39. See I Tm 4:3.
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theft, will you not swear by your God that you did not take the food? After all,

what will such a God do to you to whom you say, "I swore falsely by you — but

in your defense, unless you wanted me to inflict destruction upon you while I

paid you honor"?

In that way you hold in contempt the commandment of the law. You shall not

speak false testimony (Ex 20: 16), on account of the members of your God, in

order to set them free from shackles not merely by false testimony but even by a

false oath.

Now you ought to fulfdl the following commandment, You shall not covet

your neighbor's wife (Ex 20: 1 7), and I see that this is the only one that you are

not forced to violate by the demands of your error. But if it is wrong to lust after

another person's wife, consider what it is to present oneself to be lusted after by

others, and recall your handsome gods and fair goddesses who presented them

selves to be passionately lusted after— the males by princesses of darkness and

the females by princes of darkness. When they are aroused for the satisfaction of

their lust and are ardently ablaze for their mutual embraces, they rescue from

themselves that God of yours, who is shackled everywhere and who needs a

great act of impurity in order to be released.

How can you, you wretched people, fail to covet your neighbor's property,

which is the last commandment of the Decalogue. Does not your God himself

falsely say that he is fashioning new worlds for you in another person's land,

where, after your false victory, you may pride yourself in a false triumph? When

you now desire this in your insane folly and believe that the same land of the

nation of darkness is joined to your substance by the closest proximity, you

certainly covet your neighbor's property.

The two tablets are rightly your enemies since they contain so many good

commandments opposed to your error. For you do not at all know the three that

pertain to the love of God. And if you at times observe the seven that ward off

harm from human society, you are held back by a sense of shame for fear of

being embarrassed among men, or you are crushed by a fear of being punished

by public laws, or you shrink from an evil deed out of some good habit, or you

notice from the natural law how you unjustly do to another what you do not want

others to do to you. Yet you see how your error forces you to do the opposite,

both when you follow it and when you do not, when you do something that you

do not want to suffer or do not do it because you do not want to suffer.

8. But this true spouse ofChrist, whom you insult with utter impudence over the

two stone tablets, understands the difference between the letter and the spirit.

These two are expressed in another way as the law and grace. And now serving

God, not in the old condition of the letter but in the new condition of the spirit, she

is not under the law but under grace. For she is not quarrelsome and blind but

meekly pays attention to the words of the apostle in order to understand what he

calls the law, to which he desires that we no longer be subjected. For the law was
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givenfor the sake oftransgression, until the descendant would come to whom the

promise belonged (Gal 3:19), and thus the law entered so that sin might abound,

but where sin abounded, grace was even more abundant (Rom 5:20). Yet he does

not call the same law sin because without grace it does not give life. For, instead, it

increases guilt when transgression is added. For where there is no law, there is no

transgression (Rom 4:15). And so by itself, when the letter is alone without the

spirit, that is, the law without grace, it only makes people guilty. The apostle raises

for himself what some people with less intelligence might suppose, and he

explains what he means when he says, What, then, shall we say ? Is the law sin ? By

no means! But I did not know sin except through the law. For I would not have

known desire ifthe law did not say, Do not desire. And so, having taken the oppor

tunity, sin deceived me through the commandment and killed me by it. And so the

law is holy, and the commandment is holy, just, and good. Did, then, what was

good become deathfor me? By no means! But so that sin might be seen as sin, it

produced deathfor me through what was good. (Rom 7:7.11-13)

The true spouse ofChrist, whom you insult, understands these things because

she asks with groans, seeks with humility, and knocks with meekness,40 and so

she sees that the law is not blamed when it is said. The letter kills, but the spirit

gives life (2 Cor 3:6), just as knowledge is not blamed when it is said, Knowledge

puffs up, but love builds up. For he had of course said, We know that we all have

knowledge, and then he adds, Knowledge puffs up, but loves builds up ( 1 Cor

8:1). Why, then, did the apostle have what might make him puffed up except

that, with love, knowledge not only does not puff up but even gives strength? In

that way the letter with the spirit and the law with grace are no longer called the

letter and the law in the same way as when, by themselves, they killed as sin

abounded. For in that way the law is called the power of sin41 when it increases

sin's harmful delight by its strict prohibition. And yet it is not in this way evil,

but, so that sin might be seen as sin, it produced deathfor me through what was

good (Rom 7:13). In the same way many things are harmful for certain other

things, though they are not evil. For, when your eyes hurt, you close the

windows even against your God, the sun.

This spouse of Christ, therefore, is now dead to the law, that is, to sin, which

becomes more abundant because of law's prohibition, when without grace the law

gives its commands but provides no help. She is, then, dead to such a law, so that

she might be the spouse of another who has risen from the dead, and she distin

guishes these things without injury to the law, so that she may not commit a sacri

lege against its author. But you commit a sacrilege against him whom you do not

understand to be the author of what is good, though you hear the apostle saying,

And so the law is good, and the commandment holy, just, and good (Rom 7: 1 2).

40. See Mt 7:8.

41. See 1 Cor 15:56.
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See, he is the author of what is good, though you thought that he was one of the

princes ofdarkness. Pay attention to the truth; it strikes you in the eyes. Look, Paul

the apostle says, The law is good, and the commandment holy, just, and good. See

of what he is the author, who sent us those two tablets in his dispensation ofa great

mystery, though you foolishly mock them. The same law that was given through

Moses did indeed become grace and truth through Jesus Christ42 when the spirit

was added to the letter, so that the righteousness of the law might begin to be

fulfilled. For, when it was not fulfilled, it made people guilty of transgression as

well. For it is not one law that is holy, just, and good, and another law through

which sin produces death, to which we must die, so that we may be the spouse of

another who rose from the dead. It is, rather, the same law. See, follow along, and

read. He says, But so that sin might be seen as sin, it produced death for me

through what was good, so that it might become sinful or sin beyond measure

through the commandment (Rom 7:13). Hear and see, you deaf and blind people.

He says, It produced deathfor me through what was good. The law, therefore, is

always good, whether it harms those who are devoid ofgrace or benefits those who

are full of grace, just as the sun is always good, because every creature of God is

good,43 whether it harms eyes that are ill or delights those that are healthy. Hence,

what healthiness is to the eyes for seeing the sun, grace is to minds for fulfilling the

law. And just as healthy eyes do not die from delight in the sun but from the harsh

blows of its rays that struck them and plunged them into deeper darkness, so the

soul that has been saved by the love ofthe Spirit is not said to be dead from the righ

teousness of the law but from that guilt and transgression which the law was

producing through the letter when the spirit was lacking. And so both things are

said of it: The law is good ifanyone uses it lawfully ( 1 Tm 1:7), and what follows,

Knowing that the law was not establishedfor the righteous (1 Tm 1:8), because

someone who finds delight in righteousness has no need of the letter that strikes

terror.

9. This spouse of Christ, who rejoices in the hope of her complete salvation,

also wants for you a holy conversion from myths to the truth, so that you do not

fear Adonai as an adulterer while remaining with the most wily adulterer, the

serpent. For Adonai is a Hebrew word and is translated as "lord," in the sense that

God alone is called Lord, just like latria, which is a Greek word and is translated as

"service"— not just any service but that by which God alone is served. In the same

way amen is translated as "true" — not everywhere and in every sense but in the

mysteries of religion. But if someone asks you, you will not find the source from

which you also have the word apart from the Hebrew writings or those that come

from the Hebrew. The Church of Christ, therefore, is not afraid of an objection to

those names but understands and loves them. Nor does she fear the ignorant

mocker of them. And the terms that she does not yet understand she believes to be

42. SeeJn 1:17.

43. See 1 Tm 4:4.
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like some ofthose that she had experienced to be such when she did not understand

them.

If anyone raises the objection to her that she loves Emmanuel, she smiles at

the ignorance of that person and embraces the truth of this name. If he raises the

objection that she loves the Messiah, she drives off her defeated opponent and

holds onto her anointed teacher. In that way she also desires that you be healed

of your foolish errors and built upon the foundation of the apostles and

prophets.44 You call him a centaur without knowing what you are saying, and

you do not pay attention to what your myth has put together for you when it fash

ions in your heart a false world from a part of your God and from a part of the

land of darkness. Is that centaur not half-beast and half-god? It certainly is. But it

should not be called a centaur. Pay attention to what it is, be ashamed, and be

quiet, so that you may be horrified at how you have been corrupted by the adul

terous serpent. If you did not think that you should believe his cunning in Moses,

you ought to have been wary of it in Paul. For, because he wants to present the

true Church to Christ as a chaste virgin,45 he says, Ifear that, as the serpent

deceived Eve in his cunning, your minds might be corrupted away from the

simplicity and chastity that isfound in Christ (2 Cor 1 1 :3). Though you heard

this, yet you have grown so foolish and have become so insane as a result of the

serpent's poisonous incantations that, while the same serpent has persuaded

other heresies of various errors, he has persuaded you that he is Christ. More

over, if many heresies are in error, ensnared by his various and complex deceits,

they still admit that this warning of the apostle is true. But how great is your

adultery! How much you have prostituted yourself! For instead of Christ you

have the serpent, though the apostle of Christ cries out that Eve was seduced and

corrupted by the serpent, so that by such a warning he may protect the virgin

spouse of Christ from him. He who wallows with you in the fantasies of bright

groves has darkened your heart. What are his reliable promises? Where are they,

and from where do they come? O drunken woman, and not drunk from wine !

10. You have indeed, with sacrilegious impudence, cast abuse upon the God

of the prophets because he did not give to the Jews who served him what he

promised. You did not at all say what he promised and did not give. For you were

afraid that you would be proved wrong because he has already given what you

do not understand or will still give what you do not believe. What has been

promised and given to you because of which you believe that you will receive

the triumph of the new worlds over the land of darkness? If you produce some

prophets in whom we may read that the future Manicheans were foretold with

praise, because of which you may think that something has already been given

to you by the very fact that we see that you exist, you first have to prove that

44. See Eph 2:20.

45. See 2 Cor 11:2.
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Mani, who wanted you to believe him, did not invent these prophets for you. For

he does not regard a lie as shameful. Nor can Mani hesitate to show you false

prophets in sheep's clothing. After all, while praising Christ, he maintained that

he showed false scars in his members.

But I read that you were clearly foretold not only at one time more obscurely

by the prophets but also more openly by the apostle. See how he did so. He says.

The Spirit manifestly says that in the last times some will withdraw from the

faith, paying attention to deceitful spirits and to the teaching ofdemons lying in

their hypocrisy. Having their conscience seared andforbidding marriage, they

will abstainfrom thefood that God createdfor those who believe and know the

truth to receive with thanksgiving. For every creature of God is good, and

nothing is to be rejected that is received with thanksgiving. ( 1 Tm 4: 1 -4) The

eyes of all who know you see more clearly than daylight how these things have

been fulfilled in you, and we have shown this above, as time allowed.

1 1 . But in presenting this Church as a chaste virgin to her one husband,

Christ, the teaching of the apostle warns her to beware of the deceit of the

serpent by which you have been corrupted. This Church acknowledges the God

of the prophets, the true God, her God. She believes confidently the ultimate

promise of him whose great promises she possesses as already realized. Nor

does anyone say that the prophets were made up for her at the present time, since

she claims that they are found in the books of the Jews. After all, what promise

was more incredible than the one made to Abraham: In your descendant all

nations shall be blessed (Gn 22: 1 8)? And what promise do we now hold as more

certainly fulfilled? That is certainly his ultimate promise, which the prophet

briefly mentions in this way: Blessed are they who dwell in the house of the

Lord; they shall praise you forever and ever (Ps 84:5). When every need has

been brought to an end and the last enemy, death, has been destroyed,46 the

endless praise of God shall be the work of those who are free of work; to it shall

no one any more have access, and from it shall no one any more depart. The

prophet mentions this elsewhere in this way: Praise the Lord, Jerusalem; praise

your God, O Zion, because he has strengthened the bars ofyour gates; he has

blessed your children within you (Ps 147:12-13). Once the gates have been

closed, no one will enter, and no one will leave. In the gospel the bridegroom

himself says this to the foolish virgins, even when they knock at the door,

namely, that he will not open it for them.

This Jerusalem, the holy Church, the bride ofChrist, is quite amply and richly

described in the Revelation of John. This chaste virgin would not believe this

prophetic promise if she did not already have what the same prophecy promised

would exist at this time: Hear, daughter, andsee; bendyour ear, andforgetyour

people and the house ofyourfather. For the king has desired your beauty. For

Mi. See 1 Cor 15:26.
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he is your God, and the daughters of Tyre shall worship him with gifts. The

wealthy among the people shall entreat your countenance. All the glory of the

daughter of the king is within; she is clothed with cloth of gold and with

many-colored robes; virgins shall be brought to the king after her. Those closest

to hershall be brought to you; injoy and exultation they shall be brought into the

temple ofthe king. In place ofyourfathers, sons have been born to you. You shall

establish them as princes over all the earth. They shall be mindful ofyour name

in every age and generation. For this reason the peoples shall praise you for

eternity andfor age upon age. (Ps 45: 1 1 - 1 7)

But you who are unhappy and have been corrupted by the serpent, when will

you even try to consider what the beauty is of the daughter of the king within?

For this very thing is the chastity of mind in which you were corrupted, so that

your eyes would be opened to love and adore the sun and the moon. And thus by

the just judgment of God you were separated from the tree of life, which is

eternal and internal wisdom, and you called and considered wisdom and truth

nothing other than this sunlight. You have taken it in through these wrongly

opened eyes, increased it immensely, varied it in many ways, and pondered it in

your shameless mind by means of images from your myths. These are your acts

of fornication, which are abominable in the extreme.

And yet the Truth says, "Consider them patiently, and return to me. Return to

me, and you will be purified; you will be restored if you are ashamed of yourself

and return to me." Hear this; the real Truth, which has not fought in unreal forms

with the nation of darkness and has not redeemed you with unreal blood, says

this.
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1. Faustus said: Why do you not accept Moses, since Christ says, Moses

wrote about me, and, Ifyou believed Moses, you would also have believed me

(Jn 5:46)?

I for my part wish that not only Moses but all the prophets of the Jews and of

the gentiles had written about Christ. After all, what harm would this do to our

faith, or rather what good would it not do, ifwe took fitting and appropriate testi

monies to our God from every source? For we would also be free to select from

them only the prophecies about Christ, while our hatred and detestation for their

superstition remained. Hence, it cannot be held against me if even Moses,

though he is separated from Christ, is thought to have written something about

Christ. Would not anyone want to gather flowers from every thorn, fruit from

every plant, and honey from every insect, although we do not use insects or grass

for food or thorns to adorn a crown? Would not anyone want pearls to be found

in every sea, gems in every land, and fruit in every grove? And if it causes no

harm to eat a fish from the sea, whereas it does cause harm to drink water from it,

and if people know how to reject what is harmful, while taking what is benefi

cial, would we not be free to condemn the practice of any religion if it were

useless for us and to take from it only the prophecies about Christ? Nor would it

help these errors for taking us captive and bringing us under servitude to them.

For it did not help the unclean spirits that we do not hate them because they

openly and honestly confessed that Jesus was the Son of God.1 Hence, if in

accord with this testimony Moses also wrote something about Christ, I shall

accept it in such a way that it still does not help him to take me captive under his

law, which I see does not at all differ from paganism. Hence, there is absolutely

no reason that you should think that, if this point were proven, I would not

rejoice that every spirit prophesied about Christ.

2. 1 shall never be thankful enough to you if, while showing that Christ testi

fied that Moses wrote about him, you also teach what the things were that he

wrote. For I have searched his writings, as I was commanded, and found in them

no prophecies about Christ, whether because there were none or because I

myself could not understand them. Hence, I was thrown into great turmoil and

was forced by reason into the dilemma of declaring either that this passage was

spurious or that Jesus was a liar. But it would be incompatible with piety to think

that God lied. Hence, it seemed more correct to attribute falsity to the writers

than a lie to the source of truth. Indeed, since I hear him say that all who came
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1. See Mt 8:29.



200 Answer to Faustus, a Manichean

before him were thieves and robbers,2 1 see that Moses is the first of all to be

branded by that statement. Besides this, when he spoke of his majesty and called

himself the light of the world,3 the angry Jews shouted back at him, Because you

bear witness to yourself, your witness is not true (Jn 8:13). I do not see that he

followed this up at the very point where the context demanded that he say that

Moses prophesied about him. Rather, like a complete stranger to the Jews and

like someone who had no testimony from their ancestors, he replied, Infact it is

written in your law that the testimony oftwo witnesses is true. I bear witness to

myself, and the Father, who sent me, bears witness to me. (Jn 8:17-18) He

reminded them of the words that they had all heard spoken from heaven: This is

my beloved Son; believe him (Mt 3:17; Lk 9:35). Nor does it seem likely to me

that the Jews could have remained silent when Christ said that Moses had

written about him without immediately asking, like malicious and cunning

people, what it was that he thought Moses wrote about him. But this utter silence

on their part indicates nothing less than that Jesus said nothing of the sort.

3. Hence, although these points do not seem insignificant for confirming our

suspicion about the spuriousness of this passage, I am still more taken by the fact

that, having examined all the writings of Moses, I found, as I said, no prophecies

in them about Christ. But now, having discovered that you are a reader of supe

rior intelligence, I believe that I shall find something, and I admit that I shall be

grateful to you ifyou do not, out of animosity, disappoint my hope ofprogress in

learning, which the confidence of your rebuke promises me, and if you teach me

what is said about God and about our Lord in the writing of Moses that perhaps

escaped me as I read it. But please do not say, as the ignorant are accustomed to

do, that it ought to be enough for our faith that Christ said that Moses wrote

about him. For I do not want you now to consider me, whom my profession puts

under an obligation to believe, so that I cannot not believe him whom I follow.

But suppose that we are dealing with a Jew; suppose that we are dealing with a

gentile. When we say to them, "Moses wrote about Christ," they are going to ask

for proofs. What shall we offer? Shall we be able to say, "Christ said this," to

those who still do not believe in him? It will surely be necessary for us to show

them what he wrote.

4. What, then, shall we show them? Shall we show them the passage that you

usually produce, where his God speaks to Moses and says. / will raise up for

themfrom among their brothers a prophet like you (Dt 18:18)? But a Jew does

not fail to notice that this does not refer to Christ, nor does it incline us to believe

this, since Christ was not a prophet and not a prophet like Moses. After all. the

one was a man and the other was God: the one was a sinner and the other was

holy; the one was born of intercourse and the other was, according to you, born

2. SeeJn 10:18.

3. See Jn 8:12.
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of a virgin, but, according to me, not born of a virgin; the one was killed on the

mountain because he offended God,4 and the other suffered of his own will and

was completely pleasing to the Father. How, then, was he a prophet like Moses?

A Jew will without doubt immediately either laugh at us for being ignorant or

accuse us of being liars.

5. Or shall we offer the passage that you usually introduce in the same way:

They will see their own life hanging and will not believe (Dt 28:66 LXX)? To

this you add on a tree. For the sentence does not have this. But nothing is as easy

to prove as that this does not refer to Christ. After all, he added this too among

the savage curses that he uttered against his own people if they departed from his

law. He said that they would be prisoners of their enemies and would ponder

their own end day and night, that they would not be confident of their own life,

which the victors granted them because that same life would hang in uncer

tainty, fearful and worried because always under the threat of swords. Neither

does this, then, refer to Christ; we must look for other passages. For I would

hardly believe that you think that it was said of Christ that everyone who hangs

on a tree is cursed5 or that a prophet or prince of the people who wants to turn

them away from their God or to break some commandment must be killed.6 1

clearly cannot deny that Christ in fact did this, but you, on the contrary, clearly

cannot admit that these things were written about him. Otherwise, if that were

the case, we would also begin to ask in what spirit Moses prophesied in such a

way that he either cursed Christ or ordered that he be killed. For, if he had the

Spirit ofGod, he did not say this about Christ; if he said it about Christ, he did not

have the Spirit of God. After all, a divine spirit would not either curse Christ or

command that he be killed. In order, then, to defend Moses against this charge,

you must admit that he did not write even these lines about Christ. But if he did

not write these lines about Christ, you will either give us others, or there are

none. If there are none, even Christ could not assert that there are some. Thus, if

Christ did not assert this, it is clear that this passage is spurious.

6. Nor is it a plausible statement that follows, If you believed Moses, you

wouldalso have believed me, because the tradition ofMoses is very dissimilarto

and different from that of Christ, so that, if the Jews believed one of them, they

would necessarily be opposed to the other. For Moses above all teaches that one

should abstain from all work on the Sabbath, and he claims that the reason for

this observance is that, when God made the world and everything in it, he

devoted six days to work but stopped on the seventh, which is the Sabbath.

Consequently he blessed it, that is, made it holy, as the haven of his tranquility,

4. See Dt 34:5.

5. See Dt 2 1:23.

6. See Dt 13:5.
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and issued a law that anyone who violated it should be put to death.7 The Jews,

therefore, firmly believed this because Moses taught it, and hence they thought

that they should not even give a hearing to Christ when he stated that his Father

was always at work and did not establish any day of rest for himself because his

power is constant and untiring, and hence he never needs to rest — not even on

the Sabbath. For he said, My Father is always at work, and I must work (Jn 5 : 1 7).

Likewise, Moses counts circumcision of the flesh among the practices that

are sacred and loved by God, commands that all males be circumcised on the

flesh of their foreskin, and teaches that this is a necessary sign of the testament

that God made with Abraham. And he states that any male who does not bear

this sign will be exterminated from his tribe and will not enter into a share of the

inheritance that was promised to Abraham and his offspring.8 The Jews, then,

firmly believed this because Moses stated it, and for this reason they could not

have had faith in Christ who undermined these teachings and stated, moreover,

that whoever is circumcised becomes doubly a son of hell.9

Likewise, Moses made a careful distinction between kinds of meat, and,

picking over fishes, birds, and animals in the manner of a glutton, he sits there

and orders some to be gobbled up as clean but others not even to be touched as

unclean. Among the latter he bans pork and rabbit and any fish that lacks scales

and any quadruped that does not have a split hoof and that does not chew the

cud.10 The Jews, therefore, firmly believed this because Moses wrote it, and for

this reason they could not have believed Christ, who taught that there was no

difference in foods and completely removed all meats from his disciples but

permitted to worldly people in general" everything edible and stated that

nothing that entered the mouth defiled them, because only those things that

come forth unwisely from the mouth defile a person.12 There is no one who does

not know that Jesus taught these and many other things opposed to Moses.

7. Because it would take a long time to run through individual examples, I

shall show you one instead of many, namely, that the largest part ofthe Christian

heresies and — what is pertinent here — the Catholics do not take care to

observe any of those commandments of which Moses writes. If this does not

stem from some error but from the true teaching of Christ and his disciples, you

must admit without qualification that Jesus and Moses taught contrary doctrines

and that the Jews did not believe in Christ precisely because they wanted to show

7. See Ex 20:8-11: 31:13-15.

8. SeeGn 17:9-14.

9. See Mt 23:15.

10. SeeDt 14:3-20.

1 1. That is, the Hearers rather than the Elect. Faustus follows the teaching of Adimantus that

Christ taught that all foods were clean only to the crowds, not to his own disciples. See

Answer to Adimantus 15,2.

12. SeeMt 15:11.
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their faith in Moses. How, then, will the words of Jesus to them, Ifyou believed

Moses, you would also have believed me, not be spurious? For it is quite clear

that they did not believe Jesus precisely because they did believe Moses but

could have had faith in Christ if they had stopped believing in Moses. But you, as

I said, please teach us where Moses said something about Christ.

8. Moreover, the objector says, "If you are a Christian, believe Christ when

he says that Moses wrote about him. If you do not believe this, you are not a

Christian." This is always the inept and weak response of those who have

nothing to show. How much better, then, would you have done ifyou had simply

admitted this! And yet you could say this to me, who you know holds that I must

believe because of the religion by which I serve Christ, although the question is

still open as to whether this too is a testimony of Christ, so that it should be

believed unconditionally, or of the writer, so that it ought to be examined care

fully. We do not offend Christ if we do not believe spurious statements, but we

offend those who have falsified them. Still, this statement can somehow or other

be tolerated when it is presented to Christians. But what shall we do about those

people I mentioned, namely, the Jew and the gentile, to whom we cannot say, "If

you are a Christian, believe; if you do not believe, you are not a Christian"? You

would be perfectly correct to say this about a Christian, though Christ did not

spurn the apostle Thomas when he had doubts about him but showed him the

scars on his body in order to heal the wounds of his mind.13 He did not say, "If

you are a disciple, believe; if you do not believe, you are not a disciple." You

might say this to me, who do not have doubts about Christ but about whether this

statement is his or has been interpolated. But, you say, he declares them more

blessed who have not seen and have believed. 14 If you suppose that he said this in

order that we may believe without reason and judgment, go ahead, be mind

lessly more blessed. For myself, I will be content to have heard "Blessed" along

with a reason.

9. Augustine said: You cleverly say that, if you find any prophecies about

Christ in the books of Moses, you are ready to accept them just as you would

accept a fish from the sea, while you would reject the water from which the fish

is taken. But because everything that Moses wrote is about Christ, that is,

pertains completely to Christ, whether because it foretells him in figurative

events or words or because it commends his grace and glory, you, who have

believed in a lying and deceitful Christ from the writings of Mani, do not want to

believe these writings of Moses, just as you do not want to eat the fish.15 But

there is this difference — that you hostilely attack Moses but falsely praise the

fish. For, if it does no harm to eat a fish from the sea, as you said, why do you

13. See Jn 20:27.

15. The fish is a symbol of Christ.

14. See Jn 20:29.
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teach that it is so harmful that, if no other food is available, you would perish of

hunger before eating a fish? Why is this? For, if all flesh is unclean, as you say,

and that miserable life of your God, which is purified through being your food, is

held captive in all water and every plant, your detestable superstition forces you

to throw away the fish that you praised and to drink the seawater and eat the

thorns that you found fault with. But you also compared the servant of God to

demons, so that Moses should be accepted like those demons when they

confessed Christ, if something that proclaims Christ can be found in his books.

Moses certainly does not disdain to receive the insults spoken against his Lord.

For, if the head of the family was called Beelzebub, how much more will the

members of his family be called that!16 But see from whom you have learned

these things. Your teachers are certainly greater criminals than those who

abused the Lord in that way. For those who insulted him did not believe that he

was the Christ and therefore thought that he was a fraud. But you do not think

that any teaching is true, except that which dares to preach that Christ was a

fraud.

10. But why do you think that the law of Moses differs in no way from

paganism? Is it because it mentions a temple, a sacrifice, an altar, and a priest?

But all these terms are found in the New Testament as well. Christ said. Destroy

this temple, and in three days I will raise it up (Jn 2: 19), and, When you offer

your gift at the altar (Mt 5 :24), and, Go, show yourselfto the priest, and offerfor

yourself the sacrifice that Moses commanded as testimony for them (Mt 8:4).

But what these were symbols of, the Lord himself shows in part when he

compares the temple of his body to that other temple, and in part we know this

from the teaching of the apostle. For the temple ofGod that you are, the apostle

says, is holy ( 1 Cor 3:17), and, / beg you by the mercy ofGod to offeryour bodies

as a living sacrifice, holy andpleasing to God (Rom 12:1), and other passages of

this sort. Hence, all ofthem were symbols ofus ( 1 Cor 1 0:6), as the same apostle

said, and it must often be mentioned that those sacrifices were offered not to

demons but to the one true God, who made heaven and earth. It was not as if he

were in need of such sacrifices, but he differentiated between the times and

commanded the present in order to prefigure the future by it.

But you who pretend to detest paganism in order to mislead and deceive

simple and imperfect Christians, show us the authority of the Christian books in

which you are commanded to worship and adore the sun and the moon. It is

rather your error, then, that is like paganism, since you do not worship Christ but

something else under the name of Christ, which you have made up for your

selves by lying, and you adore gods, either ones that are visible in this sky before

our eyes or countless other false ones. You have not built shrines for these

16. SeeMt 10:25.
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creations of your imagination, as if for vain and meaningless idols; rather, you

have made your hearts their temples.

1 1 . You demand ofme that I show you what Moses wrote about Christ. I have

already shown you many things above.17 But who can point out all of them,

especially since, if I mention some, this perverse fellow appears ready to try to

twist them to another meaning. Or, if he is overwhelmed by the evidence of the

plain truth, he is ready to say that he takes them like an edible fish from salty

seawater and that he is not necessarily forced for this reason to drink from the

whole writing of Moses as if it were seawater. Hence, I think that it is sufficient

for this work if I show that the passages which Faustus chose to criticize from the

writing of the law of the Hebrews have to do with proclaiming Christ, if they are

correctly understood. From this it will be sufficiently evident that the rest are

much more in harmony with the Christian faith, either as soon as they are spoken

or after they have been carefully and correctly examined, if Christian truth

refutes and condemns the enemy by means of those passages which he chooses

to mock and condemn. Hence, O man full of every deceit, though the Lord said

in the gospel, Ifyou believed Moses, you would also have believed me, for he

wrote about me, there is no reason at all for you to pretend to have been thrown

into great turmoil and to suppose that you are forced into the dilemma of

declaring either that this passage is spurious or that Jesus is a liar. For, just as this

passage is authentic, so also is Jesus truthful. Faustus says, "It seemed more

correct to attribute falsity to the writers than a lie to the source of truth."18 Do you

believe that Christ is the source of truth, though you teach that his flesh, death,

wounds, and scars were all pretenses? I want you to show me where you learned

that Christ was the source of truth if you dare to attribute falsity to those who

wrote about him, for the authority of those men was handed on to future genera

tions, as recommended and confirmed for us by their memory of recent events.

After all, you did not see Christ, and he did not speak with you as he did with the

apostles, nor did he call you from heaven as he called Saul.19 What can we hold

about him, what can we believe about him, except what scripture bears witness

to? But if the gospel — which has spread throughout and become known to all

the nations and which has, from the beginning of the preaching of the name of

Christ, been seen as the summit of holiness in all the churches — is a lie, what

writing can be produced that we can trust about Christ? What writing can you

produce that a person who does not want to believe this would not say is pure

fiction, if such solid knowledge as the gospel comes into doubt?

17. See Books XII and XIV.

1 8. See above 2.

19. See Acts 9:3-6.
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12. Next you add that you heard him saying that all those who came before

him were thieves and robbers.20 Where did you hear him say this but in the

gospel? But if someone else claims that this verse, which you believe on the

basis of the gospel, so that you say that you heard it as if from the Lord' s mouth,

is false and denies that Christ said this, where will you go? What will you do?

Will you not proclaim the authority of the gospel with all the force that you can?

You poor wretch, what you do not want to believe is written in the gospel, where

you have learned what you believe, so that you say that you heard it from Christ

himself! Look, we believe both statements because we believe the holy gospel

where both are written. We believe that Moses wrote about Christ and that all

those who came before Christ were thieves and robbers. Ofcourse he wants us to

understand that they came in such a way that they were not sent. For those who

were sent, as Moses and the holy prophets were, came not before him but along

with him. For they did not want to precede him out of pride, but they humbly

carried him as he spoke through them.

But you who understand these words of the Lord in that way admit clearly

enough that, in accord with your way of thinking, you have no prophets who

foretold that Christ would come, and for this reason you have imagined him for

yourselves just as you wanted. For, if there are some prophets of yours, we

should not put any faith in them because they are produced only by you. If, none

theless, there are some who you dare to say foretold that Christ would come with

false flesh, would suffer a false death, and would show false scars to his

doubting disciples, I do not say how we ought for this very reason to detest and

flee from them and how they cannot be truthful if they find Christ appealing

because of a lie. I do not say this, as I began to say, but they were certainly,

according to your way of thinking, thieves and robbers because they came

before Christ if they predicted that he would come in some way or other. More

over, if that interpretation is true, namely, that they are said to have come before

Christ because they refused to come along with Christ, that is, with the Word of

God, but brought their own lies to people because God did not send them, you

yourselves are also thieves and robbers, though you were born in this world after

the death and resurrection of Christ. For, before he enlightened you so that you

might preach his truth, you wanted to come ahead of him so that you might

spread about your lies.

13. But where the Jews said to him, You bear witness to yourself; your

witness is not true, it is not surprising that you do not see that he went on to say

that Moses prophesied about him.21 After all, you do not have the eye of a

believer by which you could see this. For look at what he replied to them,

namely: In your law it is written that the witness of two persons is true. I bear

20. See above 2 and J n 10:8.

2 1 . See above 2.
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witness to myself, and the Father, who sent me, bears witness to me. What else

do those who correctly understand this hear but that the prophetic Spirit conse

crated and commended this number of witnesses in the law in order to foretell in

that way the future revelation of the Father and the Son, whose Spirit in that

inseparable Trinity is the Holy Spirit? And for this reason scripture says, By the

mouths of two or three witnesses every issue shall be settled (Dt 19: 15). As a

matter of fact, one witness generally speaks the truth, and many witnesses

generally lie, and at the beginning of the faith among the gentiles one apostle

who brought them the gospel was believed rather than the many people in error

by whom the apostle was being persecuted. It was not in vain, therefore, that this

number of witnesses was consecrated in this way, and, when the Lord gave this

answer, he wanted us to understand by this very answer that Moses had prophe

sied about him.

Or do you perhaps cavil at the fact that he did not say "in the law of God" but

in your law it is written"} But who would not recognize here the familiar

language of the scriptures? After all, he said, in your law, which was given to

you, just as the apostle speaks about his gospel, which he nonetheless testifies

that he received not from a human being but by the revelation of Jesus Christ.22

Or do you say that Christ denied that he had God as his Father wherever he does

not say our Father (Mt 6:9) but your Father (Mt 6:26.32)? But now, because

you did not hear those words which you said came down from heaven, This is my

beloved Son; believe him, do not believe them. But if you believe them because

you found them in the holy scriptures, there is also found in them this statement,

which you do not want to believe, namely, that Moses wrote about Christ. In

them there are many others that you refuse to believe, and you are not afraid, you

wretches, that some unbeliever might say that these words did not sound forth

from heaven at all. And even to your own destruction, you argue against the

salvation of the human race, which the authority of the gospel brings to all

nations, when you say that one should not believe that Christ said that Moses

wrote about him. For, if he had said this, "the Jews could not have remained

silent without immediately, like malicious and cunning people, asking what it

was that he thought Moses wrote about him."2' In the same way let that vain and

wicked man also say, "If those words boomed forth from heaven, all the Jews

who had heard them would have believed." Why, then, do you not consider, you

madmen, that, as it was possible that the harsh unbelief of the Jews would

remain after those words from heaven, so it was possible that, though Christ said

that Moses wrote about him, they would never ask to hear what Moses wrote

about him. For, because of their malicious cunning, they were more afraid of

how they might be proven wrong.

22. See 2 Tm 2:8; Gal 1:11.

23. See above 2.
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14. But even Faustus perceives that this line of argument against the holiness

of the gospel is not only sacrilegious but also weak and feeble, and he directs his

attention instead to that other point and says that he is taken more by the fact that,

having searched all the writing of Moses, he found no prophecies about Christ in

it. And I quickly reply to him that he does not understand it. And if anyone asks

why he does not understand it, I shall reply that he reads it with a hostile and

unfriendly mind, because he does not examine it so as to come to know it but

thinks that he knows what he does not know. This proud and arrogant presump

tion either closes the eye of the heart so that it does not see at all or distorts it so

that it sees incorrectly and approves or disapproves of one thing instead of

another. He says, "Teach me what is said about God and about our Lord in the

writing of Moses that perhaps escaped me as I read it."24 And here I would

quickly reply, "All of it escaped you because he wrote all of it about Christ." But

because we cannot examine and discuss all of it, in this work, if I can with the

Lord's help, I shall do for you what I said previously. That is, I shall show that

the passages which you choose to criticize were written about Christ.

But you also ask me not to "say, as the ignorant are accustomed to do, that it

ought to be enough for our faith that Christ said that Moses wrote about him."25 If I

do in fact say this, I say it not as someone who is ignorant but as a believer. I too

admit that this is useless for convincing a gentile or a Jew. But, even if you hesi

tated for a long while, you yourself were still forced to admit that it was quite suit

able and useful against you, who somehow boast over the name of Christ. You

said, "For I do not want you to have me in mind, whom my profession puts under

an obligation to believe so that I cannot not believe him whom I follow. But

suppose that we are dealing with a Jew; suppose that we are dealing with a

gentile."26

By these words you showed that for the present you, with whom I am now

having this discussion, were clearly enough proven wrong with regard to Moses's

having written about Christ. For your profession put you under an obligation to

believe that Christ said this, because it is written in the gospel, whose renowned

and holy authority you do not dare to attack. And when you dare to do this indi

rectly, you are pressured by the awkwardness of your difficulty, and you see the

great ruin that you face when we tell you that there is no scripture that you can ask

anyone to believe about the actions and words of Christ, if you do not think that we

should believe the gospel, which is most widely known and holy. And you are

afraid that, having lost the cloak of the name of Christ, your vanity will stand there

naked for all to spit upon and to despise. Hence, you try to pull your battered self

together, and you say that your profession already puts you under an obligation to

believe these words of the gospel. In that way, then, for the present I hold you, with

24. See above 3.

25. See ibid.

26. See ibid.
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whom I am now dealing. I strike you and I slay you, that is, your error and lie, and I

force you to admit that Moses wrote about Christ, because we read in the gospel,

which your profession puts you under an obligation to believe, that Christ said this.

But if I had to argue with a Jew or a gentile, I already showed above how I think

that I would have to act, given my small abilities.

1 5. Nor do I deny that the passage that you chose as easy to refute, where God

spoke to Moses and said, / will raise upfor them from among their brothers a

prophet like you, was a prediction about Christ. Nor do your elegant and witty

antitheses, with which you wanted to color and decorate your drab language, in

any way deter me from this truth of the faith. For, comparing Christ and Moses

and wanting to show their unlikeness so that it would seem that the words of

scripture, / will raise upfor them a prophet like you, should not be understood of

Christ, you set before yourself many diametrically opposed claims — that the

one is a man, the other God; the one a sinner, the other holy; the one born as a

result of intercourse, the other, according to us, born of a virgin, but, according

to you, not born of a virgin; the one dies on a mountain because he offended

God, the other suffers of his own will and pleases the Father. You act as if, when

something is said to be alike, it must be understood to be alike in every respect

and in every way. For it is not only things that are of one and the same nature that

are said to be like one another, such as twins or children in regard to their

parents, or all human beings in regard to one another insofar as they are human

beings. It is very easy to see this in the other animals or in trees when an olive

tree is said to be like another olive tree or a laurel like another laurel. But there

are also things of different natures, and many of them are said to be alike; for

example, the domesticated olive tree is like the wild olive tree, and grain is like

wheat. 1 am speaking about things that are still very close and near to one

another. For what is so much more different from the Son of God, through whom

all things were made,27 than a farm animal or a stone? And yet we read in the

gospel, Behold the lamb ofGod (Jn 1:29), and in the apostle. But the rock was

Christ (I Cor 10:4). In no way would anyone be correct to say these things if he

did not find any likeness between them. Why, then, is it surprising if Christ, who

became like a sheep, did not refuse to become like Moses? For, in order to fore

tell him, God commanded through Moses that his people eat a lamb, use its

blood to guarantee their safety, and call it the Passover,28 and no one can pretend

not to know that this has now been fulfilled in Christ. Hence, I acknowledge

their unlikeness in the scriptures; acknowledge with me their likeness in the

scriptures. They are unlike not for the same reason that they are alike; rather,

they are unlike for one reason and alike for another, even though I am pointing to

both. Christ is unlike a man because he is God, for scripture says of him,

27. SeeJn 1:3.

28. See Ex 20.
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Because he is God above all things blessedforever (Rom 9:5). Christ is like a

man because he is a man, for scripture likewise says ofhim, The mediator ofGod

and men, the man Jesus Christ ( 1 Tm 2:5). Christ is unlike a sinner because he is

always holy, and Christ is like a sinner because God sent his Son in the likeness

of sinful flesh so that from sin he might condemn sin in the flesh.29 Christ is

unlike a man born as the result of intercourse insofar as he was born of a virgin,

but Christ is like a man who has been born insofar as he too was born of a

woman, to whom it was said, The holy one who will be born of you shall be

called the Son ofGod (Lk 1 :35). Christ is unlike a man who has died on account

of his own sin insofar as he died without sin and by his own power, but, on the

other hand, Christ is like a man who has died insofar as he too died by a true

death of the body.

16. Do not say disparagingly of Moses, the servant of God, that he was a

sinner and that he died on the mountain because he offended God.30 For Moses

also knew how to boast in the Lord, so that he might be saved by him who also

saved the man who said, Christ Jesus came into this world in order to save

sinners, ofwhom I am thefirst (1 Tm 1:15). After all, Moses was blamed by the

voice of God because his faith wavered a little about extracting water from the

rock.31 This he can have in common with the sin of Peter, who doubted in the

midst of the waves with a similar loss of faith.32 But far be it from us to believe

that for this reason he who merited to stand with holy Elijah, as the gospel says,

when the Lord was glorified on the mountain,33 was separated from the eternal

society of the saints! For, as we read in the old books, it is apparent how great his

merit was in the eyes of God even after this very sin. But, as for the reason why

God spoke of punishing that sin by his death, since I promised that I would show

that the passages which you chose to criticize had to do with foretelling Christ, I

shall do the best I can, with the Lord's help, to teach you that, for those who

understand correctly, what you criticized in the death of Moses was also a

prophecy about Christ.

17. For it is the custom with the mysteries of God in the holy scriptures that

the same person plays different roles at different times in order to signify

different things. Thus Moses at that time represented the Jewish people placed

under the law and symbolized that people as a prophetic prediction. Just as

Moses doubted the power of God when he struck the rock with his staff, so that

people which was bound under the law given through Moses did not believe that

Christ was the power ofGod when they nailed him to the wood of the cross. And

just as the rock poured forth water for the thirsty when it was struck, so the blow

29. See Rom 8:3.

30. See Dt 34:5.

31. See Nm 20:10-12.

32. SeeMt 14:30-31.

33. SeeMt 17:1-4.
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of the Lord's Passion became life for believers. After all, on this point we have

the most clear and most trustworthy words of the apostle, when he spoke about

this and said, But the rock was Christ. When, therefore, God commands that the

death of Moses' flesh take place on the mountain, he orders this fleshly lack of

hope in the divinity of Christ to die in Christ's being raised on high. For, just as

the rock was Christ, so the mountain also was Christ. The rock was humble

courage; the mountain lofty greatness. For, just as the apostle says. The rock was

Christ, so the Lord himself says, A city set on a mountain cannot be hidden

(Mt 5:14), claiming, in other words, that he is the mountain but that his believers,

who are founded upon the glory of his name, are the city.

For the wisdom of the flesh is alive when, like the rock that was struck, the

lowliness ofChrist on the cross is held in contempt. Christ crucified, after all, is a

scandal for the Jews but folly for the gentiles. And the wisdom of the flesh dies

when Christ on high is recognized, like the summit of a mountain. For Christ is

the wisdom and power of God for those who have been called, both Jews and

Greeks.34 And so Moses went up the mountain so that, with his flesh dead but his

spirit alive, he might be welcomed by God. Faustus had not gone up there;

hence, he spoke fleshly slanders because of his dead mind. Was it not because of

the wisdom of the flesh that Peter was horrified that the rock would be struck

when he said to the Lord, who was predicting his Passion, By no means. Lord!

This shall not happen. Be merciful to yourself(Mt 1 6:22)? After all, the Lord did

not spare this sin, since he replied to him, Get behind me, Satan. You are a

scandal to me, for you are not thinking the things of God but those of men.

(Mt 16:23) Or where did this fleshly lack of faith die if not in the glorification of

Christ as if on the height of a mountain? For this lack of faith was certainly alive

when he denied him in fear, and it was certainly dead when he preached him in

freedom. This lack of faith was alive in Saul when he was ravaging the Christian

faith,35 because he detested the scandal of the cross, and where if not on that

mountain did it die, when Paul now said, But I live, now not I, but Christ lives in

me (Gal 2:20)?

1 8. What, then, do you have, O heretical folly, by which you think that you

can prove that / will raise upfor themfrom among their brothers a prophet like

you was not a prophecy about Christ, since you cannot do it even by showing

their unlikeness? For we ourselves have shown their likeness for other reasons.

Was it because he was called a prophet, who also deigned to be a man and fore

told so many things? Or perhaps a prophet is something other than a man who

foretells future events beyond human conjectures. For this reason he said of

himself, A prophet is not without honor except in his own country (Mt 1 3:57).

But I shall concern myselfwith you, who admitted that you were proven wrong a

34. See 1 Cor 1:23-24.

35. See Acts 8:3.
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little before, when you said that your profession put you under an obligation to

believe the gospel. Let the Jew step forth into our midst, who holds up his neck

wrongly free from Christ's yoke and thinks that he is still permitted to say,

"Your Christ lied; Moses wrote nothing about him."

1 9. Let him tell me what prophet God promised when he said to Moses, / will

raise upfor themfrom among their brothers a prophet similar to you or like you.

For there were many prophets afterwards, but God certainly wanted us to under

stand a particular one. At this point, I believe, there would most readily come to

the mind of this Jew that successor of Moses who led the people that had been set

free from Egypt into the promised land. And thinking of him, he will still

perhaps laugh at me when I ask of whom it was said, / will raise upfor them a

prophet like you, although I would read who succeeded Moses, once he had

died, in the same office of ruling and leading that people. When he laughs at me

for being an ignorant person — for that is how he is described by Faustus — I

shall still not cease to confront him and to recall him from his confident laughter

to a concern to reply. I shall ask and demand concerning his same future

successor, in comparison with whom Moses was rejected so that he himself did

not lead the people into the promised land. Otherwise the law, which was given

through Moses not to save the sinner but to prove him guilty, yet which became

grace and truth through Jesus Christ,36 may be thought to lead people into the

kingdom of heaven. I shall ask the Jew why Moses changed the name of this

same future successor. For he was called Hoshea, and Moses called him Jesus.37

Why, finally, did he call him this when he sent him ahead from the valley of

Paran into the same land into which the people would enter under his leader

ship?38 For the true Jesus himself said, And ifI go and prepare a placefor you, I

will come again and take you to me (Jn 14:3). I shall also ask him whether the

prophet does not bear witness to this symbolism when he says, God shall come

from the south and the holy onefrom Paran (Hab 3:3), as if he were to say, "The

holy God shall come with the same name— that is, Jesus— as that man had who

came from the south, from Paran."

In addition, the very same Word of God is understood to speak where he

promises the same successor of that very Moses, by whom the people would be

sent into the promised land, referring to him by the term "angel," as persons who

bring some news are often called in divine scripture. And he says. See, I am

sending my angel before yourface in order to protect you on the way, to leadyou

into the land that I swore to give you. Attend to yourselfand listen to him, lest

you not believe him. For he shall take nothing awayfrom you, for my name is

upon him. (Ex 23:20-21 ) What does this mean? Let him search those scriptures

36. SeeJn 1:17.

37. SeeNum 13:16 LXX.

38. SeeNum 13:3.
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— not the Manichean now but the Jew — and let him see whether God said of

some angel. My name is upon him, except of this one who he promises will lead

them into the promised land. Then let him seek out among human beings which

successor of Moses led the people into the land, and he will find Jesus, who was

not called that from the beginning of his life but after his name was changed. He,

then, who said to this Jesus, My name is upon him, is himself the true Jesus who

rules the people and leads them into the inheritance of eternal life according to

the New Testament, of which the Old Testament was the symbol. And so, with

regard to its prophetic character, nothing could be done or said more plainly,

since the matter was carried to the point of using his name.

20. What remains is that, if that Jew wants to be a Jew interiorly not by the

letter but by the spirit, if he wants to be considered a true Israelite in whom there

is no guile,39 he should recall that the symbolic Jesus, who led the people into the

land of the dying, is dead, and he should recognize that the true Jesus is alive, so

that he may enter the land of the living under his leadership. For such a man will

no longer bitterly resist so clear a prophecy, but, having been rendered meek as

the result of the mention of the Jesus who led the people into that promised land,

he will now listen to this Jesus, whose name that other man had. For he more

truly leads the people in and says, Blessed are the meek, because they shall

possess the earth as their inheritance (Mt 5:4). Here too, if that gentile does not

have too stony a heart, or if he is among those stones from which God raises up

children for Abraham,40 will he not be amazed at so clear a prophecy written

about him, in the old books of the same people from which Jesus is reported to

have been born, that it even states his name? And will he not at the same time

notice in them that Jesus was foretold to be notjust any man but in fact God? For

God said that his name was upon that man who was set over the people to rule

them and to lead them into the kingdom, and who was called Jesus after his name

was changed. And God called him an angel because, after his name was

changed, he was sent in order to announce something great and divine. Who,

after all, with even a little exposure to that language, would not know that

"angel" means "messenger" in Greek?

Hence, no gentile, unless he wanted to be perverse and bullheaded, would

hold those books in contempt because they were Hebrew books and he was not

bound by the law of that people, but he would value highly the books of any

people if he were to find in them things written very long ago that he would

recognize were fulfilled in his own time. And he would not reject Christ Jesus

himself if he saw that he was foretold in the Hebrew writings; instead he would

judge that he should follow and venerate with great admiration and due piety

this Jesus who, before he was born among men, merited to be foretold and

39. SeeJn 1:47.

40. See Mt 3:9.
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praised by writings of any kind through the course of so many centuries, in part

by clear testimonies, in part by symbols and sacred signs in actions and in words.

Thus the prophecy of those books would be proven true for that man from what

has already been brought about as a result of the Christian presence in the world,

and he would recognize from the prophecy of those books that Christ should be

worshiped. I might be thought to be speaking nonsense if it had not happened in

this way, if it is not now happening in this way, if throughout the whole world

people are not rushing into that faith thanks to reading those books.

2 1 . Hence, we should in amazement laugh at the stupidity of those persons

who ask us, as if it were something impossible, how a gentile would be willing to

learn the Christian faith through the books of the Jews. After all, he would see

that all the nations are becoming disciples of those books with great devotion

and in great numbers, more strongly and more solidly, no doubt, because such

great testimonies about Christ are being brought forth from the hands of his

enemies. The nations that come to believe cannot suppose that anything in those

books was made up about Christ at the present time, because they find him in

those books, which those who crucified Christ obeyed for so many centuries and

which those who daily blaspheme Christ consider so high an authority.

For, if those who preach Christ were to produce prophecies about him, they

themselves would be thought to have made up those prophecies. But now the

preacher explains what the blasphemer reads. For all the blindness of the unbe

lievers is used by God to work some good for the saints. After all, in accord with

the justice of his governance, God makes good use even of evil persons so that

those who live unjustly by their own choice might be justly dealt with by his

judgment. Therefore, so that those who announced Christ to the peoples would

not be thought to have made up the testimonies which prophesied that Christ

would be born, work miracles, suffer indignities, die, rise, ascend, and spread

the gospel of eternal life through all the nations, the unbelief of the Jews was

transformed into a great good for us. For the same people who did not have these

things in their hearts for their own sake had them in their books for our sake. Nor

is the authority of those books diminished because the Jews do not understand

them; it is, on the contrary, increased, inasmuch as their very blindness was also

predicted in them. Hence, they offer greater testimony to the truth because they

do not understand the truth. For, when they do not understand those books

which foretold that they would not understand them, they show even from this

that the books are truthful.

22. From them there also comes that passage whose ambiguity deceives

Faustus: You shall see your life hanging, and you shall not believe in your life

(Dt 28:66 LXX). Someone can say that these words can also be understood in

another way, but not even Faustus dared to say, nor indeed will anyone else dare

to say, that it cannot be understood about Christ, unless he denies that Christ is

life or that the Jews saw him hanging or that they failed to believe in him. But
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since he himself says, / am the life (Jn 14:6), and since it is clear that he hung

before the eyes of the Jews who did not believe in him, I do not see why we

should doubt that Moses, ofwhom Christ said, For he wrote about me (Jn 5:47),

wrote it about Christ. Hence, if Faustus tried to show that the words of scripture,

/ will raise upfor themfrom among their brothers a prophet like you, cannot be

understood of Christ because Christ is not like Moses, and if Faustus was none

theless proven wrong in every respect, what need is there to labor over this testi

mony? Surely, just as he said that Christ was not like Moses in order to refute

that prophecy, so, in order to refute this prophecy, let him say that Christ is not

life and that he did not hang in the sight of the Jews who did not believe in him.

But since he did not say this, and even today not one of them would dare to say

this, there is no reason why we ourselves should hesitate to embrace this

prophecy of his servant concerning our Lord and savior, Jesus Christ.

But this is also found among the other curses. Is it therefore not a prophecy,

though the other passages among which it is found are nothing but prophecies?

Or is it therefore not a prophecy about Christ because the verses that are included

in this passage, either before or after, seem to have nothing to do with Christ? As

if anything would be worse among the curses that befell the Jews as a punish

ment for pride than to see their life, that is, the Son of God, hanging, and not to

believe in their life! For, when curses are uttered as prophecies, they do not

come from the evil desire of the one uttering the curse but from the foreknowing

Spirit announcing it. For curses that come from an evil desire are forbidden

when it says, Bless and do not curse (Rom 1 2: 14). But this sort is often found in

the words of the saints. For example, the apostle Paul said, Alexander the metal

worker did me much harm; the Lord will repay him according to his works

(2 Tim 4:14). For, like someone complaining and angry, the apostle seems to

have had an evil desire when he said, / wish that those who are disturbing you

were castrated (Gal 5:12). But if in fact you were to consider the person who

wrote this, you would understand, rather, that he had a good desire veiled in

elegant ambiguity, for there are eunuchs who have castrated themselves for the

sake of the kingdom of heaven.41 Faustus would also have relished this in these

words of the apostle if he had brought a pious palate to the Lord's table.

For the words, You shall see your life hanging, and you shall not believe in

your life, perhaps sounded to the Jews as though, when they saw their own life

hanging in uncertainty amid the threats and wiles of their enemies, they would

not believe that they would live. But when children of the gospel hear. For he

wrote about me, they see in this very ambiguity of the sentence what prophets

cast before swine and what they teach to human beings, and they immediately

think of Christ, who hung as the life of human beings, and of the Jews, who do

not believe in him because they see him hanging. And someone else would

41. SeeMt 19:12.
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quickly say that, among the other curses in that passage which have nothing to

do with understanding something about Christ, only this one is about Christ

which is written as follows: You shall see your life hanging, and you shall not

believe in your life. And it is not, after all, impossible that this one is also

included among the various curses that were prophetically uttered against the

sinful people. However, I — and those who, with me, consider a little more

attentively that gospel statement of the Lord— see that he does not say, "For he

also wrote about me," so that we may believe that Moses also wrote other things

that do not have to do with Christ, but he says, For he wrote about me, so that we

may consult and examine the whole aim of that scripture for no other reason than

to understand the grace of Christ. We know that the other curses in that passage

were also foretold on account of Christ. But if I wanted to show that now, it

would take too long.

23. Hence, it is so far from being the case that this curse, which Faustus

mentioned, does not have to do with Christ because it is found among the other

curses, that even those other curses are not correctly understood unless they are

referred as prophecies to the glory of Christ, by which he cares for the human

race. How much more is it true of this curse! And even if Moses were the sort of

man who said this with his lips, though he saw something else in his heart, I

would more readily say that he prophesied in ignorance than I would deny that

he prophesied about Christ, when I hear that he said to the people of the Jews,

You shall see your life hanging, and you shall not believe in your life. After all,

Caiaphas did not see in his mind what we understand from his words when,

while plotting against Christ as an enemy, he said that it was expedient that one

man die lest the whole people perish. There the evangelist added that he did not

say this on his own but prophesied because he was the high priest.42 But Moses

was not Caiaphas. Hence, he not only said those words about Christ that he said

to the Hebrew people, You shall see your life hanging, and you shall not believe

in your life (and, even ifhe said them in ignorance, he ought not to be understood

to have said them about anyone else), but he even said them with knowledge.

For he was a most trustworthy minister of the prophetic sacrament, that is, of that

priestly anointing in which we recognize the name Christ.43

In virtue of that sacrament, Caiphas, though a very wicked man, was able to

prophesy even without knowledge. The prophetic anointing, of course, caused

him to prophesy, but his sinful life caused him to prophesy without knowledge.

What sort of lips, then, say that Moses prophesied nothing about Christ? From

him there began that anointing with chrism from which we have come to know

the name of Christ, and because of that anointing even Christ's persecutor

prophesied, though without knowledge.

42. SeeJn 11:49-50.

43. Augustine uses the Latin chrisma for the act of anointing with oil.
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24. Now we have already said what seemed quite sufficient about the curse

upon a person who hangs on a tree.44 But it is clear enough from the passages that

we have already dealt with — and it will become more and more clear for

someone who considers the words and actions of the Lord Jesus Christ — that

Moses did not direct against Christ the order to kill a prophet or leader of the

people who wanted to turn the children of Israel away from their God or to break

some commandment. For Christ did not want to turn any of them away from

their God. The God whom Moses commanded that they should love and

worship was certainly the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of

Jacob, whom the Lord Jesus Christ commends with the same praise. And by the

authority of that God he refuted the error of the Sadducees, who denied the

resurrection, when he said. Regarding the resurrection ofthe dead, have you not

read what God said to Moses at the bush: I am the God ofAbraham, the God of

Isaac, and the God ofJacob ? (Mt 22:3 1 -32) He is not the God ofthe dead but of

the living, for they are all livingfor him (Lk 20:38). And so the Manicheans are

now fittingly refuted by the same words by which the Sadducees were then

refuted. For, though they deny it in a different way, Manicheans nonetheless

deny the resurrection.

Likewise, when he said, praising the faith of the centurion, Truly I tell you, I

have notfound such greatfaith in Israel (Mt 8:10), he went on and added, But I

tell you that many shall come from the east and the west and shall take their

places with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom ofheaven. But the chil

dren ofthe kingdom shall go into outer darkness. (Mt 8: 1 1 ) If, then, as Faustus

cannot deny, Moses commended as God to the people of Israel only the God of

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and if by these and other testimonies Christ assur

edly commends him, he did not try to turn that people away from their God.

Rather, he threatened that they would go into outer darkness because he saw that

they were turned away from their God, in whose kingdom he says that the

nations, called from the whole world, would take their places with Abraham,

Isaac, and Jacob, for no other reason than because they held the faith of the God

of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. For this reason the apostle also says, But scrip

ture, foreseeing that Godjustifies the nations on the basis offaith, foretold this

to Abraham, saying, In your descendant all the nations shall be blessed

(Gal 3:8), that is, that those who imitate the faith of Abraham shall be blessed in

the descendant of Abraham. And so Christ did not want to turn the Israelites

away from their God but rather blamed them because they were turned away

from him.

It is no surprise, however, that someone who thinks that the Lord broke one

of the commandments that were given through Moses should think the same

thing as the Jews. But he is mistaken precisely because the Jews were mistaken

44. See above XIV. 2.
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about this. Where Faustus, however, mentions the commandment that he wants

us to believe that the Lord broke, we must show how he is mistaken, just as we

have already shown this above where it was necessary. Now I say that, if the

Lord had broken one of those commandments, he would not also have accused

the Jews of this, and, when they slanderously claimed that his disciples ate with

unwashed hands and for this reason violated not a commandment ofGod but the

traditions ofthe elders, he said to them, Why do you violate the commandment of

God in order to uphold your traditions ? (Mt 1 5:3) He mentions the command

ment of God, which we know was given through Moses. Indeed, he continues

and says, For God said, Honor yourfather and your mother, and, Anyone who

curses hisfather or mother will die the death. But you say, Anyone who says to

his father or mother. Whatever gift you might have receivedfrom me has been

given to God, does not honor hisfather. And you make void the word ofGod on

account ofyour traditions. (Mt 15:4-5) In this matter see how many things he

teaches us, namely, that he does not want to turn the Jews away from their God,

that he not only does not break his commandments but even blames those who

do break them, and that only God gave these commandments through Moses.

25. Hence, we believe that everything that Moses wrote has to do with

commending Christ, and, since we cannot prove that in this work, we promised

to prove this in the passages that Faustus chose to refute or to find fault with from

scripture. Hence, the debt is rightly demanded of us that we also show that

Moses' command, that a prophet or leader who wanted to turn them away from

their God or to break one of the commandments should be killed, has to do with

preserving the faith that is learned in the Church of Christ. By a prophetic spirit

and because God spoke to him, Moses saw that many heretics, teachers of

different errors, would arise in opposition to the teaching of Christ, who would

not proclaim the Christ who is the true Christ. For he is the true Christ who was

foretold by the prophecies uttered by this same Moses and the other holy men of

that nation. Moses, therefore, commanded that whoever wanted to preach

another Christ was to be killed. Yet what else does the Catholic tongue now aim

to do but kill by the spiritual sword and the two-edged blade of the two Testa

ments all who want to turn us away from our God or to break one of the

commandments? Mani himself especially belongs among these. For, when the

truth of the law and the prophets is affirmed, the error of that man is slain who

wants to turn us away from our God, the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,

whom Christ commended, and who wants to break the commandments of the

law, in whose symbols we recognize that Christ was foretold.

26. But I do not know whether I should call that dilemma extremely

dull-witted or extremely deceitful. For Faustus was a talented man. Hence, I

think that he wanted to throw the less attentive reader into confusion rather than

that he failed to see what I am saying. After all, he says, "If he did not write these
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lines about Christ, you will either give us others or there will be none."45 This

proposition is true, but logically he should have shown that these verses were

not written about Christ and that others could not be produced. But he did neither

of these, since we have shown how these verses can be understood about Christ,

and above we gave many other verses that could only be understood about

Christ. There is, Faustus, no reason why you should conclude that Moses wrote

nothing about Christ. For pay attention to what you say. You say, "But if he did

not write these lines about Christ, you will either give us others or there will be

none." What you say is true. Hence, because we have shown that these lines

were written about Christ or on account of Christ and have produced many

others, it is your line of argument that will rather amount to none at all. And

though you did not succeed, you at least tried to show that the lines that you

mentioned were not written about Christ. But, as for what you added, "You will

either give us others or there will be none," you ought first to have shown that we

cannot give you others so that you may safely infer that there are none. But now,

as if your little book were going to have such deaf hearers and blind readers that

no one would notice what you omitted, you rushed on to say, "If there are none,

even Christ could not assert that there are some. Thus, if Christ did not assert

this, it is proven that this passage is spurious."46

Here is a man who thinks that he says something but does not realize that

someone else says just the opposite. Where are your brains? Or could you do no

better with a weak case? A weak case forced you to speak nonsense, but no one

forced you to take up a weak case. After all, what if we produce other verses? It

will certainly not be true that there will be none because there will be some. And

if there will be some, Christ could assert that there are some. Thus, if Christ

asserted this, it is established that this passage of the gospel is not spurious. Go

back, then, to your proposition, where you said, "Either you will give us others

or there will be none," and see that you have not shown that we shall not give you

others. Also see how many others we have already given you, and notice what

conclusion follows from this, namely, that the words that we read that Christ

said in the gospel, Ifyou believedMoses, you would also believe me,for he wrote

about me, are not spurious. And the authority of the gospel is so eminent and its

truth so well founded that, even if, because of the slowness of our intelligence,

we found no lines that Moses wrote about Christ, we ought to believe not only

that there are some but that everything he wrote has to do with Christ. For he did

not say, "He also wrote about me," but, He wrote about me. But now, even if

— may it not be the case! — there were reason to be in doubt about this passage

of the gospel, all that doubt would be removed by the many testimonies about

Christ that we have found in the writings of Moses, and since there is no reason

45. See above 5.

46. See above 5.



220 Answer to Faustus, a Manichean

to be in doubt about this passage of the gospel, we still ought to believe it even if

we did not find those others.

27. You add that the tradition of Christ and of Moses is quite dissimilar and

that therefore it is not plausible that, if they believed in Moses, they would also

believe in Christ, and that, on the contrary, it follows instead that, if they

believed in the one, they would necessarily be opposed to the other.47 You

certainly would not say that if you lifted slightly the eye of your thought and

looked without the blindness of contention at the world filled with learned and

unlearned persons, Greeks and barbarians, wise and foolish people, to whom the

apostle said that he was indebted,48 who believe in Moses and in Christ at the

same time. If, then, it was not plausible that the Jews would believe both in

Moses and in Christ, it is much less plausible that the whole world would believe

both in Moses and in Christ. But since we see that all the nations believe in both

and maintain with the strongest and most widespread faith that the prophecy of

Moses is in harmony with the gospel of Christ, that one nation was not being

called to something impossible when Christ said to them, Ifyou believed Moses,

you would also believe me. Rather, we should be amazed at and blame the hard-

heartedness of the Jews who did not do what we see the whole world is doing.

28. For. with regard to the Sabbath and the circumcision of the flesh and the

distinction of foods, in which you say that the tradition of Moses is different

from what Christ taught Christians, we already showed above that, as the apostle

says, All ofthem were symbols ofus. The teaching is not different, therefore, but

the time is different. For the time when these things had to be foretold by

symbolic prophecies was different from the time when they had to be fulfilled in

their manifest truth and reality. But why is it surprising if the Jews, who under

stood the Sabbath in a fleshly sense, were opposed to Christ, who was already

teaching it in a spiritual sense? Reply, if you can, to the apostle who testifies that

the repose of that day was a symbol of what was to come.49 But if they resisted

Christ because they did not understand the true Sabbath, do not resist him your

selves, and understand true innocence. For in that very passage in which Jesus is

especially thought to be the destroyer of the Sabbath, when his disciples plucked

the ears ofcorn and ate them while they were walking through the field and were

hungry, he said that they were innocent. He replied to the Jews, Ifyou knew what

it meant, I desire mercy more than sacrifice, you would never have condemned

the innocent (Mt 12:7). For they ought rather to have had pity for the famished,

since they were forced to do this by hunger. But you consider anyone who

plucks ears of corn to be a murderer not because of the tradition coming from

Christ, who declares this innocent, but because of the tradition coming from

47. See above 6.

48. See Rom 1:14.

49. See Col 2:16-17.
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Mani. Or did the apostles perhaps show mercy to those same ears so that they

might purify the members of God by eating them, as your myth goes? You who

do not do this, then, are cruel. But Faustus certainly knows how to destroy the

Sabbath because he knows that the power of God is always and tirelessly at

work. Let those say this who understand that God makes all times, but not by a

will that is in time. This is too much for you, who say that God's rest was inter

rupted by the rebellion of the nation of darkness and disturbed by the sudden

onslaught of his enemies. Or, because he foresaw from eternity that this would

happen, did he never have any rest because he was never safe, if he thought that

he would wage so serious a war with such great devastation and loss of his

members?

29. But unless that Sabbath, which you ignorantly and impiously mock, were

also understood among the prophecies that were written about Christ, Christ

would not have borne witness to it in that way. For he suffered ofhis own will, as

you yourself have said in praise of him,50 and for this reason he had the times of

his suffering and of his resurrection in his own power. Hence, he brought it

about that on the Sabbath his flesh rested in burial from all its activities, and, by

rising on the third day, which we call the Lord's and which is counted as the

eighth after the Sabbath, he showed that even circumcision on the eighth day

was prophetic of him. After all, what does circumcision of the flesh signify?

What else but the stripping away of the mortality that we carry about because of

our birth in the flesh? For this reason the apostle says, Stripping himself of

the flesh, he made an example of the principalities and powers, confidently

triumphing over them in himself (Co\ 2: 15). For, when the apostle said that he

stripped himself of the flesh, we understand the flesh in that passage as the

mortality because of which this body is called flesh in the proper sense.

This mortality is called flesh in the proper sense because it will not exist in the

immortality of the resurrection. For this reason scripture says, Flesh and blood

shall notpossess the kingdom ofGod ( 1 Cor 1 5:50). Because of these words you

are accustomed to bring false charges against our faith, by which we believe in

the future resurrection of this body, which has already taken place in God. For

you pretend to be ignorant of what follows, where the apostle clearly explains

what he is saying. For, wanting to show what he meant by flesh in that passage,

he immediately added, Norshall corruption possess incorruption ( 1 Cor 1 5 :50).

For he says that his body, which is called flesh in the proper sense on account of

its mortality, is changed in the resurrection, so that it is no longer corruptible and

mortal. So that you may not suppose that we are saying this on the basis of our

own conjecture, look at the words of his that follow. He says, See, I am telling

you a mystery. We shall indeed all rise, but we shall not all be transformed, in an

50. See above 4.
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instant, in the blink of an eye, at the last trumpet blast. For the trumpet shall

sound, and the dead shall rise incorrupt, and we will be transformed. For this

corruptible body must put on incorruption, and this mortal body must put on

immortality. (1 Cor 15:51-53) In order, then, that it may put on immortality, it is

stripped of mortality.

This is the mystery of the circumcision that the Jews were commanded to

carry out on the eighth day," and on the eighth day after the Sabbath, that is, on

the Lord's Day, it has already been realized in reality by the Lord. Hence, the

apostle said, Stripping himselfoftheflesh, he made an example oftheprincipali

ties and powers. For by means of this mortality the hostile powers of the devil

had dominion over us, and he is said to have made an example of them because

in himself, our head, he has made an example of what will be realized in his

whole body, that is, in the Church, which will be set free from the power of the

devil in the final resurrection. This is our faith, and, since the righteous live by

faith (Rom 1 : 1 7), as Paul cites the prophetic testimony,52 this is ourjustification.

Even the pagans, to be sure, believe that Christ died, but the faith proper to

Christians is that he rose. The apostle says, For, ifyou confess with your lips that

Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that God raised himfrom the dead, you

will be saved (Rom 10:9). Because we are justified by this faith in the resurrec

tion, then, there is also the statement of the apostle about Christ, that he diedfor

the sake ofour sins and rosefor the sake ofourjustification (Rom 4:25). And

because this resurrection, which justifies us when we believe it, was symbolized

by that circumcision on the eighth day, the apostle therefore says of Abraham, to

whom it was first entrusted, And he received the sign ofcircumcision as a sign of

the righteousness offaith (Rom 4:11). Hence, Moses, of whom Christ said, For

he wrote about me, wrote about this circumcision among the other symbols that

were prophecies of Christ.

But the Lord did not say, Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, you travel over

the sea and the land in order to make one convert, and, when you have made one

convert, you make him a son ofhell twice as bad as you are (Mt 23:15), because

the convert was circumcised but because he imitated their conduct. For he

restrains his followers from imitating them when he says, The scribes and Phar

isees sit upon the chair ofMoses. Do what they say, but do not do what they do.

For they talk but do not act accordingly. (Mt 23 : 2-3) In these words of the Lord

you should notice two things — that great honor is shown to the teaching of

Moses, for even the evil men who sit on his chair are forced to teach what is

good, and how a convert becomes a son of hell, not, that is, by hearing the words

of the law from the Pharisees but by imitating their actions. We could say to the

convert who has been circumcised what Paul says, Circumcision is indeed valu

51. SeeGn 17:12.

52. SeeHab2:4.
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able ifyou keep the law (Rom 2:25). But because their convert was imitating the

Pharisees by not keeping the law, he became a son of hell. He was, I believe,

twice as bad as they were because he neglected to carry out what he undertook of

his own will, since he was not born ofJews but became aJew of his own will.

30. But why did you want to say disrespectfully and insultingly that, "picking

over food in the manner of a glutton, Moses sits there and orders some to be

gobbled up as clean but others not even to be touched as unclean"?53 For it

pertains to a glutton, rather, to make no distinction at all, or, if he does make a

distinction, to choose what is tastier. Or do you say this so that the ignorant may

view your abstinence, seemingly from your youth, as something marvelous, as

if you do not know or have forgotten how much better pork tastes than mutton?

But Moses wrote even these things in symbols that were prophetic of Christ,

signifying by the meats of animals human beings who were either to be incorpo

rated in the body of Christ, which is the Church, or to be rejected. Hence, he also

symbolized you among the unclean animals. For you do not agree with the Cath

olic faith because you do not chew the cud of the word of wisdom, and you do

not have the two Testaments, the Old and the New, since you do not distinguish

them harmoniously like a cloven hoof. But who would tolerate it that you were

not also ashamed to follow the lie of your Adimantus?54

3 1 . For you also say that Christ taught that there was no difference in foods in

such a way as to remove completely all meat from his disciples, although he

granted to worldly people in general everything edible and stated that nothing

that entered their mouth would defile them, because only those things that come

forth unwisely from the mouth defile a person.55 These words of yours were

uttered and expressed with a lie that is more impudent the more obvious it is.

First of all, because if, according to the statement of Christ, only the evil things

that come forth from the mouth defile a person, why was it not these alone that

defiled Christ's disciples so that they had to be forbidden to eat meat as if it were

unclean? Are worldly persons not defiled by things that enter the mouth but by

things that come forth from the mouth? Worldly people are, then, better

protected against uncleanness than the saints, if both the things that enter and

those that come forth from the mouth can defile the saints.

But I wish that these Manicheans would tell me what Christ ate and drank

— he who (in comparison with John, who was not an eater and a drinker) said

that he was an eater and a drinker? For, when he was reproaching the perversity

of people who look for grounds for slander everywhere, he said, John came

neither eating nor drinking, and they say, He has a demon. The Son ofMan came

53. See above 6.

54. See Answer to Adimantus. a Disciple ofMuni 15.2, where Augustine reports how Adimantus

used this argument to show that Jesus distinguished between what he taught to his disciples

and what he taught to worldly people about abstinence from certain foods.

55. See above 6.
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eating and drinking, andtheysay, Look, a glutton anda drunkard, afriendoftax

collectors and sinners. (Mt 11:18-19) We, of course, know John's food and

drink. For it was not said that he did not drink at all but that he did not drink wine

and strong drink.56 Hence, he drank water. His food, however, was not nothing

at all but locusts and wild honey.57 Why was he said not to eat or drink except

because he did not eat the food that the Jews ate? Unless the Lord ate this food,

then, he would not be said to be an eater and a drinker in comparison with John.

Or was it perhaps because the Lord ate bread and vegetables, which John did not

eat? It would be strange ifhe who eats locusts and honey is said not to be an eater

and he who is content with bread and vegetables is said to be an eater. But think

whatever you want regarding foods. Surely he would not be called a drinker and

a drunkard unless he drank wine. Why, then, do you consider this unclean? After

all, you do not forbid your people to touch these things because of abstinence

and the discipline of controlling the body but because they are unclean. For, in

opposition to the apostle who says. All things are clean for the clean (Ti 1:1 5),

you say that they are the filth and gall of the nation of darkness. There you see

people who dare to say that Christ taught that there is no difference in foods but

still forbade his disciples to eat the foods that they suppose are unclean. Show

me where he removed these foods from his disciples, you wicked deceivers. Yet

you are so blinded by the providence of an avenging God that you even teach us

how to refute you.

Now my mind will give me no peace if I do not quote the whole passage ofthe

gospel that this man wished to use against Moses. And I want to examine it so

that we may see there the falsity of what first Adimantus and now Faustus said,

namely, that the Lord Jesus banned meat as food for his disciples and granted it

to worldly people in general. For, after he had replied to those who falsely

claimed that his disciples ate with unwashed hands, the gospel continues as

follows: And having called the crowds together, he said, Hear this and under

stand. It is not what enters the mouth that defiles a person, but what comesforth

from the mouth. Then his disciples approached and said to him, Do you

know that, when the Pharisees heard these words, they were scandalized?

(Mt 1 5: 1 0- 1 2) Here, when he was challenged by his disciples, he surely ought to

have taught them plainly, as these Manicheans want, that they had to abstain

from all meat. In that way he would be seen to have said to the crowds the

previous words: It is not what enters the mouth that defiles a person, but what

comesforthfrom the mouth (Mt 15:11). But let the evangelist go on and say what

he answered not to the crowds but to his disciples: But in reply he said, Every

plant that my heavenly Father has not planted will be uprooted. Leave them

alone: they are blind leaders of the blind. But if a blind person leads a blind

56. SeeLk 1:15.

57. See Mt 3:4.
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person, they both willfall into the ditch. (Mt 1 5 : 1 3- 1 4) This was surely because,

in wanting to uphold their own traditions, they did not understand the command

ments of God. But the disciples had not yet asked their teacher how they them

selves ought to understand what he had said to the crowds. But this is precisely

what happens, for the evangelist went on, and he says, But in reply Peter said to

him. Explain this parable to us (Mt 15:15). From this we understand that Peter

thought that the Lord was not speaking in the proper sense or in plain language

when he said, It is not what enters the mouth that defiles a person, but what

comesforthfrom the mouth, but that he wanted to signify something, as he often

did, by means of the obscurity of a parable.

Let us see, then, whether now in more privacy he says to his disciples what

the Manicheans want, namely, that all meat is unclean and that they ought not to

touch any of it. What does he do? He blames them because they have not yet

understood his plain language and think that what he said in the proper sense

was a parable. For the gospel continues as follows: But he said. Are you still

without understanding? And do you not understand that everything that enters

the mouth passes to the stomach and is cast out into the toilet? But what comes

forthfrom the mouth comesfrom the heart, and these things defile a person. For

from the heart come evil thoughts, murder, adultery, fornication, theft, false

testimonies, and blasphemies. These are what defile a person. But to eat with

unwashed hands does not defile a person. (Mt 15: 16-20)

32. Surely, now that the lie has been exposed, it will go away refuted. Surely

it is now clear that the Lord did not teach the crowds one thing on this subject and

his disciples something else in private. Surely it is clear beyond any doubt that

Manicheans are liars and deceivers — not Moses, not Christ, not the teaching of

the two Testaments, which was prefigured in the Old and revealed in the New,

prophesied in the Old and realized in the New. How, then, do Manicheans

suppose that Catholics observe none of those things that Moses wrote, since

they certainly observe them all no longer in figures but in the realities that those

figures foretold by their signification? After all, if there were one time for

writing and another time for reading, we would not be correct to say that a reader

did not observe the writing because he did not form the letters, though the letters

were symbols of the sounds. Rather, he simply produced the sounds, not at all

concerned with the formation of the letters but guided by seeing them. The Jews,

however, did not believe Christ because they did not observe the things that

Moses had commanded not in figures but in plain language. For this reason

Christ said to them. You pay the tithe on mint and cummin, and you abandon the

more serious matters of the law, namely, mercy andjustice. You strain out the

gnat and swallow the camel. You ought to do the former, but you ought not to

omit the latter. (Mt 23:23-24) Included here is the fact that they taught in their

traditions how to weaken the commandment of God by which he had ordered
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them to honor their parents.5* On account of this pride and wickedness they

merited to be blinded so that they would not understand other things, for they

wickedly held in contempt the things that they did understand.

33. Do you see how I do not say to you. "If you are a Christian, believe Christ

when he says that Moses wrote about him. and ifyou do not believe him, you are

not a Christian"? You will certainly have to see for yourself what you should

think of yourself, since you ask to be taught about Christ like a gentile or a Jew.

Yet I did not shrink from this, and I closed for you. as well as I could, all the

entryways for error. Nor did I allow that precipice to lie open over which you

hurl yourselves blindly, saying that there are spurious passages in the gospel,

wherever your heresy finds no way out. And there is nowhere left for you to go

for a reason to believe Christ where that pestilential cry cannot be turned against

you.

Moreover, you want to be taught like the Christian Thomas, whom "Christ

did not spurn when he doubted him, but showed him the scars on his body in

order to heal the wounds of his mind"!39 These are your words. It is good that

you ask to be taught in that way. How I feared that you would maintain that this

text in the gospel was also spurious! Believe, therefore, in the scars of Christ

because, if those scars were real, those wounds were also real, and only real flesh

could have had real wounds. But this demolishes your whole error. If, however,

Christ showed false scars to his doubting disciple, you make him a deceiver

when he teaches in that way, and you want to be deceived when you learn in that

way. But because there is no one who wants to be deceived, though many want

to deceive, I understand that you want to teach by deceiving, as if following

Christ's example, rather than to learn by being deceived, as if following

Thomas's example. Hence, if you believe that Christ deceived the doubting

disciple with false scars, who would want to believe you as a teacher and not

rather avoid you as a deceiver? But if that disciple touched Christ's real scars,

you are forced to admit that Christ's flesh is also real. In that way you will not

remain a Manichean ifyou believe as Thomas did. But you will remain an unbe

liever if you do not believe as Thomas did.

58. See Mt 15:5-6.

59. See above 8.
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1 . Faustus said: Why do you not accept the law and the prophets, since Christ

said that he came not to destroy them but to fulfill them?1

Who bears witness that Jesus said this?

Matthew.

Where did Jesus say this?

On the mountain.

Who was present?

Peter, Andrew, James, and John; only these four. For he had not yet chosen

the others, not even Matthew.

Did John, then, who was one out of these four, write a gospel?

Yes.

Does he mention this anywhere?

Nowhere.

How, then, did Matthew, who became a follower of Jesus a long time after

Jesus came down from the mountain, write what John, who was on the moun

tain, does not bear witness to? And for this reason it is unclear, first of all,

whether Jesus said any such thing because the appropriate witness says nothing

about it, whereas the less appropriate witness speaks. Hence, for the present we

have allowed ourselves to do an injustice to Matthew until we prove that he did

not write this but that someone else wrote it under his name. The indirect form of

the same passage of Matthew teaches us this. After all, what does he say? And

when Jesus was passing by, he saw a man sitting at a tax collector's station by

the name ofMatthew, and he called him. But Matthew immediately got up and

followed him. (Mt 9:9) Who, then, when writing about himself, would say, He

saw a man sitting at a tax collector 's station, and he called him, and hefollowed

him, and would not rather say, "He saw me, and he called me, and I followed

him." The only explanation is that Matthew did not write this but that someone

else wrote it under his name. Even if Matthew wrote this, then, it would not be

true, since he was not present when Jesus said this on the mountain. For how

much better reason ought we not to believe this, given that Matthew did not

write it but that someone else wrote it under the names ofJesus and Matthew?

2. What about the fact that, even from the words by which he commands us

not to suppose that he came to destroy the law, he instead gives us to understand

that he has destroyed it? After all, if he had not acted in such a way, the Jews

would have been unable to suspect him. For he said, Do not suppose that I have

come to destroy the law (Mt 5:17). Imagine that the Jews had also said to him,
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"Why are you acting in such a way that we are able to suspect this? Is it because

you mock circumcision, violate the Sabbath, reject the sacrifices, and mix

different foods together?" This, then, is what Do not suppose means. And what

more could he have done or what could he have done that was more clearly

aimed at the destruction of the law and the prophets? Or, if this is to fulfill the

law, what will it be to destroy it? What about the fact that the law and the

prophets do not admit of fulfillment? They are considered so full and complete

that their author and father is angered by an addition to them no less than by a

subtraction from them, as he says, writing in Deuteronomy, You shall observe

these commandments that Iam giving you today, O Israel. Be careful not to turn

asidefrom them either to the left or to the right, and do not add anything to them

or take anything away. Butpersevere in these same commandments so that your

God may bless you. (Dt 5:32; 1 2:32) Hence, if for the sake of their fulfillment

Jesus added something to the law and the prophets, he seems to have sinned on

the right, and if he took something away to destroy them, he seems to have

sinned on the left. Surely both of these offend the author of the law. Hence,

either this signifies something else or it is false.

3. Augustine replied: O what amazing insanity it is to refuse to believe

Matthew when he tells us something about Christ and to want to believe Mani ! If

Matthew was not present when Christ said, / have come not to destroy the law

and theprophets but tofulfill them (Mt 5 : 1 7), and if for this reason we should not

believe Matthew, was Mani present or was he even born when Christ appeared

among men? According to this rule of your faith you ought not to have believed

him when he bears witness to anything about Christ. But we do not say that Mani

should not be believed because he was not present for the words and actions of

Christ and was born long afterward, but because he speaks about Christ in oppo

sition to the disciples of Christ and in opposition to the gospel that is confirmed

by their authority. For we have the words of the apostle who saw in the Spirit that

such persons would come. For this reason he said to the faithful, If anyone

preaches to you another gospel than what you have received, let him be

anathema (Gal 1 :9). For, if no one speaks the truth about Christ unless he was

present and saw and heard him, no one speaks the truth about him today. But if

today his believers speak the truth about him, because those who saw and heard

him spread this truth either by preaching or by writing, why could Matthew not

have heard the truth about Christ from his fellow disciple, John, when John was

present and Matthew was not? After all, on the basis ofJohn's book, not only we

who were born so long afterward but also those who will be born after us can

speak the truth about Christ. For this reason not only the Gospel of Matthew but

also that of Luke and of Mark, who were followers of the same disciples, have

been accepted as having no less authority. In addition, the Lord himself could

have told Matthew what he had done before he called him with those whom he

had called earlier. But John himself ought to have put it in his gospel if he was
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present when it was said and had heard it said by the Lord. As if it were not

possible that, since he could not write down everything that he heard from the

Lord, he omitted this among the other things he omitted since he was intent upon

writing still other things. Did he not end his gospel in this way when he said, And

Jesus did many other things, and ifthey were all written down, I do not think the

whole world could contain the books that would be written (Jn 2 1 :25)? Here he

certainly shows that he knowingly omitted many things. But if you like the

authority of John concerning the law and the prophets, believe John when he

bears witness to the law and the prophets. He wrote that Isaiah saw the glory of

Christ.2 In his gospel you have the passage on which we commented a little

before, Ifyou believed Moses, you would also have believed me, for he wrote

about me (Jn 5:46). Your evasion is taking a beating on all sides. Admit openly

that you do not believe the gospel of Christ. For you people, who believe in the

gospel what you choose to believe and do not believe what you do not choose to

believe, believe yourselves rather than the gospel.

4. But what a clever point Faustus thought he made, when he wanted us to

believe that Matthew did not write this because, when he spoke of his calling, he

did not say, "He saw me and said to me, Follow me," but. He saw Matthew and

said to him. Follow me (Mt 9:9)! I do not know whether he spoke out of an error

of ignorance or out of a habit of deception. But I would not think that he was so

ignorant that he had neither read nor heard that, when writers of histories come

to their own persons, they put themselves into the text as if they are saying of

someone else what they are saying of themselves. Hence, I consider this man not

as ignorant but rather as having wanted to create obfuscation for the ignorant,

hoping that he would ensnare more people who do not know these things. Exam

ples of such narrative are also found in secular histories, but there is no need for

me either to teach our people or to refute this man from another kind of litera

ture. He himself, shortly before, actually produced certain testimonies from the

books of Moses in such a way as not to deny and in fact rather to affirm that

Moses wrote them, but he claimed that they did not have to do with Christ. Let

them, therefore, read in the same books whether Moses wrote what he wrote

about himself in this way, "I said or did this or that," and not rather, Moses said

(Ex 3:3), and, Moses did, (Ex 7:6), or whether he wrote, "The Lord called me,"

or, "The Lord said to me," and not rather. The Lord called Moses (Lv 1:1), and,

The Lord said to Moses (Ex 4: 19), and all the rest in the same manner. In this

way, then, Matthew too wrote about himself as if about someone else, which

John did as well, for near the end of his book he also speaks as follows, Peter

turned andsaw the disciple whom Jesus loved, who also leaned against his chest

at the supper and said to the Lord, Who is it who will betray you ? (Jn 2 1 :20) Did

he say here, "Peter turned and saw me?" Or do Manicheans perhaps think that

2. SeeJn 12:41.
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for this reason he did not write this gospel? But a little later he says. This is the

disciple who bears witness concerning Jesus and who has written these things,

and we know that his witness is true (Jn 21:24). Did he say, "I am the disciple

who bear witness concerning Jesus and who have written these things, and we

know that my witness is true"? Surely it is clear that this is the practice of writers

when they recount events. Who would be able to list how many things even the

Lord said about himself using the same way of speaking? He said, When the Son

ofMan comes, do you think he willfindfaith on the earth ? (Lk 1 8:8) He did not

say, "When I come, do you think I will find faith?" He said. The Son ofMan

came, eating and drinking (Mt 11:19). He did not say, "I came." He said, The

hour will come and is now here when the dead will hear the voice ofthe Son of

God, and those who hear it will live (Jn 5:25). He did not say, "my voice." And

there are many such passages. Hence, I think that what I have said is at present

enough both for warning the studious and for refuting the slanderous.

5. Who would fail to see how weak that claim is — that the Lord could not

have said. Do not think that I have come to destroy the law and the prophets. I

have come not to destroy but to fulfill them (Mt 5:17) — unless he had already

done something of the sort that could lead to this suspicion? As if we would deny

that Christ could have seemed to be a destroyer of the law and the prophets to the

Jews who did not understand! But this is why the truthful Christ, the Truth,

could not say — with regard to another law and other prophets than those which

they suspected that he was destroying — that he would not destroy them. And

this is also quite well confirmed by the fact that he goes on to say, Truly, truly, I

say to you, until heaven and earth pass away, not one letteror one part ofa letter

shall pass awayfrom the law until everything has been carried out. Whoever,

then, destroys one ofthese least commandments and teaches this to men shall be

called least in the kingdom ofheaven. But whoever observes them and teaches

them shall be called great in the kingdom ofheaven. (Mt 5 : 1 7- 1 9) He was, after

all, thinking of the Pharisees when he said this, for they destroyed the law by

their actions and taught it by their words. Ofthem he says in another passage. Do

what they say, but do not do what they do, for they talk but do not do what they

say (Mt 23:3). For this reason there follows here: For I say to you, unless your

righteousness is more abundant than that ofthe scribes and Pharisees, you shall

not enter the kingdom ofheaven (Mt 5:20). That is, unless you do and teach what

they do not do, though they teach it, you shall not enter the kingdom of heaven.

Christ, then, says that he did not come to destroy but to fulfill the law that the

Pharisees were teaching but not carrying out, for the law belongs to the chair of

Moses on which the Pharisees sat, and they were to be listened to but not

imitated because they spoke correctly and did not act correctly.

6. Faustus does not understand — or perhaps pretends that he does not under

stand — what it is to fulfill the law when he supposes that this is to be seen in
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terms of the addition of words, since scripture says that nothing is to be added or

taken away from God's scripture.3

Hence, he says that what is commended as so perfect that nothing should be

added or taken away should not be fulfilled. These Manicheans, then, do not

understand how a person who lives as the law commands fulfills the law. For the

fulfillment of the law is love (Rom 13:10), as the apostle says. The Lord

graciously showed and gave this love by sending the Holy Spirit to those who

believed in him. For this reason the same apostle also says, The love ofGod is

poured out in our hearts by the Holy Spirit who has been given to us (Rom 5:5),

and the Lord himself says. By this all will know that you are my disciples, ifyou

love one another (Jn 13:35). The law, therefore, is fulfilled either when what is

commanded in it is carried out or when what was foretold in it is shown to us. For

the law was given through Moses, but it was made grace and truth through Jesus

Christ.4 When the law is fulfilled, it is made grace and truth. Grace pertains to the

fullness of love, truth to the fulfillment of the prophecies. And because both

come through Christ, he did not come to destroy the law or the prophets but to

fulfill them not so that what had been lacking might be added to the law but so

that what had been written in it might be carried out. His words testify to this. For

he did not say, Not one letter or one part ofa letter shall pass awayfrom the law

"until what is lacking has been added," but until everything has been carried

out.

3. SeeDt 12:32.

4. SeeJn 1:7.
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1 . Faustus said: / have come not to destroy the law but tofulfill it (Mt 5 : 1 7). But

unless this perhaps means something else, you should know that to believe that

Christ said this contradicts you as much as it contradicts me. For each of us is a

Christian under this assumption: we have taken it for granted that Christ came to

destroy the law and the prophets. If for the present you do not want to admit this in

words, you still show it in practice. This is the reason that you yourself also hold

the commandments of the law and the prophets in contempt; this is the reason that

both of us say that Jesus established the New Testament. And what else do we

imply by that but the destruction of the Old? Since this is so, how shall we believe

that Christ said these words unless we first condemn ourselves for holding a

foolish opinion in the past, have recourse to repentance, observe the law in its

entirety along with the prophets, and are careful to observe the commandments, no

matter what they are? When we have done that, then it will at last be true that we

believe that Jesus said that he came not to destroy but to fulfill the law. But now it is

not true, because not even you believe what you accuse me alone of.

2. But let that be so. Granted that we were mistaken in the past, what about

now? Do you want to be subject to the law if Christ did not destroy it but fulfilled

it? Do you want to be circumcised, that is, to mark your genitals shamefully and to

believe that God is pleased by such sacraments? Do you want to observe the

Sabbath rest and shackle your hands with Saturn's chains?1 In order to feed the

demon of the Jews — for he is not God — do you want to slay with knives now

bulls, now rams, now even goats, not to mention human beings, and now to prac

tice more cruelly under the prophets and the law what we hated the idols for? Do

you want to regard certain foods from animals as clean and regard others as

unclean and defiled, among which the law and the prophets claim that pork is the

more polluted?

You will certainly deny that we should do any of these things if we want to

continue to be what we are, since you hear Christ, who says that a man who has

been circumcised becomes a son of hell twice over.2 But notice that Christ did not

himself observe the Sabbath and never commanded that it be observed. Likewise,

listen to him saying, with regard to foods, that a person is not defiled by any of the

things that enter his mouth but that instead those that come forth from his mouth

pollute him.3 Likewise, regarding the sacrifices, listen to his frequent statement

that God wants mercy, not sacrifice.4 If these statements are true, where will that

saying be that he came not to destroy but to fulfill the law and the prophets? If he

1 . The Sabbath was Saturday, the day sacred to the Roman god. Saturn.

2. See Mt 23:15.

3. SeeMt 15:11.
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4. See Mt 9: 1 3: 12:7.



Book Eighteen 233

said this, either he said it to signify something else, or— may it not be the case ! —

he said it as a lie, or he did not say it at all. But no one, at least not a Christian, would

say that Jesus lied, and for this reason he either said it in another sense or he did not

say it at all.

3. And yet the Manichean faith has made me safe in the face of the difficulty

of this passage. For, to begin with, it has convinced me not to believe indiscrimi

nately all the things that we read were written under the name of the savior but to

test whether they are true, sound, and incorrupt. For there are many weeds that

the sower of the night has scattered in almost all the scriptures in order to spoil

the good seed. Hence, not even these words have frightened me, although they

were written under a name worthy ofrespect, since I am still permitted explicitly

to test whether this comes from the good sower of the day or from that most evil

one of the night. But you who rashly believe everything, who denounce human

reason, which is nature's gift to us, who are afraid tojudge what is true and what

is false, who are as frightened of separating good from evil as infants are of

goblins — what are you going to do when logic forces you into difficulties over

this statement? I mean when a Jew or anyone else aware of this statement asks

you why you do not observe the commandments of the law and the prophets,

since Christ says that he came not to destroy but to fulfill these same command

ments, you are of course forced either to yield to a silly superstition, or to admit

that this passage is spurious, or to deny that you are a disciple of Christ.

4. Augustine replied: Because you repeat things that have been rejected and

refuted so many times, neither shall we hesitate to repeat the arguments by

which we refuted them. Christians do not do the things from the law and the

prophets that were signs of the things that they now do. They were indeed

symbols of what was to come, and when Christ revealed and brought about their

reality, they had to be removed so that the law and the prophets might be fulfilled

by the very fact that they were removed. In the Old Testament it was written that

God would give a New Testament — not, he says, like the one I gave to their

fathers.5 For, in accord with their heart of stone, that people had received many

commandments that were more suited to them than they were good. They none

theless symbolized and foretold what was to come, but they were observed by

people who did not understand them. But now that the things which they signi

fied have come and been revealed, we are no longer commanded to do those

things, but we read about them in order to understand them. Hence, it was also

said there about what was to come, / will take away their heart ofstone, and I will

give them a heart offlesh (Ez 11:19), that is, not a heart without feeling but a

heart with feeling. The apostle drew upon this when he said. Not on tablets of

stone but on the fleshly tablets ofyour heart (2 Cor 3:3). For what else did the

apostle mean but a heart offlesh? Because, then, the law and the prophets also

5. SeeJer3l:32.
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predicted this, they would rather not be fulfilled if these things were not

removed from our observance. For what they had foretold did not come about.

But, when this also comes about, they are understood to be fulfilled for the very

reason that you think that they are not fulfilled.

5. Nor does your insult frighten us when you call the Sabbath rest the chains

of Saturn, for it is silly and inept. Nor would it have entered your mind to say this

if you did not worship the sun on the day they call Sunday. Butjust as we call the

same day the Lord's Day and venerate on it not this sun but the Lord's resurrec

tion, so the Sabbath rest was observed by the patriarchs without the veneration

of Saturn when it needed to be observed in that way, for it was a foreshadowing

of what was to come, as the apostle bears witness.6 The gentiles imposed the

names of their gods on these seven recurring days. The apostle said of them,

They worshiped and served a creature rather than the creator (Rom 1 :20). And

you also imitate them in this respect, except that you adore the two brighter

lights along with them but not the other stars along with them. But they also

imposed the names of their gods on the months. Because they believed that

Romulus was the son of Mars, they ofcourse called the first month March, dedi

cating it to Mars in honor of Romulus. The next, April, had the name of no god,

but they called it "Opening,"7 as it were, after the fact that at that time very many

plants open with flowers. Then they called the third month May because they

worship the goddess Maia, the mother of Mercury. Next they called the fourth

month June after Juno, and then they named the others up to December after

numbers. But of these the fifth and sixth months were named after men to whom

they paid divine honors,8 for they are called July and August. Thus the seventh

month is called September, and the others, as I said, up to December are called

by the names of the numbers in order. But January is named after Janus and

February after the expiatory offerings, the sacred rites of the Lupercalia. Do you

want, then, to be said to worship Mars in the month of March? After all, in that

month you celebrate your Bema with great festivities.9 But if you think that you

are allowed to consider something else in the month of March instead of Mars,

why, from the seventh day, which is called the Sabbath after the rest observed on

it, do you try to introduce Saturn into the divine scriptures because the gentiles

called that day Saturn's day? You surely now see the great impiety of your

madness.

6. Regarding the sacrifices of animals, who of us could fail to know that they

were fittingly imposed upon a sinful people rather than offered to a God who

6. See Col 2:17.

7. Augustine links Aprilem with aperilem and aperiatur. The latter words refer to opening, and

he links this with the opening of flowers in April.

8. That is. Julius Caesar and Octavius Augustus.

9. The Bema ("chair" or "throne" in Greek) was the principal Manichean feast, celebrated on

the anniversary of Mani's death.
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desired them? But even in these there were symbols of us. For we are not puri

fied, nor is God placated without blood. But Christ is the truth of those symbols,

for we were redeemed and purified by his blood. For in the symbols of the divine

scriptures he is also called a bull on account of the power of the cross, by whose

horns he gored the wicked,10 and a ram on account of his rule of innocence," and

a goat12 on account of the likeness of sinful flesh, so that from sin he might

condemn sin.13 And if you mention more explicitly any other kind of sacrifice, I

shall show you in it too that Christ was prophesied. Hence, with regard to

circumcision or the Sabbath or the distinction of foods or the offering of sacri

fices, these were all symbols and prophecies of us. Christ did not come to

destroy but to fulfill these when he brought about the things that they foretold.

Notice whom you are contradicting. With the apostle and from the apostle I say,

These were all symbols of us (1 Cor 10:6).

7. For, just as Mani taught you an impious perversity, so that you accept from

the gospel what is not opposed to your heresy but do not accept what is opposed

to it, so the apostle taught us pious precaution, so that, if anyone preaches to us a

gospel other than we have received, he is to be anathema.14 Hence, Catholic

Christians count you also among the weeds, because the Lord explained that the

weeds are not some lies inserted into the true scriptures, as you interpret them,

but human children of the evil one, that is, imitators of the devil's lies.15 Nor do

Catholic Christians believe everything rashly, and hence they certainly do not

believe Mani and the other heretics, nor do they condemn a reason given by

human beings, but they prove that what you call a reason is an error. They do not

think that it is impious to judge what is true and what is false. And so they judge

your sect utterly false and Catholic belief utterly true. Nor are they afraid to

separate what is good from its opposite, but they understand that evil is not a

nature, because it is contrary to nature. They understand that evil is not some sort

of nation of darkness, which arose from its own principle and rebelled against

the kingdoms of God and which caused a truly greater fear in your God than

goblins do in infants. You of course say that he set a veil before his eyes so that

he might not see his own members captured and devastated by the attack of that

nation.

Hence, Catholic Christians are caused no embarrassment by this passage

because they supposedly do not observe the commandments of the law and the

prophets. For from the grace of Christ they also have the lawful love ofGod and

10. See perhaps Ex 21:28.

11. See Gn 22:13.

12. See perhaps Lv 16:21-22.

13. See Rom 8:3.

14. See Gal 1:8-9.

15. See Mi 13:24-30.
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neighbor, and on those two commandments the whole law and the prophets

depend.16 And they recognize that whatever was foretold in the law and the

prophets by means of symbols, whether in actions or in the celebration of the

sacraments or in ways of speaking, has been fulfilled in Christ and in the

Church. Hence, we do not yield to silly superstition. We do not say that this

passage of the gospel is spurious, and we do not deny that we are disciples of

Christ. After all, for that true reason, which I have explained so often in accord

with my ability, Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill no other law and no other

prophets than those which Catholic authority upholds.

16. See Mt 22:37-40.
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1 . Faustus said: / have come not to destroy but to fulfill the law and the

prophets (Mt 5:17).

Look, I agree that he said this. We must nonetheless ask why Jesus said it.

Was it to calm the furor of the Jews, because they were angry when they saw him

trample on their sacred beliefs and thought that they should not even listen to

him, much less follow him, inasmuch as he was a sinful and insane man? Or was

it to teach and instruct us patiently and indulgently to submit to the yoke that the

law and the prophets of the Jews would place upon our necks? But I do not

believe that even you yourself think that Jesus uttered this statement in order to

make us subject to the law and the prophets of the Hebrews. And, therefore, if

that was not his reason for saying this, it must be that other one which I

mentioned. For there is no one who does not know that the Jews always fiercely

attacked the words and deeds of Christ. And since they inferred from them that

he was destroying the law and the prophets, they were necessarily angry, and for

this reason it was not off the point for him to have said this to calm their furor,

that is, so that they would not think that he came to destroy the law but to fulfill it.

He neither lied when he said this nor did he deceive them. For he mentioned law

in general without being specific.

2. But there are three kinds of law. One is, of course, that of the Hebrews,

which Paul calls the law of sin and death.1 Another is the law of the gentiles,

which he calls the natural law. He says, For the gentiles by nature do what

pertains to the law, and, not having the law, they are a lawfor themselves, for

they show that the work oflaw is written in their hearts (Rom 2:14-1 5). But the

third kind of law is the truth. In order to indicate this, the apostle said, For the

law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has set me free from the law ofsin and

death (Rom 8:2). Since, therefore, there are three laws, and since Jesus told us

that he came not to destroy but to fulfill the law, there is need of no slight care

and diligence to understand which of these he was speaking of.

Likewise, there are some prophets of the Jews, other prophets of the gentiles,

and still others of the truth. But no one will ask about the prophets of the Jews;

this is well known. If anyone, however, is in doubt about the prophets of the

gentiles, let him listen to Paul who, in writing to Titus, says of the Cretans, A

certain prophet of their own said, Cretans are always liars, evil beasts, lazy

gluttons (Ti 1:1 2). And for this reason we should not doubt that the gentiles also

have prophets of their own. And both the same Paul and Jesus himself indicated

that the truth also has its own prophets. Jesus said, See, I am sending you wise

237

1. See Rom 8:2.
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men andprophets, andyou will kill some ofthem in theirplaces (Mt 23:34), but

Paul said, The Lordfirst established apostles, then prophets (1 Cor 12:28).

3. Since there are three kinds of law and three kinds of prophets, it is not

entirely clear which of them Jesus was speaking of. It is nonetheless possible to

form a conjecture from the following verses. For, if he immediately mentioned

circumcision, the Sabbath, the sacrifices, and the Hebrew observances, and said

something for the sake of their fulfillment, there would be no doubt that he had

said of the law and the prophets ofthe Jews that he had come not to destroy but to

fulfill them. He mentions none of these but only recalls the older command

ments such as, You shall not kill (Mt 5:21), You shall not commit adultery

(Mt 5:27), You shall not swearfalsely (Mt 5:33). As it is easy to prove, these

were promulgated long ago among the gentiles by Enoch and Seth and other

righteous men like them, who were given them by resplendent angels in order to

restrain ferocity among human beings. Hence, who would not think that he said

this about the law of the truth and its prophets? Finally, its fulfillment, which he

promises, clearly refers to these same commandments. For what does he say?

You have heard that it was said to thepeople ofold. You shall not kill, but I say to

you, You shall not even become angry (Mt 5:21-22). That is fulfillment. You

have heard that it was said, You shall not commit adultery, but I say to you. You

shall not even desire this (Mt 5:27-28). That is fulfillment. It was said, You shall

not swearfalsely, but I say to you. You shall not swear at all (Mt 5:33-34). That

is equally fulfillment. For in these commandments he confirms the earlier ones

and adds what was lacking.

But where he was seen to have mentioned certain commandments of

the Jews, he did not in fact fulfill them but completely eradicated them by

commanding the opposite. For what follows? You have heard that it was said,

An eyefor an eye, a toothfor a tooth, but Isay to you, Ifanyone strikes you on the

cheek, offer him the other as well (Mt 5:38-39). Now this is destruction. He says.

It was said. You shall love yourfriend and hate your enemy, but I say to you,

Love your enemies and prayfor those who persecute you (Mt 5:43-44). This is

equally destruction. It was said. Whoever wants to dismiss his wife should give

her a bill ofdivorce, but I say, Whoever dismisses his wife, exceptfor the case of

immorality, both makes her commit adultery and will be an adulterer himself

if he later marries another woman (Mt 5:31-32). These, then, are clearly

commandments of Moses and for that reason were destroyed: those others were

commandments of the righteous men of old and for this reason were fulfilled. If

you want to understand it in this way, it will not be off the point for Jesus to have

said that he came not to destroy but to fulfill the law. But if you do not like this

explanation of ours, look for another, so that you are not forced to say that Jesus

lied, or so that you have to become a Jew in order not to continue now to destroy

the law that he did not destroy.
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4. And yet if any of the Nazareans, whom others call the Symmachians,2

raised the objection to me that Jesus said that he had not come to destroy the law,

I would have hesitated a little, uncertain what I would reply to him. And that

would not have been without reason. For Jesus came, surrounded in body and

soul by the law and the prophets. For the sort of people of whom I am speaking

practice circumcision, observe the Sabbath, and abstain from pork and other

such foods as the law commands, while professing to be Christians. As we are

given to understand, they are, like you, also deceived by this same passage, that

is, because Christ said that he had come not to destroy but to fulfill the law.

Hence, though I would have no small struggle with such people, as I said, until I

had fended off from myself the problems caused by this passage, I would in no

way be afraid to do battle with you. For you have no strength to rely on and

instead strike me with impudence. Hence, I would think that I was being tested

by you rather than forced to believe that Christ said what I see that even you have

not believed. For, while producing nothing to show that the law and the prophets

have not been destroyed but fulfilled, you upbraid me as a lazy liar because of

your objection to this passage. Or do you, like a Jew or a Nazarean, now boast of

that obscene sign on your truncated genitals? Do you pride yourself over the

observance of the Sabbath? Are you pleased with yourself because of your

abstinence from pork? Finally, do you exult that you have satisfied the God of

the Jews with the blood of sacrifices and the smell of whole burned offerings?

But if you have done none of these, why do you claim that Christ came not to

destroy but to fulfill the law?

5. Hence, I offer ceaseless thanks to my teacher, who supported me when I too

was tottering, so that I am a Christian today. For, when I read that passage with a

lack of wisdom, I too, like you, almost made the decision to become a Jew. And

that was not without reason, for, if Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill the law,

and if we never speak of filling up a completely empty vessel but one that is half

full, it seemed to me that only an Israelite could become a Christian. For he would

come to Christ, already full for the most part with the law and the prophets, so that

Christ might fill him up with what he still seemed to have room for, provided that

he did not destroy the earlier contents. Otherwise, he would not be filled up but

emptied out. But, since I was coming from the gentiles, I thought that I was coming

to Christ empty. For I brought nothing of the sort that he could fill up in me with his

additions. Since, then, I was asking what that earlier amount was, I found the

Sabbath, circumcision, the sacrifices, the feast of the new moons, ablutions, the

eating of unleavened bread, the distinction of beverages, dishes, and clothing, and

other things that it would take a long time to run through. I therefore thought that it

was this and nothing else that Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill. And this

2. The Nazareans were a Judaizing Christian sect. While living according to the Jewish

law, they professed that Jesus was the Son of God. See Heresies IX. They were called

Symmachians after Symmachus the Ebionite.
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made sense. After all, what is a law without commandments? What are prophets

without prophecies? Besides this, I also found there the bitter curse imposed upon

those who do not persevere in all the things that were written in the book ofthe law,

so that they would carry them out.3 And so, since I feared the curse from there as if

it were from God, and since from the gospel I heard Christ, as his Son, say that he

had come not to destroy but to fulfill those things, see whether anything could have

kept me from becoming a Jew. But the venerable faith of Mani rescued me from

this peril.

6. Yet I ask you where you put your trust when you raise these objections, or

why you think it only contradicts me, though it seems no less to contradict you.

If it is not the work of Christ to destroy the law and the prophets, it is not the work

of Christians either. Why, then, do you destroy them? Or are you gradually

admitting that you are not Christians? Why do you profane with every sort of

work the day of the Sabbath, which is sacrosanct to the law and all the prophets,

the day on which they testify that even God, the creator of the world, rested?4

And why do you not fear the punishment of death, which he established for

those who violate it, nor the disgrace of his curse? Why do you defend your

bodies from the ugly sign of circumcision, which was honored by the law and all

the prophets and especially by Abraham after his supposed act of faith, espe

cially since the God of the Jews states that everyone who is not marked with this

ignominy will perish from his people?5 Why do you spurn the laws about the

sacrifices that neither Moses and the prophets under the law nor Abraham under

his faith held to be unimportant? Why do you pollute your souls by eating foods

indiscriminately if, as you believe, that Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill

all these things? Why do you act impiously against the annual celebration of the

unleavened bread and the rite of sacrificing the lamb, whose eternal observance

the law and the prophet command? Why, finally, do you not avoid violating the

feasts of the new moon, the ablutions, the feast of tabernacles, and the other

fleshly sacraments of the law and the prophets if Christ did not destroy them? I

ask why with good reason. For, if you agree that the motive for this contempt on

your part is clear, you necessarily either deny that you are Christ's disciples or

you ultimately admit that he first destroyed all these things. And when you have

admitted this, then it follows that you should admit either that it is not true that he

said that he came not to destroy but to fulfill the law or that he meant by this

something or other far different from what you think.

7. Augustine replied: You now agree that Christ said, / have come not to

destroy but to fulfill the law and the prophets. For it seems hard for you to go

against the authority of the gospel. It should also seem hard for you to go against

3. See Dt 27:26.

4. See Gn 2:2.

5. SeeGn 17:14.
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the apostle, who says, All these things were symbols ofus ( 1 Cor 10:6), and who

likewise says ofChrist, He was not "yes " and "no, " but there was only "yes " in

him, for all promises of God were "yes" in him (2 Cor 1:19-20), that is, they

were revealed in him; they were fulfilled in him. And you will see without any

obscurity what law he came to fulfill and how he has fulfilled it. Nor will you

continue to wander through the three kinds of law and the three kinds of

prophets, seeking a way out and not finding one. For it is obvious, and the scrip

ture of the New Testament often testifies more clearly than light, which law and

which prophets Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill. For the law that was

given through Moses became grace and truth through Jesus Christ.6 The law

was, I say, given through Moses, of whom Christ said. For he wrote about me

(Jn 5:46). For this is certainly the law that entered in so that sin might abound,7

and, since you understand nothing, you are accustomed to have this statement on

your lips in order to find fault with it. And so, read there, and see that this is the

law of which it is said, The law, therefore, is holy, and the commandment is holy,

just, and good. Has, then, what is good become deathfor me ? By no means! But

so that sin might be seen as sin, it produced deathfor me through what is good.

(Rom 7:12-13) For the law did not command sin so that, when the law entered,

sin might abound, but the addition of the holy, just, and good commandment

also made guilty of transgression those proud people who attributed too much to

themselves. Thus, humbled in that way, they would learn how to belong to grace

through faith so that they might no longer be subject to the law through guilt but

united to the law through righteousness.

The same apostle in fact says, Beforefaith came, we were imprisoned under

the law, locked awayfor that faith which was afterward revealed. And so, he

said, the law was our schoolmaster in Christ Jesus. But now thatfaith has come,

we are no longer under the schoolmaster (Gal 3:23-25), because the guilt

coming from the law does not bind us who have now been set free by grace. For,

before we were humbled and received spiritual grace, the letter that commanded

what we could not fulfill did nothing but kill us. For this reason the same apostle

says, The letter kills, but the spirit gives life (2 Cor 3:6). Again, there are the

words of the same apostle: For, if a law were given that could give life, righ

teousness would come entirelyfrom the law. But scripture locked up everything

under sin so that the promise might be given on the basis offaith in Jesus Christ

to those who believe. (Gal 3:21 -22) Likewise, these are his words: For God did

what the law could not do inasmuch as it was weakened by theflesh. He sent his

Son in the likeness ofsinfulflesh so thatfrom sin he might condemn sin in the

flesh, so that the righteousness ofthe law might befulfilled in us who do not walk

6. SeeJn 1:17.

7. See Rom 5:20.
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according to the flesh but according to the Spirit. (Rom 8:3-4) There you see

what / have come not to destroy but to fulfill the law means.

For this law has bound the proud also under the guilt of transgression by

increasing sin when it commands what they cannot fulfill, and the righteousness

of the law is fulfilled by the grace of the Spirit in those who learn from Christ,

who came not to destroy but to fulfill the law, to be meek and humble of heart.8

Then, because it is difficult even for those living under grace to fulfill perfectly

in this life the words of the law, You shall not covet (Ex 20: 1 7), he who became a

priest by the sacrifice of his flesh wins pardon for us. In this way, too, he fulfils

the law so that what we are incapable ofdoing because of our weakness might be

restored by the perfection of that head whose members we have become. Hence,

John says, Little children, I write this to you so that you might not sin, and, if

anyone sins, we have Jesus Christ, the righteous one, as an advocate before the

Father. He is propitiation for our sins. (1 Jn 2:1-2)

8. It was thus that he fulfilled the prophecies, when the promise of God

became truth in him. I quoted this a little before from the apostle, where he says.

For all the promises ofGod were "yes " in him. Again the same apostle says, For

I say that Christ was the servant ofthe circumcisionfor the sake ofGod 's truth,

to confirm thepromises made to the patriarchs (Rom 15:8). What was promised

in the prophets, then, either openly or by symbols, whether in words or in

actions, was fulfilled in him who came not to destroy but to fulfill the law and the

prophets. But you do not understand this. For, if Christians were still carrying

out certain actions and celebrations that were symbols announcing things to

come, they would be signifying nothing else than that what those symbols fore

told then had not yet come about. For what is foretold to be still coming either

has not yet come about or is needlessly or falsely foretold if it has already come

about. Hence, the reason why you think that Christ has not fulfilled the prophets,

namely, that Christians do not do certain things that the prophets instituted for

the Hebrews to do, is in fact the proof that he fulfilled them. For whatever such

symbols foretold has been fulfilled, so that they now no longer foretell it.

The words of the Lord, The law and the prophets lasted up to John

(Lk 1 6: 1 6), have to do with this point. For the law, which enclosed transgressors

in abundant guilt in a hope for the faith that was later revealed, became grace

through Jesus Christ, by whom grace was made even more abundant, and in this

way the grace that sets us free has fulfilled what the letter that gives the

command did not fulfill. Likewise, in the law the whole prophecy that promised

the coming ofthe savior, not only by words but also by certain symbolic actions,

became truth through Jesus Christ. For the law was given through Moses, but it

became grace and truth through Jesus Christ (Jn 1:17). From the time of his

coming the kingdom of God began to be announced because the law and the

8. See Mt 11:29.
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prophets lasted up to John — the law in order to make guilty those who desired

salvation, the prophets in order to promise the savior.

But who would fail to know that other prophets arose in the Church after

Christ's ascension? Of these Paul says, And he established certain men in the

Church, first apostles, then prophets, thirdly teachers ( 1 Cor 1 2:28), and so on.

Hence, it was not said of them, The law and theprophets lasted up to John, but of

those who prophesied Christ's first coming, and once this coming had taken

place, it certainly could not still be foretold.

9. Hence, when you ask why a Christian is not circumcised in the flesh, if

Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill the law, I reply that in fact a Christian is

no longer circumcised precisely because Christ has fulfilled what that same

circumcision prophesied. For the resurrection of Christ has fulfilled the strip

ping away of fleshly birth, which that action symbolized, and the sacrament of

baptism teaches us what will happen in our resurrection. For the sacrament of

new life ought not to have been completely abolished, because for us the resur

rection of the dead still remains in the future. And the same sacrament ought to

have been changed into something better when baptism replaced it. For there

has already taken place something that had never before taken place, so that in

the resurrection of Christ we might be shown an example of the eternal life to

come.

When you ask why a Christian does not observe the Sabbath rest, if Christ

came not to destroy but to fulfill the law, I reply that in fact a Christian does not

observe it precisely because Christ has fulfilled what that symbol foretold.

Indeed, we have our Sabbath in him who said, Come to me, all you who labor

and are burdened, and I will refresh you. Take myyoke upon you, and learnfrom

me, for I am meek and humble ofheart, and you shallfind restfor your souls.

(Mt 11:28-29)

10. When you ask why a Christian does not observe the distinction of foods

that the law commanded, if Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill the law, I

reply that in fact a Christian does not observe this precisely because Christ

fulfilled what those symbols foretold because he did not admit into his body,

which in his saints he predestined for eternal life, whatever in human conduct

those animals signified.

When you ask why a Christian does not immolate animals and offer sacri

fices of flesh and blood to God, ifChrist came not to destroy but to fulfill the law,

I reply that in fact a Christian ought no longer to offer these sacrifices precisely

because Christ fulfilled by the immolation of his flesh and blood what they fore

told by such symbols of realities to come.

When you ask why a Christian does not observe the feast of unleavened

bread, if Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill the law, I reply that in fact a

Christian ought not to observe this precisely because Christ fulfilled what that
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symbol foretold when he revealed the new life after having cleaned out the

leaven of the old life.

When you ask why a Christian does not celebrate the Pasch with the flesh of a

lamb, if Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill the law, I reply that in fact a

Christian ought no longer to celebrate the Pasch in that way precisely because

Christ, the spotless lamb, fulfilled by his Passion what that symbol foretold.

When you ask why a Christian does not celebrate the feasts of new moons

that the law commanded, if Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill the law, I

reply that in fact a Christian does not observe these feasts precisely because

Christ has already fulfilled what their celebration foretold. For the celebration of

the new moon foretold the new creature of which the apostle said, Ifthere is any

new creature in Christ, the old things have passed away; see, they have been

made new (2 Cor 5:17).

When you ask why a Christian does not observe the ablutions of anything

unclean that the law commanded, if Christ came not to destroy but to fulfill the

law, 1 reply that, instead, a Christian does not observe these because they were

symbols of things to come that Christ has fulfilled. For he came to bury us with

himself through baptism into death in order that, just as Christ has risen from the

dead, we might walk in newness of life.9

When you ask why the feast of tabernacles is not solemnly celebrated by

Christians, if Christ has fulfilled and not destroyed the law, 1 reply that those

who believe in Christ are the tabernacle of God, for he deigns to dwell in those

who are united and somehow built together in love. And for this reason Chris

tians do not observe that feast precisely because Christ has fulfilled in his

Church what that symbol promised by way of prophecy.

1 1 . And now, in accord with the task we have undertaken, we have dealt with

these points as briefly as we could in order not to pass them over in silence. But,

if they were examined individually and separately, they would have led to the

production of many large books showing that there is nothing else in them but

prophecies about Christ. In that way it turns out that all those things from scrip

ture which you think that Christians do not observe because Christ destroyed

them would instead be found to go unobserved by Christians because Christ

fulfilled them. The observance of such symbols, of course, announced that

Christ would come. Hence, why is it strange, why is it absurd, why is it not, on

the contrary, fitting and proper that after his coming all those things have ceased

that were done to announce his coming? They were symbols of realities, and

they were observed so that their very observance would be a prophecy that

Christ was to come. Hence, we should not think that Christ's coming did not

fulfill them because they were not observed once he came. For, if the coming of

Christ had not already fulfilled them, they would still be observed. But people

9. See Rom 6:4.
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could not be gathered together under the name of any religion, whether true or

false, if they were not bound together by some sharing of visible signs or sacra

ments. The power of those sacraments is great beyond description, and for this

reason it makes people guilty of sacrilege if they hold them in contempt. It is, of

course, impious to hold in contempt that without which piety cannot be made

perfect.

12. Nonetheless, because the visible signs of holiness can be present even in

the wicked, as we read that even Simon Magus had holy baptism,10 there arises

the sort of people of whom the apostle said, They have theform ofholiness but

reject its power (2 Tim 3:5). But the power of holiness is the end of the

commandment, that is, love from a pure heart and a good conscience and sincere

faith. 1 1 For this reason, when the apostle Peter was speaking of the sacrament of

the ark, in which the family of Noah was set free from the flood, he said. In that

way, too, baptism saves you by a similarform (1 Pt 3:21a). And so that they

would not suppose that the visible sacrament by which they have the form of

holiness was sufficient for them and reject its power by living immoral and

wicked lives, he immediately added. It does not consist in the removal ofdirt

from the body but in the response ofa good conscience ( 1 Pt 3:21b).

1 3. Hence, the first sacraments, which were observed and celebrated accord

ing to the law, predicted the coming ofChrist, and, when Christ fulfilled them by

his coming, they were abolished. And they were abolished because they were

fulfilled. For he came not to destroy the law but to fulfill it. And other sacra

ments were instituted that were greater in power, better in their benefits, easier in

their practice, and fewer in number, inasmuch as the righteousness of faith was

revealed and the children of God were called to freedom12 once the yoke of

slavery was removed, which was appropriate for a hardhearted people given to

the flesh.

14. The righteous of old, nonetheless, understood that those sacraments fore

told the revelation of the faith to come, and they themselves lived from that faith,

which was still veiled and hidden. And they understood that faith by the gift of

piety, for in this life no one can be righteous unless he lives from faith.13 If, then,

the righteous of old were ready to endure and often did endure all sorts of harsh

and horrible sufferings for those prophetic sacraments and symbols of events

that were not yet realized; if we praise Daniel and the three young men because

they refused to be defiled from the table of the king,14 which was contrary to the

sacrament of that time; if we extol the Maccabees with great admiration because

10. See Acts 8: 13.

11. See 1 Tm 1:5.

12. See Gal 5:1.13.

13. See Rom 1:17.

14. SeeDn 1:8.
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they refused to touch food that Christians are now permitted to eat15 because

then it was not then permitted in accord with the time of the prophets, how much

more ought a Christian to be readier now to endure all things for the baptism of

Christ, for the eucharist of Christ, and for the sign of Christ! For those former

sacraments were promises of things that were to be fulfilled, but these sacra

ments are proofs of their fulfillment! After all, what is still promised to the

Church, that is, to the body of Christ, is preached openly and has indeed already

been fulfilled in the head of the body, the savior, that is, in the mediator between

God and men, the man Jesus Christ.16 For what is promised but eternal life after

resurrection from the dead? This has already been fulfilled in that flesh, because

the Word became flesh and dwelled among us. 17 At that time, then, this faith was

hidden, for all the righteous and holy men and women of that time had the same

faith and the same hope, and all those sacraments and all the sacred rites were

promises. But now this faith has been revealed, in the hope of which the people

had been locked up when they were imprisoned under the law,18 and what is

promised to believers in the judgment has already been fulfilled as an example

by him who came not to destroy but to fulfill the law and the prophets.

1 5. Hence, students of the holy scriptures ask whether faith in the Christ who

was going to suffer and rise benefited the righteous of old, who either came to

know that faith through revelations or understood it from prophecies, as much as

faith in the Christ who has suffered and risen now benefits us. They also ask

whether the shedding of the blood of the Lamb of God, which has, as he himself

says, taken placeformanyfor theforgiveness ofsins (Mt 26:28), also either gave

or added some benefit or purification for the people who left this life, believing

that this would take place before it took place, and whether his death also

brought deliverance for the dead. But to clarify this question now by examining

it or to settle it by giving our approval to something that has already been discov

ered about it would take a long time and is not necessary for this work.

1 6. For the present it will suffice to demonstrate against the slanderous igno

rance of Faustus the great error with which those people rave who suppose that,

because the signs and sacraments have changed, the realities themselves are also

different which the prophetic religion foretold as promised and which the gospel

religion has announced as fulfilled, or who think that, since the realities are the

same, they ought not to have been announced as fulfilled by other sacraments

than those by which they were foretold when they were still to be fulfilled. For, if

the sounds of the words by which we speak are changed in accord with the time,

and if the same event is spoken of in one way when it will take place and in

15. See2Mc7.

16. See 1 Tm2:5.

17. SeeJn 1:14.

18. See Gal 3:23.



Book Nineteen 7.A1

another way when it has taken place, as these two expressions which I uttered

— "will take place" and "has taken place" — are sounded neither over equal

lengths of time nor with the same letters or syllables or an equal number ofthem,

why is it surprising if the suffering and resurrection of Christ was promised as

coming by one set of signs for those mysteries and is now announced to have

taken place by another set? For the very words "as coming"and "have taken

place," "will suffer" and "has suffered," "will rise" and "has risen" could not

have lasted the same length of time nor have sounded in the same way. After all,

what else are certain bodily sacraments but certain visible words — sacred, of

course, but still changeable and temporal. For God is eternal, and yet the water

and all that bodily action which is carried out when we baptize, and which takes

place and passes, is not eternal. There again, unless those quickly sounded and

passing syllables are spoken when we say "God," there is no consecration.19 All

these take place and pass away; they sound and pass away. Yet the power that

works through them remains constant, and the spiritual gift that is signified by

them is eternal.

A person, therefore, who says, "If Christ had not destroyed the law and the

prophets, those sacraments of the law and the prophets would remain in the

assemblies and celebrations ofChristians," can say, "If Christ had not destroyed

the law and the prophets, he would still be promised as about to be born, as about

to suffer, and as about to rise." And yet, rather, he did not destroy them but

fulfilled them, because it is no longer promised that he will be born, will suffer,

and will rise, which those sacraments once proclaimed. Instead it is declared that

he has been born, has suffered, and has risen, which these sacraments that Chris

tians perform now proclaim. He who came not to destroy but to fulfill the law

and the prophets, then, abolished by that fulfillment the things which promised

the fulfillment of what has now clearly been fulfilled, just as if he took away

these words, "will be born, will suffer, and will die," which were rightly uttered

when these events were still in the future, and began to say, "was born, suffered,

and rose," which are rightly uttered now that those other words have been

fulfilled and, for this reason, taken away.

17. Like these words, then, so those sacraments of the former people had to

have been taken away and changed because they were fulfilled by him who

came not to destroy but to fulfill the law and the prophets. For, until the first

Christians who came to the faith from the Jews were gradually persuaded to act

contrary to their longstanding custom and were brought to a full understanding,

the apostles allowed them to keep the rites and traditions of their fathers because

they were born and raised in that way, and they taught those who needed it that

they should accommodate themselves to their slowness and conduct. For this

reason the apostle even circumcised Timothy, who was born of a Jewish mother

19. The Latin word for God, namely, Deus, has two syllables.
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and a Greek father, on account ofcircumcised people to whom he had come with

Timothy,20 and among them he himself kept up such a way of life not out of a

deceitful pretense but out of a wise plan. For these rites and traditions were not

harmful to people born and raised in that way, although they were no longer

necessary in order to signify what was to come. Indeed, it was more harmful to

forbid them as harmful among those people, up to whose time they had to last.

For Christ, who came to fulfill all those prophecies, had found them raised in

those sacraments. But, from then on, those who were bound by no such require

ment but came as it were from the opposite wall, that is, from those without

circumcision, to that cornerstone, which is Christ,21 were forced into no such

rites. If, however, they freely chose to confer this sign of conformity on those

like Timothy who had come from the circumcision and were still dedicated to

such sacraments, they were not forbidden. But if they thought that their hope and

salvation rested upon such works of the law, they would have been held back

from this as iffrom certain destruction. For this reason there are the words ofthe

apostle, See, I, Paul, say to you that, ifyou let yourselves be circumcised, Christ

will be ofno value toyou at all (Gal 5:2), that is, if they are circumcised, as they

wanted to be, because certain wicked people persuaded them that they could not

be saved without these works of the law. For, when the gentiles came to faith in

Christ, especially through the preaching of the apostle Paul, as they ought to

have come, they were not burdened by any such observances. For adults feared

such unheard-of practices, especially circumcision, and those who were not

born so as to be initiated into such sacraments would have been deterred from

the faith if they were made converts according to the earlier rite, as if those

mysteries still promised that Christ was coming. Since, therefore, they came to

the faith in that way, as it was now necessary that the gentiles come, those who

came from the circumcision did not understand why those practices were

permitted for them and why they were not to be imposed upon the gentiles. And

they began to disturb the Church with certain fleshly rebellions because the

gentiles whojoined the people ofGod did not solemnly become converts by the

circumcision of the flesh and other such observances of the law. And among

these there were some people who strongly insisted on this way of acting

because they feared the Jews among whom they lived. Against them the apostle

Paul wrote extensively. For he corrected with a fraternal rebuke even Peter, who

was drawn into their pretense. But, after the apostles gathered together and

decreed in their council that the gentiles should not be forced into such works of

the law, certain Christians from the circumcision were displeased. For they were

unable to distinguish mentally that such observances were not forbidden only

for those whom the faith, which was revealed, had found already introduced to

20. See Acts 16:1-3.

21. See Eph 2:14.20.
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these observances. In that way the prophetic function of those practices would

come to an end in those people who had already been bound by them before the

fulfillment of the prophecy. Otherwise, if those practices were taken away from

them, they would seem to have met with disapproval rather than ended. But if

they were imposed upon the gentiles, people would suppose either that they

were not instituted as promises ofChrist or that they were still promising Christ.

And so, before Christ came to fulfill the law and the prophets, the first people

of God was commanded to observe all those practices that promised him. They

were a free people in those who understood to what these observances referred,

but they were an enslaved people in those who did not understand this. The later

people, then, who came to the faith which preached that Christ had already

come, suffered, and rose, was neither forced nor forbidden to observe these

observances in the case of the persons whom that faith had found already initi

ated into such sacraments. But in those who came to believe, free from such

observances and bound by no necessity stemming from their race or from

custom or accommodation, these observances were also forbidden, so that

through those people it might begin to be seen that all those things were insti

tuted in order to promise Christ, and that it was now necessary for them to cease,

inasmuch as by his coming he had fulfilled those promises. Since, then, this

measure and governance of the Holy Spirit working through the apostles was

displeasing to certain believers from the circumcision who did not understand

this, they continued in their obstinacy to the point that they forced the gentiles to

live like Jews. These are the people whom Faustus mentioned under the name of

the Symmachians or Nazareans, who, although quite small in number, nonethe

less still exist even to our own day.

1 8. Why, then, do these Manicheans speak slanderously against the law and the

prophets, claiming that Christ came to destroy rather than to fulfill them, because

Christians do not observe what was commanded in them? For they do not observe

only those things by which Christ was promised. And they do not observe them

any more because Christ has already fulfilled the same promises, and they are not

still being promised because they have been realized. And the signs promising

them ought to have come to an end in those people whom the faith of Christ, who

fulfilled them, had found already initiated into such practices. For do not Chris

tians observe what is written in that scripture, Hear, O Israel, the Lordyour God is

one God (Dt 6:4), and, You shall not make an idolfor yourself(L\ 26: 1 ), and the

other commandments of this sort? Do not Christians observe what is said there,

You shall not take the name ofthe Lordyour God in vain (Ex 20:7)? Do not Chris

tians observe the Sabbath, which pertains to understanding our true rest? Do not

Christians show honor to their parents, which is commanded in the law?22 Do not

Christians refrain from fornication, from murder, from theft, from false testimony,

22. See Ex 20: 12.



250 Answer to Faustus, a Manichean

from coveting their neighbor's wife or from coveting their neighbor's property?

And all these things are written in that law.23 These commandments are concerned

with conduct; those sacraments contain promises. The former are fulfilled by the

help of grace, the latter by the coming of the truth, both by Christ, who always

gives that grace but now also reveals it, and who then promised this truth and now

makes it known. For the law was given through Moses but became grace and truth

through Jesus Christ (Jn 1 : 1 7). Finally, when these commandments are preserved

in the conscience of someone who lives rightly, they are fulfilled by the faith that

works through love.24 But those sacraments that were found with a meaning that

was filled with promises passed away when the promises were fulfilled. In that

way they were not destroyed but fulfilled, because Christ showed that they were

neither invalid nor deceptive when he made known what their significance prom

ised.

19. The Lord Jesus, then, did not, as Faustus supposes, fulfill certain

commandments that were already stated by the righteous of old before the law of

Moses, such as You shall not kill (Ex 20:13). Nor he did not render that

commandment invalid by its opposite but rather strengthened it when he called

people back from anger and abuse. But he did destroy certain commandments

that were seen to be proper to the law of the Hebrews, such as An eyeforan eye, a

toothfor a tooth (Ex 2 1 :24). He seems to have abolished this rather than to have

reaffirmed it when he said, But I say to you, Do not resist an evil person, but if

anyone strikes you on your right cheek, offer him your other as well (Mt 5:39),

and so on. For we say that even these commandments, which they suppose

Christ destroyed as if by giving contrary commandments, were then correctly

instituted for that time and have now not been destroyed but fulfilled by Christ.

20. Hence, I ask them first of all whether those righteous men of old, Enoch

and Seth — for Faustus mentions these in particular— and any others that there

might have been not only before Moses but even before Abraham, were angry at

their brother without reason or said to their brother, "You fool !" For, if they did

not say that, why did they not also teach such things? But if they taught such

things, I ask how Christ fulfilled their righteousness and teaching when he

added, But I say to you, If anyone is angry at his brother or if anyone says,

Racha, or ifanyone says, You fool, he will be liable tojudgment or to the council

or to thefire ofgehenna (Mt 5:22), since those righteous men of old lived in the

same way and taught that people should live in the same way. Or did those righ

teous men not know that they should restrain their anger and that they should not

harm their brother with insolent insults? Or did they know this but could not

hold themselves back from these actions? They were liable, then, to gehenna.

How, then, were they righteous? For you are certainly not going to dare to say

23. See Ex 20:13-17.

24. See Gal 5:6.
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that their righteousness was ignorant of things pertaining to their duty or was so

uncontrolled as to make them liable to gehenna. Why, then, would Christ fulfill

that law, according to which the righteous of old were living, by adding these

provisions, since neither could their righteousness exist without them? Or are

you going to say that quickness to anger and a vicious tongue began to be sinful

from the time when Christ came, but that earlier it was not wrong to commit

these acts in one's heart or on one's lips, just as, in the case of certain practices

that were instituted in accord with the character of the times, we now find some

thing not permitted that was permitted before or something not permitted before

but now permitted. You are not so foolish as to say this. But even ifyou say it, we

shall answer you that, in accord with this interpretation, Christ did not come to

fulfill what was lacking in the old law but to establish a law that did not exist, if,

although among the righteous of old it was not wrong to say to a brother, "You

fool," Christ wanted it now to be wrong so that, if anyone said this, he would be

liable to gehenna. Hence, you have not yet found the law that once lacked these

provisions and that Christ fulfilled by having now added them.

21. Or was the law against committing adultery incomplete among those

righteous men ofold until the Lord fulfilled it by adding that one should not even

look at a woman in lust? For you quoted this statement in that sense: You have

heard that it was said, You shall not commit adultery, but I say to you. You shall

not even desire this. You said, "That is fulfillment." Explain clearly the words of

the gospel; do not water down with your words what was said, and see what you

hold concerning those righteous men of long ago. The Lord said, You have

heard that it was said, You shall not commit adultery, but I say to you, Ifanyone

looks at a woman to desire her, he has already committed adultery with her in

his heart (Mt 5:27-28). But did those righteous men, Seth or Enoch or any others

who were like them, commit adultery in their hearts, or was their heart not a

temple of God, or did they commit adultery in the temple of God? If you do not

dare to say this, how did Christ come now and, on this point, fulfill their law,

which was already at that time complete among them?

22. But with regard to not swearing, since you said that on this point too

Christ fulfilled the law of those men,25 1 cannot state that the righteous of old did

not swear. For we find that even the apostle Paul swore.26 But frequent swearing

is not absent from your lips, since you swear by the light, which both you and

flies love. For you do not know how to think in any way of that light of minds,

which is completely removed from these eyes and which enlightens everyone

coming into this world.27 And you swear by your master, Mani, who was called

Manes in his native language. But in order to avoid the word for madness among

25. See Ex 20: 14: Mt 5:33-37.

26. See Rom 1:9; Phil 1:8; 2 Cor 1:23.

27. SeeJn 1:9.
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the Greeks, by declining and lengthening the name, you added "one who pours

out," where you are in more difficulty.28 For a certain follower of yours

explained to me that that was why he was called Manicheus, namely, so that in

the Greek language he might seem to pour out manna, as it were. For in Greek

Xei means "pours." Here I do not know what you accomplished except that you

dreamed up for yourself a more explicit madness. For in the earlier part of the

word you did not add a letter, so that we would recognize "manna," but

you added two syllables to the later part, calling him not "Mannicheus" but

"Manicheus." Hence, we hear nothing else from your words, which are so long

and empty, but "one who pours out madness."

You also swear very often by the Paraclete— not, ofcourse, by that Paraclete

whom Christ promised and sent to his disciples29 but by that man who pours out

madness, as his name is translated into Latin. Since, then, you never cease to

swear, I would like to know how you understand this part of the law as well. For

you want it to be understood as very ancient, since the Lord fulfilled it for you.

And I would like to know this especially on account of the oaths of the apostle.

After all, what authority do you have, even for your own people, not to mention

for me or for any person? Hence, I think that it is now clear how Christ' s words, /

have come not to destroy but to fulfill the law, must be understood in another

sense, that is, not in terms of these additions, which have to do either with

explaining the old passages that were quoted or with changing them but not with

fulfilling them.

23. For, because they understood murder only as the destruction of the

human body, by which it is deprived of life, the Lord revealed that every

wrongful act aimed at harming a brother is considered in a class with murder.

And for this reason John says. Anyone who hates his brother is a murderer ( 1 Jn

3:15). And because they thought that only illicit bodily intercourse with a

woman was called adultery, the master showed them that even desire of this sort

was nothing else. Likewise, to commit perjury is a grave sin, while not to swear,

like swearing truthfully, is no sin. But since a person who is accustomed not to

swear at all is further removed from swearing falsely than one who is quick to

swear to the truth, the Lord wanted us to stick with the truth by not swearing at all

rather than to come close to perjury by swearing truthfully. And so even the

apostle never swore in the conversations that he is reported to have had, lest a

habit of swearing lead him, even unwittingly, to fall on occasion into perjury.

But in his writings, where there is time for greater and more deliberate consider

ation, he is found to have sworn in several places, so that one should not think

that he sins even by swearing truthfully but should rather understand that frail

28. That is, manis was the Greek word for insanity or madness. Augustine claims that, by adding

chaeus, the Manicheans added the Greek for "one who pours out," thus changing Mani's

name to "one who pours out madness."

29. SeeJn 14:16.26; 16:7; Acts 2:2-4.
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human hearts are better kept safe from perjury by not swearing at all. Once we

have seen these points, we find that not even the commandments that Faustus

wants to belong to Moses, as proper to him, were destroyed as Faustus thought

they were.

24. For here too I ask the Manicheans why they want what was said to the

people of old, You shall love your neighbor, and you shall hate your enemy

(Lv 1 9: 1 8), to be proper to the law of Moses. Did not the apostle say that certain

persons were hateful to God (Rom 1 :30)? And in this teaching the Lord is in fact

urging us to imitate God. He says, So that you may be children ofyour Father,

who is in heaven, who makes his sun rise upon the good and the bad and causes

the rain to fall on the just and the unjust (Mt 5:45). We need to ask, therefore,

how we are to understand that we should consider our enemies hateful by the

example of God, to whom Paul said certain human beings are hateful, and, on

the other hand, how we are to understand that we should love our enemies by the

example of God, who makes his sun rise upon the good and the bad and causes

the rain to fall on the just and the unjust. In that way it will be clear that, for those

who incorrectly understood the words, You shall hate your enemy, the Lord

wanted to introduce something that they did not know at all, namely, that they

should love their enemies. But it would take a long time to discuss how each of

these commandments is to be observed. At present, however, for these Mani

cheans, who are displeased in general if anyone hates his enemy, we have a

question that makes their head ache. We ask them whether their God loves the

nation of darkness or, if enemies are now to be loved because they have a part of

the good, why we ought not to hate them because they have a part of the evil.

That rule, of course, resolves this problem, and we are shown that there is no

contradiction because it was said in the old scripture, You shall hate your enemy,

and in the gospel, Love your enemies (Mt 5:44). For every sinner should be hated

insofar as he is a sinner but should be loved insofar as he is a human being. In that

way we blame what we correctly hate in him, namely, the sin, so that what we

correctly love in him, that is, human nature itself, may be set free once the sin has

been corrected. This, I repeat, is the rule by which we both hate an enemy,

because of that which is evil in him, that is, his sinfulness, and love an enemy,

because of that which is good in him, that is, the social and rational creature. Yet

we do not find our enemy to be evil either by his own or by an alien nature but by

his own will. But Manicheans think that a human being is evil because of the

nature of the nation of darkness, which, according to them, the whole of God

feared before he was conquered in a part, and in that part he was conquered by it

in such a way that the whole of him would not be set free.

And so, having heard but not having understood the words said to the people

of old, You shall hate your enemy, human beings were moved to hatred for

human beings, though they ought to have hated only the sin. The Lord corrects

them when he says, Love your enemies. In that way he who had said, / have come
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not to destroy but tofulfill the law, did not, therefore, destroy what was written in

the law concerning hatred for one's enemy. By teaching that we should love our

enemies, he in fact forced us to understand how we could hate on account of the

sin and love on account of the nature one and the same person. But this is too

much to understand for their misguided minds. We should only urge them to

defend their God according to the wicked reasoning or, rather, the madness of

their slander. After all, they cannot say that he is a lover of the nation of dark

ness, and for this reason they do not have his example ofhow each person should

love his neighbor, as they exhort us to do. For they could attribute love for one's

enemy to the nation of darkness rather than to their God. As they say in their

madness, that nation of darkness desired the light that was near to and touching

it, wanted to enjoy it, and planned to invade it in order to enjoy it. And it is not a

sin when the true good and the source of our happiness is sought. Hence, the

Lord too says, The kingdom of heaven is suffering violence, and those who do

violence are seizing it (Mt 11:12). See, according to their folly, the nation of

darkness wanted to do violence to and seize the good that it loved because it was

delighted by its brightness and beauty. And God did not love it in return. Rather,

filled with hatred for that nation, which wanted to enjoy him, God tried to

destroy it completely. If the evil, then, love the good in order to enjoy it, but the

good hate the evil lest they be defiled, tell me, you Manicheans, which of them

fulfills the words of the Lord, Love your enemies. See, if you want these indi

vidual commandments to be opposed to each other, your God did what was

written in the law of Moses, You shall hate your enemy, and the nation of dark

ness did what is written in the gospel, Love your enemies. And yet with your

fictions you will never resolve the question about flies, which love the light, and

cockroaches, which flee from it. For you claim that both ofthem are offspring of

the nation of darkness. Why, then, do flies love the light that is alien to them,

whereas cockroaches turn away from it and take delight instead in their own

origin? Or are flies born more cleanly in foul toilets than cockroaches are in their

hidden nests?

25. But how are those words that were said to the people of old, An eyefor an

eye, a toothfor a tooth, contradicted by the words of the Lord, But I say to you,

Do not resist an evil person, but ifanyone strikes you on your right cheek, offer

him the other as well, and so on? For that ancient commandment was given in

that way so as to hold in check the flames of hatred and to rein in the unbridled

hearts of raging people. Who, after all, is easily satisfied with merely exacting

revenge equal to the injury that he received? Do we not see people who have

been slightly injured attempt murder, thirst for blood, and scarcely find satisfac

tion in the sufferings of their enemy? Who, when struck with a fist, does not

appeal to the courts to condemn the person who struck him, or who, if he wants

to strike back himself, does not pummel the whole person with his fists and

heels, if not with some weapon that he has taken up as well? In order to set a just
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limit to this uncontrolled and therefore unjust vengeance, the law established the

penalty of equal retaliation, that is, that each person should suffer the same sort

of punishment as the injury he inflicted. Hence, an eyefor an eye, a toothfor a

tooth was not intended to arouse fury but to set a limit to it; it was not imposed to

kindle a dormant fire but to set bounds beyond which an already blazing fire

should not go. After all, there is a certain just vengeance, and it is justly owed to

the person who has suffered injury. Hence, when we forgive, we of course give

up something that is due to us. For this reason sins are also called debts, and we,

as human beings, are taught in the Lord's Prayer to forgive them so that our own

may be forgiven by God.30 But even if it is gracious to forgive the payment of a

debt, it is still not wrong to demand its payment. With swearing, even a person

who swears truthfully comes close to perjury, but someone who does not swear

at all is far removed from this, though a person who swears truthfully does not

commit a sin. Yet one who does not swear at all is still further removed from sin,

and for this reason the warning against swearing is a guard against the sin of

perjury. In the same way a person who wants unjust vengeance and goes to an

excess commits a sin, while a person who wantsjust vengeance and observes the

limit does not sin. But a person who does not want vengeance at all is further

removed from the sin of unjust vengeance. For he sins who demands more than

he is owed, whereas he does not sin who demands what he is owed. But one who

does not demand at all what he is owed is more safely removed from the sin of

unjustly exacting payment. This is especially true if he does this so that he may

not himself be forced to pay his debt by him who owes no debt.

I myself, therefore, could state these ideas in this way: "It was said to the people

of old, You shall not take vengeance unjustly. But I say, Do not take vengeance at

all. That is fulfillment." This is what Faustus said with regarding to swearing: "It

was said to thepeople ofold, You shall not commitperjury, butlsaytoyou, Donot

swear at all. That is equally fulfillment."31 1 too, therefore, could have spoken in

this way if I thought that by these additional words Christ added what was lacking

to the law and did not instead think that, if no one avenged himself at all, what the

law wanted to accomplish would be more safely preserved, namely, that no one

would sin by avenging himself unjustly. In the same way, what the law wanted to

accomplish, namely, that no one would sin by committing perjury, would be more

easily preserved if one did not swear. After all, if An eyefor an eye and Ifanyone

strikes you on one cheek, offer him the otheras well are opposed to each other, why

are Fulfill your oath to the Lord and Do not swear at all not opposed to each other?

And yet Faustus thinks that the first case was not destruction but fulfillment, just as

he ought to think in this case as well. For if "Swear truthfully" is fulfilled by saying

"Do not swear at all," why is 'Take vengeance justly" not fulfilled by saying "Do

30. See Mt 6: 1 2.

3 1 . See above 3.
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not take vengeance at all"? In that way I think that both of them preserve us from

the sin either of swearing falsely or of taking vengeance unjustly, although this

command about completely foregoing vengeance also helps us to merit that our

debts will be forgiven when we forgive the debts owed to us. But a limit had first to

be imposed on a hardhearted people so that they might see how not to go beyond

the debt that was owed them. Thus, after anger, which carries one off to excessive

vengeance, is quieted, one who is willing might calmly consider his own debt,

which he would like the Lord to forgive him, so that this consideration might lead

him to forgive the debt that his fellow servant owes him.

26. For, although it was said to the men of old, Whoever dismisses his wife

should give her a certificate of divorce (Dt 24:1), if we carefully examine the

commandment that the Lord gave about not divorcing one's wife, we shall see that

they are not contrary to one another. For the Lord explained what the law intended

when it ordered a man dismissing his wife for some reason to give her a certificate

of divorce. After all, the law did not say, "Let whoever wants to dismiss his wife

dismiss her," to which "Do not dismiss her" would be opposed. Rather, the law

certainly did not want a man to dismiss his wife, since it imposed this delay in order

that a mind that was bent on divorce might be held back by the writing of the

certificate and might stop and consider what an evil it was to dismiss one's wife—

especially because, as they say, among the Hebrews only the scribes were

permitted to write the Hebrew characters, since they professed a more excellent

wisdom. And, if any of them were endowed with justice and piety, they not only

professed such wisdom but pursued it. The law, then, wanted to send a man whom

it commanded to give a certificate of divorce if he dismissed his wife to those men

who were supposed to be wise interpreters of the law and just counselors against

divorce. For a certificate of divorce could have been written for him only by those

men who would take this opportunity to guide with good advice the man who

came to them out of some kind of necessity and who would, by acting as peace

makers, urge love and harmony between him and his wife. But if there were such a

great hatred between them that it could not be extinguished or corrected, then a

certificate of divorce would of course be written. For he would not unreasonably

dismiss a woman whom he hated so much that no persuasion on the part ofthe wise

men could call him back to the love due to his spouse. For, if a wife is not loved, she

should be dismissed. Because, then, she should not be dismissed, she should be

loved. Love can be fostered by advice and persuasion, but it cannot be imposed by

force on someone who is unwilling. A scribe who was wise andjust, which is what

he should have been in that profession, ought to have done this. And the law

commanded that a certificate should be written for the disaffected husband so that

he would come to such a scribe. A good and prudent man would not write it unless

his counsel of harmony had no effect on a mind that was overly estranged and

perverse.
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Yet I ask you why, on the basis of the sacrilegious folly of your error, it

displeases you to dismiss a wife, since you think that you should have a wife not

for the fidelity of matrimony but for the sin of passion. Matrimony was, of

course, so named because a woman ought to marry only to become a mother,'2

and this is something hateful in your eyes. For you suppose that in that way a part

ofyour God, which has been conquered and subdued in the battle with the nation

of darkness, is also bound in the chains of the flesh.

27. But let me explain instead the issue at hand. If, when Christ added But I

say to you to certain words that he quoted from the old books, he did not fulfill

the law of the first men by these added words and did not destroy the law which

was given through Moses by imposing seemingly contrary commandments, but

rather praised everything quoted from the law of the Hebrews in such a way that

whatever he said in addition in his own person pertained either to a needed

explanation (if that law had stated something obscurely) or to more safely

preserving what that law intended, you see how his words— that he came not to

destroy but to fulfill the law — must be interpreted in another sense. That is, he

did not say them in the sense that the incomplete law was made whole by those

words but in the sense that what could not be fulfilled by the letter's command,

because of the presumption of proud persons, would be fulfilled by the inspira

tion of grace, because of the confession of humble persons, by performing

actions, not by adding words. Faith, after all, as the apostle says, works through

love (Gal 5:6). For this reason he likewise says, For he who loves his neighbor

hasfulfilled the law (Rom 13:8). Because, when he came, Christ bestowed this

love — the love that alone could fulfill the righteousness of the law — publicly

through the Holy Spirit whom he had promised, he said, / have come not to

destroy the law but tofulfill it. This is the New Testament, which promises to this

love the inheritance of the kingdom of heaven. In the symbols of the Old Testa

ment this was concealed in accord with the difference of the times. For this

reason Christ likewise says, / give you a new commandment, that you should

love one another (Jn 13:34).

28. And so everything or almost everything that he taught or commanded

when he added But I say to you is also found in those old books. In them it was

said against anger, My eye was disturbed because ofanger (Ps 6:8), and, A man

who conquers his anger is better than one who captures a city (Prv 16:32 LXX).

In them it was said against a harsh word, A blowfrom a whip causes a bruise, but

a blowfrom a tongue breaks bones (Sir 28:2 1 ). In them it was said against adul

tery in the heart, Do not desire your neighbor 's wife (Ex 20: 1 7). For it does not

say, "Do not commit adultery," but, Do not desire. And the apostle recalls this

point from the law when he says, / would not have known desire ifthe law did not

32. The Latin words mairimonium and mater are clearly related.
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say, Do not desire (Rom 7:7). With regard to patience without resisting, a man is

praised in those books who offers his cheek to someone who strikes him and is

covered with insults.33 In them it is said concerning loving one's enemy, Ifyour

enemy is hungry, feed him; ifhe is thirsty, give him a drink (Prv 25:21). From

those books, after all, the apostle quoted this34 as well as those words in the

psalm, With those who hated peace I was a peacemaker (Ps 120:7), and many

others.

But as for our imitating God by refraining from vengeance and by loving

even the wicked, you have in those books a lengthy passage concerning God

himself who did this. For it is written in them: For to you alone much power

always belongs, and who will stand up against the might ofyour arm? For in

your eyes the whole world is like the weight on a scale and like a drop ofmorning

dew that descends upon the earth. Butyou are merciful to all because you can do

all things andfeign ignorance of the sins of men because of their repentance.

Foryou love everything that exists, andyou hate none ofthe things thatyou have

made, for you have not established anything out of hatred. How, then, could

anything continue to be unless you willed it, or how could something that was

not called by you be preserved? But you spare all things because they are yours,

O Lord, who love souls. For your good Spirit is present in all things. On this

account you rebuke those who have erred in certain respects, and, admonishing

themfor their sins, you appeal to them to abandon their wickedness and believe

in you, O Lord. (Wis 11:22-12:2)

Christ urges us to imitate this loving patience of God, who makes his sun rise

upon the good and the evil and causes the rain tofall on the just and the unjust

(Mt 5:45), so that we may neglect to avenge our injuries and do good to those

who hate us, so that we may be perfect as our heavenly Father is perfect. But the

old books also teach that it benefits us for the forgiveness of our sins that we

forgive the debts of punishment which others owe us and that we must beware

that, if we do not do this, the debt of our sin will also not be forgiven when we

pray for this. It was stated there in this way: A man who wants to exact vengeance

will meet with vengeancefrom the Lord, and the Lord will surely notforgive his

sins. Forgive your neighbor when he harms you, and then your sins will be taken

away when you ask. Does a man maintain his angerfor anotherman and askfor

healingfrom the Lord? Does he not show mercy to another man like himselfand

plead with the Lordfor his own sins? Though he himselfisflesh, does he main

tain his anger and seekforgivenessfrom the Lord? And who will intercedefor

the sins ofthat man ? (Sir 28: 1 -5)

33. See Lm 3:30.

34. See Rom 12:20.



Book Nineteen 259

29. But now, with regard to not dismissing one's wife, what else or what

more fitting should I quote from those books than the passage by which the Lord

himself answered the Jews when they questioned him on this point? For, when

they asked whether it was permitted to dismiss one's wife for any reason what

soever, he said to them, Have you not read that he who made them made them

male andfemalefrom the beginning and said, For this reason a man shall leave

hisfather and his motherand cling to his wife, and they shall be two in oneflesh.

And so they are no longer two but oneflesh. What God hasjoined, therefore, let

no man separate. (Mt 19:4-6) See how the Jews, who think that they are acting

in accord with the intent of the law when they dismiss their wives, are shown

from the books of Moses that a man should not dismiss his wife. And at the same

time we recognize here from the testimony of Christ himself that God made and

joined together male and female. When they deny this, the Manicheans meet

with condemnation because they are no longer resisting the book of Moses but

the gospel ofChrist. If, however, what they think and preach is true, namely, that

the devil made and joined together male and female, with what diabolical

cleverness does Faustus criticize Moses for destroying marriages by a certificate

of divorce and praise Christ for strengthening that bond of marriage by a

commandment of the gospel! He should certainly, according to his stupid and

sacrilegious ideas, instead have praised Moses for separating what the devil

made and joined together, and he should have blamed Christ for strengthening

the work and bond of the devil ! For how does the good teacher now explain why

Moses himself later permitted a man to dismiss his wife, though from the book

of Moses Christ defended marital chastity on the basis of the first union of male

and female, which was so holy and which should be violated by no separation?

For, when the Jews answered, Why, then, did Moses command that a man give

her a certificate ofdivorce and dismiss her? (Mt 19:7) he said to them, Moses

permitted you to dismiss your wives on account of the hardness ofyour heart

(Mt 19:8). This is what we explained a little before. For what a great hardness of

heart it was that could be neither softened nor bent— by the process of obtaining

a certificate of divorce — to recover or to revive love for one's wife, when just

and prudent men were given a chance to dissuade the husband! In that way the

Lord clarified by the same testimony of the law what the law commanded good

men and what it permitted hardhearted ones. For, on the basis of the same scrip

ture, after he mentioned the union of male and female, he warned that a man

should not dismiss his wife, explained the divine authority behind the same

union, and showed that a certificate of divorce was to be given on account of the

hardness of their heart, which needed to be tamed or was untamable.

30. All those excellent commandments of the Lord, which Faustus wanted to

show were contrary to the old books of the Hebrews, are also found in those
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same books. Hence, why did the Lord come not to destroy but to fulfill them? It

was in order that, with the exception of the figures containing the promises that

were fulfilled and taken away when the reality promised came about, those

commandments, which make the law holy, just, and good,35 may be fulfilled in

us. They are fulfilled not through the oldness ofthe law, which gives commands

and increases the sin of the proud because of the guilt of transgression, but

through the newness of the Spirit, who gives help and sets free the confession of

the humble by the grace of salvation. For, just as all those lofty commandments

are not lacking to those old books, so the goal toward which they are directed is

truly hidden in them, although the saints who saw its future revelation lived

according to that goal, and in accord with the character ofthose times they either

concealed it in prophecies or wisely understood what was concealed in those

prophecies.

31 . Finally — and this is something that I would not say inconsiderately — I

do not know whether anyone has found in those books the expression "the

kingdom of heaven" which the Lord mentions so often. It is certainly said there,

Love wisdom so thatyou may reign eternally (Wis 6:22). And if eternal life itself

were not clearly proclaimed in them, the Lord would not say even to the wicked

Jews, Search the scriptures in which you suppose that you have eternal life; they

bear witness about me (Jn 5:39). For with what, if not with this, do these words

written in them have to do? It says, I shall not die, but Ishall live and recount the

works of the Lord (Ps 1 18:17), and. Enlighten my eyes so that I may neverfall

into the sleep ofdeath (Ps 1 2:4), and, The souls ofthejust are in the hand ofGod,

and no torment shall touch them (Wis 3:1). And a little later it says, And ifin the

eyes ofmen they suffered torments, their hope isfull ofimmortality, and, having

been troubled in a few things, they are well off in many (Wis 3:4-5), and in

another place, But the righteous shall liveforever, and their reward is with the

Lord, and their thoughts are with the Most High. Hence, they shall receive a

kingdom of honor and a crown of beauty from the hand of the Lord (Wis

5:16-17). These and many other testimonies to eternal life, whether perfectly

clear or obscure, are found in those books.

Nor were the prophets silent even about the resurrection of bodies. For that

reason the Pharisees fought bitterly against the Sadducees who did not believe in

it.36 This is clearly seen not only in the canonical Acts of the Apostles, which the

Manicheans do not accept, lest they be refuted concerning the coming of the true

Paraclete whom the Lord promised, but also in the gospel, where the Sadducees

posed for him the question about the woman who married seven brothers, one

35. See Rom 7:12.

36. See Acts 23:6-8.
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after another.37 Since, when one brother died, another took his place as her

husband, they asked whose husband she would be at their resurrection.

Hence, that scripture abounds with testimonies to eternal life and to the resur

rection of the dead, but I do not find this expression, that is, "the kingdom of

heaven," in any passage from that scripture. For this properly pertains to the

revelation of the New Testament, because the bodies that had been earthly will

become spiritual and therefore heavenly in the resurrection by the transforma

tion which Paul quite clearly mentions,38 and in those bodies we shall possess

the kingdom of heaven. The mention of its name was reserved for the lips of him

whose coming as king to rule and as priest to sanctify those who believed in him

was being announced by the whole apparatus of the Old Testament with its

genealogies, actions, words, sacrifices, observances, festivals, and all the

prophecies in words, events, and symbols. He who was full of grace and the

truth39 came not to destroy but to fulfill the law, for he helps us to carry out the

commandments by his grace and fulfills the promises by his truth.

37. See Mt 22:23-33.

38. See 1 Cor 15:42-49.

39. SeeJn 1:17.
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1. Faustus said: Why do you worship the sun unless you are pagans and a

schism of the gentiles, not a sect?1

Hence, it would not be irrelevant to investigate this as well, so that we may be

able to see more clearly which of us deserves to be called by this name. And if

indeed I now state my faith for you in simplicity, as among friends, I may

perhaps be thought to make it up for the sake of excusing myself or — may it

never be the case ! — to be embarrassed over the worship ofthe divine lights. But

take it as you wish. I shall still not regret having stated it, at least for the sake of

those who will in this way know that our religion has nothing in common with

the gentiles.

2. We worship, then, the divinity ofGod the almighty Father and ofChrist his

Son and of the Holy Spirit, one and the same God under their three names. But

we believe that the Father himself inhabits the highest and principal light, which

Paul elsewhere calls inaccessible,2 but that the Son resides in this and3 the

second and visible light. Since the Son is himself twofold, as the apostle knows,

since he calls Christ the power of God and the wisdom of God,4 we believe that

his power dwells in the sun but his wisdom in the moon. And we confess that all

this surrounding air is the abode of the Holy Spirit, who is the third majesty, and

from his powers and spiritual outpouring the earth also conceives and gives birth

to the suffering Jesus, who is the life and salvation of human beings, hanging

from every tree. For this reason we have the same religious attitude regarding all

things as you have regarding the bread and the cup, although you bitterly hate

the authors of these doctrines. This is our faith. If at another time you think that

you should ask about it, you will receive an answer. But for the present it is no

less solid an argument that, when either you or anyone else is asked where he

believes God dwells, you will not hesitate to answer: In the light. And for this

reason the testimony of almost everyone supports this worship of mine.

3. But now, as to your having called us a schism of the gentiles, not a sect:

unless I am mistaken, a schism is a group that holds the same opinions and

worships with the same ritual as others but wants only a division of the congre

gation. But a sect is a group that holds opinions far different from others and

has established for itself a worship of the deity with a far different ritual. If this is

1. See below 3. where Faustus distinguishes between a schism and a sect.

2. See Urn 6:16.

3. I have conjectured the addition of "and," so that the sentence agrees with the following

statement, that Christ dwells in both the sun and the moon.
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4. See 1 Cor 1:24.
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correct, my opinions and worship at present are far different from that of the

pagans. Afterwards, we shall see about yours. The pagans teach that good and

evil, the dark and the bright, the perpetual and the perishable, the changeable and

the stable, the bodily and the divine have one principle. I myself hold views

quite contrary to these. For I hold that God is the principle of all good things, but

that Hyle is the principle of their contraries.5 For our theologian calls by that

name the principle and nature of evil. Likewise, the pagans think that they

should worship God by means of altars, shrines, idols, sacrifices, and incense.

But I depart from them considerably in this respect as well. For I think, if only I

am worthy, that I am a rational temple of God; I accept Christ, his Son, as the

living image of the living majesty and the mind as an altar filled with good arts

and disciplines. I also locate honors and sacrifices to God in prayers alone

— and both pure and simple ones. How, then, am I a schism of pagans?

4. Up to this point you were also able to call me a schism ofthe Jews because I

worship almighty God as well, which is something that every Jew brazenly

claims for himself, though you do not consider the diversity of rites by which the

Jews and I worship the Almighty, if in fact the Jews do worship the Almighty.

But for the present we are dealing with the opinion that has deceived the pagans

about the worship of the sun, as it did the Jews about the worship of the

Almighty. It is not true, however, even if you call me a schism of you, though I

reverence and worship Christ. For I worship him with another ritual and another

faith than you do. But a schism ought to change either nothing or only a little

from its origin. For example, consider yourselves: In splitting off from the

gentiles you took with you first of all the idea of monarchy,6 that is, the belief

that all things come from God. But you transformed their sacrifices into agapes7

and their idols into martyrs whom you worship with similar prayers. You

placate the shades of the dead with wine and meals; you celebrate the solemn

feast days of the nations, such as the kalends and the solstices, along with them.

From their life you have in fact changed nothing. You are indeed a schism from

your parent group, having nothing different except your place of assembly. And

when your predecessors, the Jews, separated themselves from the gentiles, they

abandoned only the statues. But they preserved the temples, sacrifices, altars,

priesthood, and all the sacred ministry with the same ritual and with much more

superstition than the gentiles. But on the idea of the monarchy they also in no

5. Hyle is the Greek word for matter, but the Manicheans used it as a proper name for their

principle or source of all that is evil.

6. "Monarchy" is from a Greek word meaning "one principle." Faustus explains that the

Manicheans, who hold two principles, form one sect and that the pagans, Jews, and Christians

form another, since the latter three hold one principle. In that sense the Jews and Christians

are schisms from the pagans, but the same sect with them.

7. Faustus uses the term "agape" or "love-feast." Originally, Christian agapes were associated

with the breaking of the bread or the eucharist, but by Augustine's time the agape was a meal

distinct from the eucharist, which was held for the benefit of the poor.
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way differ from the pagans. Hence, it is clear that you and the Jews are schisms

from the gentiles. Holding their faith and rites, though slightly changed, you

think that you are only sects, because you are divided in your places of

assembly. But ifyou are looking for sects, there will be no more than two, that is,

that of the gentiles and that of us who hold views far different from them. For we

are opposed to one another like the truth and a lie, like day and night, like

neediness and abundance, like sickness and health. But you are a sect of neither

error nor truth but only a schism, and not a schism of truth but of error.

5. Augustine replied: O ignorant plague and devious folly! Why do you raise

as an objection for yourself something that only someone who would not know

with whom he is dealing raises for you? For we are not saying that you are

pagans or a schism from the pagans but that you have a certain similarity to them

because you worship many gods. Yet you are far worse than they are because

they worship things that exist but that should not be worshiped as gods. For idols

exist, but they are useless for salvation. Someone who worships a tree,8 not by

plowing but by adoring, does not worship something that does not exist at all but

something that should not be worshiped in that way. The demons themselves, of

which the apostle says, What the gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons, not

to God (I Cor 10:20), certainly exist. He says that they do indeed offer sacrifice

to them, and he does not want us to have any fellowship with them. But heaven

and earth, the sea and the air, the sun and the moon and the rest of the stars— all

these obvious things are clearly visible to the eyes and are present to the senses.

When pagans worship them as gods or as parts of one great god— for some of

them think that the whole world is a very great god — they worship things that

exist. When we try to get them to stop worshiping them, we do not say that they

do not exist but that they should not be worshiped, and we urge them to worship

the invisible God, who is the creator of all these things, because a person can

become happy only by participation in his light, and no one doubts that everyone

wants to be happy. Some of them worship an invisible and incorporeal creature,

such as the human soul and mind. But because a person does not become happy

by participation in such a creature, the God who is not only invisible but also

immutable, that is, the true God, is to be worshiped. For we should worship that

God alone who makes his worshipers happy when they enjoy him and who

makes every mind unhappy when it does not enjoy him, no matter what else it

might enjoy. But since you worship things that do not exist at all but are made up

by the folly of your deceitful myths, you would be closer to true piety and reli

gion if you were at least pagans or were in the company of those who worship

bodies which, though they should not be worshiped, are still real. Hence, I

8. The Latin word colere, meaning "to worship." also means "to cultivate." The double meaning

of the Latin is lost in English, however one might translate the verb.
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would speak more truthfully if I said that you do not even worship this sun,

which your prayers follow as it circles the earth.

6. For you spread about such false and such detestable things concerning the

sun that, if it avenged its insults, you would already be burning alive in its

flames. For, first of all, you say that it is a kind of ship. In that way you not

merely wander but also float through the whole sky, as is said. Secondly, though

it shines as circular for all to see, and though its shape is perfect for the position

of its rank, you claim that it is triangular, that is, that it sheds this light upon the

world and lands through a certain triangular window of the sky. In this way it

turns out that you bend your back and neck to this sun, not to the sun that is

visible in its clear roundness. Rather, you think ofand worship some sort of ficti

tious ship sparkling and shining through the triangular hole. No craftsman

would ever make it if the words by which the myths of heretics are composed

had to be paid for, as the wood on which pictures of ships are painted has to be

paid for. In your case these ideas are either laughed at or wept over with a certain

tolerance. But it is intolerably criminal when you say that handsome boys and

beautiful girls are displayed from that ship and that the princes of darkness are

inflamed with lust for their very lovely bodies, the males for the females and the

females for the males, so that, in their burning lust and craving desire, members

of your God may be released from their members, as if from foul and sordid

shackles. And you try to stitch the ineffable Trinity to these most obscene rags of

yours, saying that the Father dwells in a certain hidden light but that the power of

the Son dwells in the sun and his wisdom in the moon, while the Holy Spirit

dwells in the air.

7. In your three-part or rather four-part tale concerning the hidden light of the

Father, what shall I say to you but that you are not able to think of any light except

the sort that you are accustomed to see? For, gazing upon this light, which is visible

and very familiar to all flesh, not merely of human beings but also of animals and

worms, you increase the image formed from it to an immense size and say that it is

the light in which God the Father dwells with the inhabitants of his kingdom. For

when have you distinguished the light by which we see from the light by which we

understand? For you have never thought that to understand the truth was anything

else than to think of bodily forms, whether finite or infinite in some respects, and

you do not know that they are empty figments of your imagination. Hence, there is

a great difference between the act ofthinking by which I think of your land of light,

which does not exist at all, and the act of thinking by which I think of Alexandria,

which I have never seen but still exists, and there is, again, a great difference

between this latter act of thinking by which I think of Alexandria, which I do not

know, and the act of thinking by which I think of Carthage, which I do know. The

act of thinking by which I understand justice, chastity, faith, truth, love, compan

ionship, and anything else of this sort is incomparably distant from this latter act of

thinking by which I think ofcertain and well-known bodies. State if you can, then,
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what sort of light this act of thinking is by which we know with trustworthy clarity

that all those things, which are not this light, are distinguished from one another

and by which we know how much they differ from it. And yet even this light is not

the light which is God, for this light is a creature, whereas that light is the creator.

This light was made, whereas that light is its maker. This light, finally, is mutable,

since it wills what it used not to will and knows what it used not to know and

remembers what was forgotten, but that light remains with an immutable will,

truth, and eternity, and from it we have the beginning of our existence, the basis of

our knowing, and the law ofour loving. From it all irrational animals also have the

nature by which they live, the power by which they sense, and the movement by

which they seek things. From it all bodies have measure, so that they subsist;

number, so that they are beautiful; and weight, so that they are set in order. That

light, then, is the undivided Trinity, the one God, whose incorporeal, spiritual, and

immutable substance you divide in itself, even by different places, without the

addition of any body. Nor do you assign to the Trinity just three places but four—

one place to the Father, namely, inaccessible light, which in fact you do not under

stand; two places to the Son, namely, the sun and the moon; and again one place to

the Holy Spirit, namely, all this surrounding air. For the present, then, I have said

this much about the inaccessible light ofthe Father because, for those who hold the

true faith, the Son and the Holy Spirit are not separated from it.

8. But why did your folly decide to locate the Son's power in the sun and his

wisdom in the moon? After all, since the Son remains inseparably in the Father,

how can his wisdom be separated from his power, so that his power is in the sun

and his wisdom in the moon? For only bodies can be divided and separated by such

places. If you knew this, you would never have constructed such great myths from

a stupid and insane figment of your imagination. But in that falsehood and deceit,

how incoherently, how perversely you say that the abode of wisdom is less bright

than the abode of power, since doing and making are seen to have to do with

power, but teaching and revealing are seen to have to do with wisdom ! And for this

reason, if heat predominated in the sun and light in the moon, these figments of

your imagination would have in some sense found a cloud of verisimilitude for

deceiving fleshly and natural human beings, who believe that there is nothing

except the bodily things that they think of. For the force of heat produces motion;

hence, it is ascribed to power. But the brightness of light reveals things; hence, they

attribute it to wisdom. But since light is far more excellent in the sun, how is power

located in the sun, while wisdom is located in the moon, which is much less bright?

O sacrilegious nonsense! And since the one Christ is the power of God and the

wisdom of God,9 but the Holy Spirit is not Christ, how is Christ himself separated

from himself, though the Holy Spirit is not separated from him? Ofcourse you say

that the air, which your myth assigns to the Holy Spirit as an abode, fills the whole

9. See I Cor 1:24.
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fabric of the world. For this reason the sun and the moon always accompany it as

they complete their revolutions. But the moon withdraws from the sun and again

draws near to the sun. In that way, according to your authors (or rather your

deceivers), wisdom withdraws from power during half of its revolution, and it

returns to it again during the other half. And when it is full, wisdom is far removed

from power. For at that point these two lights are separated from each other by so

long a distance that, when the sun turns toward the west, then the moon rises from

the east. As a result, since all things that power abandons become weak, wisdom is

weaker to the extent that the moon is fuller. But if, as the truth has it, the wisdom of

God is always equally powerful, and the power of God is always equally wise,

why do you say that they are two, so that you separate them by their abodes and

their distance in space, though you say that they are abodes of the same substance?

You people with your blind and insane mind do not pull back from the false image

of bodies, and thus you lack power and wisdom, so that you can neither be wise

with power nor powerful with wisdom. And so, by your despicable and damnable

stupidity, Christ is stretched out through the sun and the moon, dwelling in the one

with power, in the other with wisdom, not complete and full either here or there,

neither wise in the sun nor powerful in the moon. Does this Christ display in both

places handsome youths to be lusted after by the princesses of darkness and beau

tiful maidens to be lusted after by the princes of darkness? You read this; you

believe this; you teach this; and you live according to that faith and teaching, and

yet you wonder that you are so despised!

9. But if in these lights, which are so prominent and well known, you are so

mistaken that you adore in them not what exists but what you make up in your

great madness, what shall I say about the rest of your myths? Who is the Splen-

dorous One who hung the world, and who is the Atlas supporting it with him?

These and countless other things that you likewise dream up in your madness do

not exist at all, and you worship them. For this reason we say that you are worse

than the pagans, like them only because you worship many gods, but unlike

them and worse than them because they worship as gods things that exist but are

not gods. But you worship things that are neither gods nor anything at all,

because they are nothing whatsoever.

The pagans, to be sure, also have certain mythical figments of the imagina

tion, but they know that they are myths. And they either claim that they were

made up by poets in order to produce pleasure or they try to interpret them in

relation to the nature of reality or of human conduct. For example, they say that

Vulcan is lame because the motion of earthly fire is like that, and that Fortune is

blind because things that are called fortuitous happen without certainty. They

say that the three Fates are found on the distaff, the spindle, and the fingers that

spin thread from wool on account of the three times — the past, which has

already been spun and wrapped on the spindle, the present, which is passing

through the fingers of the spinner, and the future in the wool, which is located on
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the distaff, because it must still pass through the fingers of the spinner to the

spindle as if through the present to the past. And they say that Venus is the wife

of Vulcan because pleasure is naturally derived from heat, and that she is the

mistress of Mars because she is unsuited for warriors. They say that Cupid is a

lad who flies about and shoots arrows because irrational and fickle love wounds

the hearts of the wretched. And they say many other things in this vein.

Hence, we mock them because they adore beings that they have interpreted in

that way, which they would adore more excusably, though still reprehensibly, if

they were not thus understood. These interpretations prove that they do not

worship the God who alone makes the mind happy by participating in him but

that they worship a creature which he created. And they worship not only the

virtues of that creature, as in the case of Minerva, whose myth, because she was

born from the head of Jupiter, they interpret with reference to prudent counsels,

which are proper to reason and which Plato also located in the head. But they

also worship vices, as we said in the case of Cupid. For this reason one of their

tragedians said, "Shameful lust that favors vice has pretended that love is a

god."10

The Romans have made images even of bodily defects, such as Pallor and

Fever. Let me, then, pass over the fact that the worshipers ofidols have a love for

those shapes of bodies, so that they reverence as gods those forms raised to

places of honor, to which they see that such great homage is offered. For the

interpretations by which they defend their mute, deaf, and lifeless idols are more

worthy of blame. These idols, nonetheless, exist in some way — though, as I

said, they are useless for salvation or any benefit — and the interpretations

drawn from them are based on reality. But you introduce the First Man warring

with the five elements, the Powerful Spirit fashioning the world from the

captured bodies of the nation of darkness or, rather, from the members of your

God, which have been conquered and subdued. You introduce the Splendorous

One holding in his hand the remnants of the same members of your God and

mourning all the others that have been captured, overwhelmed, and defiled, and

you introduce Atlas bearing along with him the world on his shoulders, lest the

Splendorous One grow weary and cast the whole of it off, so that your myth

cannot come, as in a curtain in a theater, to the covering veil of that last sphere of

darkness." You do not show us in paintings or sculptures or interpretations

these and countless other equally silly and crazy things. And though they do not

exist at all, you believe in them and worship them, and, more than that, you mock

Christians, who purify their pious minds by an unfeigned faith, as if they were

rashly credulous.

10. Seneca. Hippolytus, I. 2, verses 194-5.

11. The Latin text is unclear at this point.
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Now, I shall not look for many ways to show that these things do not exist at

all. For, although it would not be difficult for me to discourse in a quite subtle

and lofty manner on the making of the world, it would certainly take too long.

Hence, I say this: If those things are true, the substance of God is mutable,

corruptible, and capable of being defiled. But to believe this is full of sacrile

gious insanity. All those things, therefore, are foolish, false, and non-existent.

Hence, you are certainly worse than those pagans who are well known, who are

of ancient stock, and who — the few of them that are left — are now ashamed.

For they worship things that are not gods, but you worship things that do not

exist at all.

10. And so, if you think that you have the truth because you are very different

from the error of the pagans, but that we are in error because we are perhaps

farther removed from you than from the pagans, you can call a dead man healthy

because he is no longer sick, and you can find fault with someone healthy

because he is more like a sick person than a dead one. Or, if most pagans should

not be counted as sick but as dead, you can praise the shapeless ashes in the tomb

because they no longer have the shape of a corpse, and you can blame living

members because they are more like a corpse than like ashes. In the same way

Manicheans think that we are to be blamed because they say that we are more

like the dead body of the pagans than like the ashes of Manicheans.

And yet, for the purpose ofdistinguishing them, things are often divided now in

one way, now in another, in accord with many differences, so that what was in one

group is found to be in another group in which it was not found before on the basis

of other differences. For example, if one divides all beings of flesh into what can

and what cannot fly, quadrupeds are, on the basis of this difference, more like

humans than birds because they are equally incapable of flying. On the other hand,

ifsomeone divides them on the basis ofanother difference, by saying that some are

rational and others non-rational, the quadrupeds are now more like birds than

humans. For they are equally without reason. Not bearing this in mind, Faustus

said, "But ifyou are looking for sects, there will be no more than two, that is, that of

the gentiles and that of us, who hold views far different from them."12 That is, he

said that pagans differ most of all from Manicheans because they say that all things

come from one principle, which Manicheans deny when they add the principle of

the nation of darkness. In terms of this difference, which we must admit, most

pagans agree with us. But Faustus did not see that, if someone divides them by

saying that, of those who belong to a religion, some people want one God to be

worshiped and others many gods, by this difference pagans are far removed from

us, and Manicheans should be included with pagans, while we should be included

with the Jews. In terms of this difference someone can in this way also think that

there are only two sects.

12. See above 4.
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Here you might say that you claim that your many gods come from one

substance, as if pagans do not maintain that their many gods come from

one substance, though they assign to them different functions, activities, and

powers. In the same way, according to you, one god battles the nation of dark

ness, another fashions the world out ofthat captured nation, still another hangs it

from above, while still another supports it from below, another turns the wheels

of fires, the winds, and the waters down below, and another goes about in the sky

with his rays and gathers the members of your God from sewers. And who can

count all the mythical functions of all your gods, which are revealed with no

truth and disguised by no metaphors?

But if someone else divides all human beings and says that there are some

who believe that God has care of human affairs and that there are others who do

not believe this at all, in the one group pagans as well as Jews, and you and all the

heretics who are in any sense called Christians, agree with us, but in the second

group are found the Epicureans and any others there are who think in that way. Is

this a minor difference? Why, then, do we not say that in terms of it there are

only two sects, so that you are with us in one of them? Or in terms of this differ

ence will you dare to depart from us, who preach that God has care of human

affairs, and to be with the Epicureans, who deny this? Here you certainly repu

diate them and come running to us. In this way, in terms of still further differ

ences different people are found now here, now there, united for one reason,

separated for another, at times all of them with us and we with all of them, and

again none of them with us and we with none of them. If Faustus bore this in

mind, he would not rave on so cleverly.

1 1 . But what shall I say about his words, "From the powers and spiritual

outpouring of the Holy Spirit, the earth also conceives and gives birth to the

suffering Jesus, who is the life and salvation of human beings, hanging from

every tree"?13 O you madman! I will not for the moment examine your foolish

words on this subject. But can the earth conceive the suffering Jesus by the Holy

Spirit, while the Virgin Mary could not? Compare if you dare the virginal

womb, made holy by such great chastity, with all the places on earth where trees

and plants grow. In the case of that woman are you horrified at, or pretend to be

horrified at, a womb dedicated to chastity and not horrified that Jesus is born

from sewer waters in all the gardens around all sorts of cities? For what mois

ture, however filthy, does not bring forth and nourish countless plants? You

preach that the suffering Jesus was born in that way, though you cry out that it is

improper to believe that he was born of the Virgin. If you think that flesh is

unclean, why do you not think that what the nature of the flesh eliminates to

preserve its healthy constitution is more unclean? Or is flesh unclean and the

excrement that the flesh expels clean? Do you not notice, then, do you not see

13. See above 2.
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that fields flourish because of the manure by which they are made more fertile?

Your insanity, of course, goes so far as to claim that the earth conceives more

richly and abundantly from the Holy Spirit, who you say disdained the flesh of

Mary, to the extent that it has been more zealously enriched by the filth and

squalor of the flesh. Or, in order to defend this, do you say that the Holy Spirit

everywhere enjoys an inviolable presence? We answer you: Why, then, does he

not also enjoy this in the Virgin's womb?

But to say nothing more about conception, look next at the birth itself. You

say that the earth conceives by the Holy Spirit and gives birth to the suffering

Jesus. You claim that he hangs from every tree in produce and fruits, so defiled

that he is still further defiled by the countless living bodies of animals which eat

them, and that he is going to be purified only in that part to which your hunger

comes to the rescue.

And so we believe in our heart and confess with our lips that Christ, the Son

of God, the Word of God, put on flesh without defilement, because even flesh

cannot defile that substance which nothing can defile. But in accord with your

myth you say that Jesus, while still hanging on the tree, is already defiled before

he enters the flesh of any eater. Or, if he is not defiled, how do you purify him

by eating? Next, you say that all trees are his cross, and for that reason

Faustus preaches that he hangs from every tree. Hence, as Joseph of Arimathea

performed a good work and took the true Jesus down from the cross in order to

bury him,14 why do you not also pick fruits in order to bury in your belly Jesus,

who has been taken down from hanging on the tree? Or why is it a pious act to

lay Christ in the tomb but an impious act to take him down from the tree? Or do

you wait with open mouths for someone to bring Christ to your gullets, as if to a

good burial, so that the apostle may say of you what he quotes from the prophet,

Their throat is an open grave (Ps 6: 1 1 ; Rom 3:13)?

Finally, tell us how many Christs you say that there are. Is that one Christ

whom the earth conceives by the Holy Spirit and brings to birth as the suffering

Jesus, not only hanging from every tree but also lying in the grass, and is that

another Christ whom the Jews crucified under Pontius Pilate, and is that a third

one who is stretched out in the sun and the moon? Or is one and the same Christ

in one part of himself bound in trees, but in another part free and coming to the

rescue of the part that is bound and held captive? If that is so, regarding the

Christ who you admit suffered under Pontius Pilate, though you say that he

existed without flesh, I do not as yet ask how he could suffer such a death

without flesh, but I ask to whom he left those ships so that he might come down

from there and suffer the sort of things that he could not suffer without some

kind of body. In terms of a spiritual presence he could certainly never suffer

those things, but in terms of a bodily presence he could not be at the same time in

14. See Jn 19:38.
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the sun and in the moon and on the cross. Hence, if he did not have a body, he

was not crucified. But, if he had a body, I ask where he got it, since you say that

all bodies come from the nation of darkness, although you were never able to

think of the divine substance except as bodily. Hence, you are forced either to

say one of these things — that he was crucified without a body (than which

nothing more absurd and crazy can be said) or that he seemed to be crucified in a

figment of the imagination rather than in reality (again, is anything worse than

that impiety?) — or that all bodies do not come from the nation of darkness but

that there is also the body of the divine substance, which is not immortal but

could be nailed to the cross and die (something that is full of madness) or that

Christ had a mortal body from the nation of darkness. And in this last way,

although you are afraid to believe that the Virgin Mary was the mother of his

body, you are not afraid that the nation of demons was.

Finally, according to the view of Faustus, which he took from that very long

myth of yours and summed up with as much brevity as he could, "the earth

conceives by the Holy Spirit and gives birth to the suffering Jesus, who is the life

and salvation of human beings, hanging from every tree."15 Why by hanging did

the savior conform himself to what hangs and did not by being born conform

himself to what is born? But if you say that Jesus is on the trees and that Jesus

was crucified under Pontius Pilate and that Jesus is stretched out in the sun and

the moon, because this total Jesus comes from one and the same substance, why

do you not also include under this title the thousands of other deities of yours?

For why is not Jesus also that Splendorous One and that Atlas and that King of

Honor and that Powerful Spirit and that First Man and whatever else you

proclaim in countless ways with different names and functions?

12. Next, why is the Holy Spirit put down as the third person, since he is

countless persons? Or why is he too not Jesus? And, in the writings of Faustus,

what does the deceiving text of his words now mean, when he tried to fit in, as it

were, with true Christians, from whom he is separated by a very great distance?

He says, "We worship, then, the divinity of God the almighty Father and of

Christ his Son and of the Holy Spirit, one and the same God under their three

names."16 After all, why under three names and not rather under many not

merely names but even realities, if there are as many persons as there are names?

For in arms one object has three names, sword, point, blade, and you call one

reality the moon, the smaller ship, and the nocturnal light, and any other term

you assign to the same thing. But you cannot thus say that the First Man is the

same as the Powerful Spirit and the Splendorous One and the Mighty Atlas.

Rather, each of them is a distinct reality, and you do not usually say that any of

them is Christ. Or how is there one deity if their works are different? And why

15. See above 2.

16. See above 2.
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are they all together not one Christ if, by reason of the one substance, Christ is

found on the trees and Christ is found in the persecution of the Jews and Christ is

found in the sun and the moon? Your fantasies have indeed destroyed all your

ways of escape; they are indeed nothing but the visions of madmen.

1 3. But I do not know why Faustus thinks that we practice the same religion

with respect to the bread and the cup, since for Manicheans to taste wine is not

religious but sacrilegious. For they recognize their God in the grape; they refuse

to recognize him in the cup, as if he had caused them some offense by being

crushed and bottled. But our bread and cup, not just any bread and cup, is made

sacramental for us by a particular consecration; it was not naturally such, as

Manicheans say in their folly on account of Christ, who is supposedly bound in

the ears of grain and branches. Hence, what is not consecrated, though it is bread

and cup, is food for refreshment, not the sacrament of religion, apart from the

fact that we bless and give thanks to the Lord for every gift of his, not only spiri

tual but also bodily.

But for you in your myth Christ is presented as bound in all foods, destined

still to be bound in your stomach and to be released by your belches. For, even

when you eat, you restore yourselves at a loss to your God, and when you digest

your food, he is restored at a loss to you. For, when he fills you, your intake

squashes him. And this, of course, would be attributed to his mercy when he

suffers something in you and for you, were it not that he again leaves you empty

so that he may escape after being set free by you. How, then, can you set our

bread and cup on a par with this and say that an error far removed from the truth

is the same religious practice? For you are more foolish than some people who

think that, on account ofthe bread and the cup, we worship Ceres and Liber. 1 7

I thought that I should mention this point so that you might notice the folly

from which there comes that idea of yours that, on account of the Sabbath, our

patriarchs were devoted to Saturn. For, just as we are far removed from Ceres

and Liber, gods of the pagans, although we embrace in our rites the sacrament of

the bread and the cup (which you praised in such a way that you wanted to be our

equals in it), so our patriarchs were far removed from the chains of Saturn,

although in accord with the time of prophecy they observed the Sabbath rest.

1 4. But why did you not also say that you have the same religion as the pagans

on account of Hyle, which is celebrated in some books of the pagans? On the

contrary, you wanted it to be understood that, because your theologian calls by

this name the principle and nature of evil, your religion was not the same as and

not like theirs. And on this point your great ignorance is brought out into the

open, because you do not know what Hyle is, and you act proudly, as if you were

learned, because of the word for that reality, of which you are utterly ignorant.

For, when the Greeks talk about nature, they define Hyle as a certain matter in

17. Ceres and Liber were the goddess of grain and the god of wine.
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things that is in fact utterly unformed but capable of receiving all bodily forms

and that is recognized somehow or other in the actual mutability of bodies, for

by itself it can be neither sensed nor understood. But in this respect certain

pagans are mistaken because they have linked it to God as coeternal with him, so

that matter does not come from God, although it is formed by him, which the

truth itself teaches is foreign to the truth. You see, nonetheless, which pagans

you are found to resemble because of this Hyle, since you also claim that it has

its own principle and does not come from God, and you said that you were

different in this respect, though you do not know what you are saying. But on the

idea that this Hyle has no form of its own and can only be formed by God, they

agree with our truth but disagree with your error.

Not knowing what Hyle is, that is, what the matter in things is, you say that it

is the nation of darkness, where you locate not only countless forms of bodies

distinguished in their five kinds but also the mind that forms these bodies and

— what is more ignorant or, rather, more insane — you call this mind Hyle,

which you claim is not formed but forms things. For, if there were present there a

certain mind that forms them and the bodily elements that are formed, those

elements should be called Hyle, that is, the matter which this mind— the mind

that you want to be the principle of evil — would form. If you said this, you

would not in fact be so mistaken about what Hyle is, except for the fact that,

because these very elements would already be elements and would be distin

guished in their proper kinds, they would not be Hyle, because it is of course

formless, although they were to be changed into other forms. Yet your igno

rance would be more tolerable because you would call Hyle that which would be

formed, not that which would form it. Even so, however, you would still be

considered foolish and sacrilegious because, not knowing that every limit of

natures, number of forms, and order of weights can come only from the Father,

the Son, and the Holy Spirit, you would be attributing so much good to the prin

ciple of evil. But now, since you do not know what Hyle is and what evil is, I

only wish that I could persuade you to refrain from misleading those who are

even more ignorant!

1 5. Now, who would not laugh at you for wanting to be better than the pagans

also on the grounds that they think that they should worship God with altars,

shrines, images, victims, and incense, while you do none ofthese? As if it would

not be better to set up an altar and to offer sacrifice even to a stone, which at least

has some kind of existence, than to adore in the ravings of your false images

what does not exist at all ! But how will you explain this—you who said that you

were a rational temple of God? Are you pleased with the idea that God has a

temple of which the devil has fashioned a part? Or are you not the ones who say

that all your members and your whole body were fashioned by the evil mind,

which you call Hyle, and that part of that very maker dwells there along with a

part ofyour God? And since a part ofyour God is held there, chained and impris
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oned, as you claim, should you have said that you were a temple of God or a

prison of God? Or perhaps you say that your soul, which you have from the land

of light, is a temple of God. But you usually say that it is a part of God or a

member ofGod, not a temple of God. It remains for you to say, then, that you are

a temple of God only because of the body, which, according to you, the devil

fashioned. See how you blaspheme the temple of God by saying not only that it

is not holy but even that it is the product ofthe devil and the prison cell ofGod.

But the apostle says, For the temple of God, which you are, is holy (1 Cor

3:17), and lest you think that what was said pertains only to the soul, listen to

what he says more explicitly: Do you not know thatyour bodies are the temple of

the Holy Spirit in your midst, whom you havefrom God? ( 1 Cor 6: 19) But you

say that the temple of God is the product of demons, and you locate in it, as

Faustus says, "Christ, the Son of God, the living image of the living majesty."18

Clearly, your Christ, who is a product of your imagination, dwells in such a

temple of sacrilegious vanity. He can indeed be called an image not on the basis

of likeness but of pretense. 19

16. In that way you have also made your mind an altar, but see whose altar it

is. For this is evident from those very practices and disciplines of yours with

which you said that it is filled. Those practices and disciplines forbid you to offer

bread to a beggar, so that you might burn on your altar with a sacrifice of cruelty,

though the Lord destroys such an altar, for he quotes from the law about the odor

pleasing to God, who says, / want mercy rather than sacrifice (Hos 6:6). Notice

when the Lord quoted this, that is, when he was passing through the cornfield

and his hungry disciples wanted to pluck the ears. You say that this is murder

because ofthis discipline of yours, with which you have filled your mind, which

is certainly not an altar of God but of lying demons. By their teaching your evil

conscience has been burned and cauterized,20 for you declare that action murder

which the truth says is innocent. For he spoke thus to the Jews, when he also

struck and destroyed you as well, who were still to come: If you knew what

it means that I want mercy rather than sacrifice, you would never have

condemned the innocent (Mt 12:7).

17. But what simple and pure prayers will you be able to offer as divine

honors and sacrifices, since you think such unworthy and shameful things about

the divine nature and substance that not only is the true God not placated by your

sacrifices but your God is immolated in the sacrifices of the pagans? For you

think that he is bound by chains not only in trees and plants or in human

members but also in the flesh of animals that contaminates and pollutes him. But

when your soul offers praise to God, crying out that it is itself a particle of God

18. See above 3.

19. Augustine plays on the Latin words simulacrum ("image"), similitudo: ("likeness") and

similatio: ("pretense").

20. See 1 Tm 4:2.



276 Answer to Faustus, a Manichean

held captive in the nation of darkness, what else does it do but insult God? For it

testifies that God could not take care of himself against his enemies in any other

way than by such a great corruption and so shameful a captivity of his own parts.

For this reason even your prayers to your God cannot be acts of religion but only

of hatred. For what wrong had you committed in his eyes that in this punishment

you now pour out your groans to him, whom you did not abandon of your own

will by sinning? But you were handed over by him to his enemies so that he

might gain peace for his kingdom. And you were not handed over in the way

hostages are usually handed over, to be guarded with honor. Nor was it in the

way a shepherd lays snares to capture some wild animal, for he usually puts his

own animal in the hunter's trap, not his own member, and generally in such a

way that the wild animal is caught before his own animal is harmed. But you, as

members of God, were handed over to his enemies, and you were unable to turn

aside their ferocity from your God except by being defiled by their foulness,

although you had no sin of your own but were poisoned by the venom of the

enemy.

Hence, you cannot say in your prayers, For the sake ofthe glory ofyour name

deliver us, O Lord, and be merciful toward our sins for your name 's sake

(Ps 1 28:9). But you say, "Deliver us by your skill because we are oppressed, torn

apart, and defiled here, so that you may now grieve securely in your kingdom."

This is a cry of accusation, not of petition. Nor can you say those words that the

teacher of the truth taught: Forgive us our debts as we alsoforgive our debtors

(Mt 6: 12). After all, who are your debtors who have sinned against you? If they

are the nation of darkness, do you forgive the debts of that kingdom, which you

have uprooted and enclosed in an eternal prison up to the end? But what debts

can God forgive you? For it is he who sinned against you when he sent you here

rather than you who sinned against him in obeying him when he sent you here.

Or, ifhe did not sin because he did this out of necessity, your necessity is greater,

since you are already lying prostrate in the battle, than his necessity was before

you fought. For you are now suffering from being mingled with evil, though he

suffered nothing of the sort when he suffered the necessity of sending you here.

And so either he owes you debts instead that you should forgive him, or, if he

does not owe you such debts, that much less are you indebted to him. Where,

then, are your sacrifices of simple and pure prayers, since they are deceitful and

impure blasphemies?

1 8. And yet I want you to tell me why you call by these names all the things

that you praise in yourselves, so that you speak of a temple, an altar, and sacri

fice. For, if the true temple, altar, and sacrifice are not owed to the true God, why

are they praised in the true religion? But, if the true sacrifice is properly due to

the true God, for which reason sacrifices are rightly called divine honors, the

other actions that are called sacrifices are carried out as likenesses of some true

sacrifice. But some of these are imitations on the part of false and deceiving
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gods, that is, of demons, who demand divine honors from those whom they

deceive. Such are or were all those sacrifices in the case of the gentiles' temples

and idols. Others are predictions of the one most true sacrifice that had to be

offered for the sins of all believers. Such were the sacrifices that God had

commanded our patriarchs of old; in those sacrifices there was found that

mystical anointing that prefigured Christ. For this reason even his name comes

from chrism. Hence, imitating the true sacrifice due to the one true God, with

which Christ alone filled God's altar, demons arrogantly demand sacrifices for

themselves in the sacrifices ofanimals. For this reason the apostle says. What the

gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons and not to God (1 Cor 10:20), not

blaming what was offered but the fact that it was offered to demons.

But in the animal sacrifices that they offered to God, the Hebrews celebrated

in many different ways — as something so important deserved— the prophecy

of the sacrifice to come that Christ offered. For this reason, by a holy oblation

and by participation in the body and blood of Christ, Christians now celebrate

the memory of the same sacrifice that he carried out. But not knowing what is to

be condemned in the sacrifices ofthe gentiles and what is to be understood in the

sacrifices of the Hebrews and what is to be maintained or observed in the sacri

fice of Christians, Manicheans offer their folly as a sacrifice to the devil, who

deceives those who depart from the faith, paying attention to deceitful spirits

and to the teachings of demons that lie in their hypocrisy.21

1 9. Let Faustus learn, then, or rather let those who take delight in his writings

learn that we have not received the idea of the monarchy from the gentiles but

that the gentiles have not fallen away to false gods to the point that they have lost

the idea of the one true God, from whom there comes every nature whatsoever.

After all, their wise men knew the one true God. For, as the apostle says, From

the creation ofthe world the invisible things ofGod, his everlasting power and

divinity, are seen, having been understood through the things that have been

made, so that they are without excuse. Knowing God, they did not honor him as

Godorgive him thanks, but they became vain in their thoughts, and theirfoolish

heart was darkened. For, though they said that they were wise, they became

fools and exchanged the glory of the incorruptible God for the likeness of a

corruptible image of a man and birds and four-footed creatures and snakes.

(Rom 1 :20-23) For these latter are the idols of the pagans, and in the interpreta

tion ofthem they come to nothing but a creature that God has created. Thus, even

in the interpretation of idols, about which the more learned of them often boast

and are filled with pride, there happens in them what the same apostle says a

little later: They worshiped and served a creature rather than the creator, who is

blessedforever (Rom 1 :25). But insofar as you are unlike them, you are fools,

and insofar as you are like them, you are worse. So little do you believe with

21. See 1 Tm 4:1-2.
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them in the monarchy, which they believe is true, that you believe that the

substance ofGod is subject to attack and corruptible, which is impious folly. But

in worshiping many gods, the teaching of lying demons has persuaded them to

worship many idols but has persuaded you to worship many phantasms.

20. And we do not turn their sacrifices into agapes, but we have understood that

one sacrifice which I mentioned a little before, when the Lord said, / want mercy

rather than sacrifice (Mt 12:7). Our agapes, after all, feed the poor, whether with

vegetables or meat. For a creature of God is fed by a creature of God that is fit for

human meals. Not, however, so that you may govern your flesh but so that you

may practice blasphemy, lying demons have persuaded you to abstainfromfoods

that God created to be received with thanksgiving by those who believe in him and

know the truth. For every creature ofGod is good, and nothing is to be rejected

that is received with thanksgiving. (1 Tm 4:3-4) Hence, ungrateful to the creator

and returning blasphemous insults for his generous gifts, you say that, because

meat is often given to the poor at our agapes, the mercy of Christians is like the

sacrifices of the pagans, some of whom you also resemble in this respect. For you

regard it as wicked to kill cattle because you think that human souls return in them,

an idea that is found in the books of certain pagan philosophers, though their

followers are said to have understood this in another way. But in this respect too

you are in much worse error; for they were afraid of killing their neighbor in an

animal, but you are afraid of killing your God, because you think that the souls

even of animals are his members.

2 1 . Faustus also slanders us because we honor the memories of the martyrs,

saying that we have turned the idols into martyrs for this purpose. I am not moved

so much to reply to this slander as to show that, out ofa desire to slander us, Faustus

himself chose to deviate from the vanities of Mani himself and somehow care

lessly to fall into the common and poetic idea of the pagans, from which he wants

to appear most far removed. For, after he said that we had turned the idols "into

martyrs, whom you worship with similar prayers," he said, "You placate with

wine and meals the shades of the dead."22 Are there, then, shades of the dead? We

have never heard this in your teachings; we have never read this in your writings.

In fact, you used to speak against such views, claiming that the souls of the dead

that are evil and less purified either return in cycles or enter into some worse

punishments, but that good souls are placed on ships and, sailing in the sky, pass

from here into that figment of the imagination, the land of light, for which they

died fighting. And in that way no souls are detained around the tombs of their

bodies. Where, then, do the shades of the dead come from? What is their

substance? What is their place? But out of a desire to speak evil, Faustus forgot

what he professed. Or perhaps he dreamed of the shades and dictated this while

asleep, and he did not wake up when he read his own words.

22. See above 4.



Book Twenty 279

The Christian people, however, celebrate the memorials of the martyrs with

religious solemnity both in order to encourage the imitation of them and in order

to be united with their merits and helped by their prayers. We do this in such a

way, however, that we erect altars to none of the martyrs but to the God of the

martyrs, although at the memorials of the martyrs. After all, what bishop, while

standing at the altar in the places where their holy bodies are buried, ever said,

"We offer this to you, Peter or Paul or Cyprian"? Rather, what is offered is

offered to God, who crowned the martyrs, but at the memorials of those martyrs

he crowned, so that from the suggestive power of those places there may arise a

greater feeling to increase our love both for those whom we can imitate and for

him by whose help we are able to do so.

We reverence the martyrs, therefore, with that cult of love and fellowship by

which we reverence in this life holy men and women ofGod whose heart we see

is ready for great suffering on behalf of the truth of the gospel. But we reverence

the martyrs more devoutly the more securely we praise them after all their strug

gles have been overcome, and also to the extent that we proclaim them with

more confident praise when they are already victors in the life to come than

when they are still fighting in this life. But we worship God alone and teach that

he alone is to be worshiped by that veneration which in Greek is called ActTpeia

but which in Latin cannot be expressed by a single word, since it is a certain

service properly due to the divinity. But since the offering of sacrifice pertains to

this worship, for which reason the action of those who offer this worship also to

idols is called idolatry, we by no means offer such a sacrifice, or command that

such a sacrifice be offered, to any martyr or to any holy soul or to any angel. And

anyone who falls into this error is rebuked by sound teaching, so that he may be

either corrected or avoided. In addition, the saints, whether they be men or

angels, do not themselves want what they know is due to the one God to be

offered to them. This is evident in the case of Paul and Barnabas, when the

people of Lycaonia were moved by the miracles that they worked and wanted to

offer sacrifice to them as if to gods. For, after having torn their garments, while

insisting and persuading them that they were not gods, they forbade them to do

this to them.23 This is also evident in the case of the angels. As we read in the

Apocalypse, an angel forbade his own adoration, and he said to the one adoring

him, / am yourfellow servant and one ofyour brothers (Rv 19: 10; 22:8).

Clearly, the proud spirits, the devil and his angels, demand this for them

selves, as is seen in all the temples and sacred rites of the gentiles. A likeness of

them is also found in certain proud human beings, as has been recorded for

posterity concerning certain kings of Babylon. For this reason holy Daniel

endured those who accused and persecuted him because, after the king issued

23. See Acts 14:8-15.
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the edict that no one was to ask for anything from any god but the king, he was

caught adoring and praying to his God, that is, to the one and true God.24

But how can we approve of those people who become drunk at the memorial s

of the martyrs, since sound teaching condemns it even if they do it in their own

homes? But what we teach is one thing; what we put up with is another. What we

are ordered to command is one thing; what we are commanded to correct is

another. And until we correct it we are forced to tolerate it. The discipline of

Christians is one thing; the overindulgence of wine-lovers or the error of the

weak is another. And in this respect the sins of the wine-lovers differ very much

from those of the sacrilegious. It is, of course, a far lesser sin to return drunk

from the memorials of the martyrs than to offer sacrifice to the martyrs while

fasting. I said, "to offer sacrifice to the martyrs"; I did not say, "to offer sacrifice

to God at the memorials to the martyrs." We do this quite often, but only by that

rite by which God commanded in the revelation of the New Testament that

sacrifice be offered to him. This pertains to the cult that is called latria and is

owed to the one God. But what shall I do and when shall I show to the great

blindness of these heretics the meaning of the words that we sing in the psalms:

A sacrifice ofpraise will glorify me, and there is the road on which I shall show

him my salvation (Ps 50:23). Before the coming of Christ the flesh and blood of

this sacrifice was promised by the likenesses of victims; in the Passion of Christ

the promise was fulfilled in its reality; after the ascension of Christ it is cele

brated through the sacrament in its memory. And for this reason there is as great

a difference between the sacrifices of the pagans and those of the Hebrews as

there is between a mistaken imitation and a prefiguring that foretold what was to

come.

Just as the virginity of nuns should not be held in contempt and despised

because the Vestals were also virgins, so the sacrifices of the patriarchs should

not be criticized because the gentiles also had sacrifices. For, just as there is a

great difference between those two sorts of virginity, although the only differ

ence is to whom the vow is made and paid, so there is a great difference between

the sacrifices of the pagans and those of the Hebrews by the very fact that the

only difference is in him to whom the sacrifice is immolated and offered. The

ones were offered to the wickedness of demons who claimed this for them

selves, so that they might be considered gods, because sacrifice is an honor paid

to God. But the others were offered to the one true God, so that they might offer a

likeness that promised the reality of the sacrifice to him to whom its very reality

was going to be offered in its fulfillment in the suffering of the body and blood of

Christ.

22. For it is not true, as Faustus claimed, that, since our predecessors, the

Jews, had a temple, sacrifices, altars, and priests, they only abandoned statues,

24. SeeDn6.
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that is, idols, when they separated themselves from the gentiles. For, even

without the statues of idols, they could, like some gentiles, have offered sacrifice

to trees and mountains and finally even to the sun and the moon and the other

stars. And if they did this by the form of worship that is called latria, the demons

would still present themselves to them in order to mock them and to take from

them what they offered, for they were serving a creature rather than the creator25

and were therefore going astray in no small sin of wicked superstition. Those

proud and wicked spirits certainly do not feed on the aromas and smoke of sacri

fices, as some fools think, but on the errors of human beings, not for the refresh

ment of their bodies but for their wicked delight, when they deceive people in

some way or, in the arrogant pride of a pretended majesty, boast that divine

honors are paid them.

Our fathers, then, did not abandon only the idols of the gentiles, but, without

offering sacrifice either to the earth or to any earthly object, neither to the sea nor

to the sky nor to heavenly hosts, they offered sacrifices to the one God, the

creator of all things. He wanted those sacrifices to be offered to him, since by

their likeness he promised the true sacrifice, by which he reconciled us to

himself through the forgiveness of sins in Christ Jesus our Lord. Paul addresses

the faithful, who have become the body of this head, when he says, / beg you,

brothers, by the mercy ofGod, to offeryour bodies as a living sacrifice, holy and

pleasing to God (Rom 12:1). But Manicheans say that human bodies are the

work of the nation of darkness and are prisons in which God is locked up after

having been conquered. Hence, Faustus preaches something far different from

Paul. But because Christ speaks the truth in Paul when he says, If anyone

preaches to you a gospel other than what you have received, let him be

anathema (Gal 1 :9), let Mani be anathema in Faustus.

23. He also says, without knowing what he is saying, that we changed

nothing of the way of life of the gentiles. For a righteous person lives from

faith,26 and the end of the commandment is love from a pure heart, and a good

conscience, and an unfeigned faith,27 and these three, namely, faith, hope, and

love,28 continue to shape the life of believers. How, then, is it possible for a

believer to have the same way of life as someone who does not have these same

three? For someone who believes something else, hopes for something else, and

loves something else necessarily lives differently. And if we seem to make use

ofcertain things as the gentiles do, for example, food, drink, houses, clothes, and

baths, and, on the part of those who lead a married life, marrying and having

wives and bearing and raising children and leaving them an inheritance, those

gentiles make a far different use of these things. They refer their use to a

25. See Rom 1 :25.

26. See Rom 1:17.

27. See 1 Tm 1:5.

28. See 1 Cor 13:13.
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different end and use them in a different way from those who thank God

— about whom they do not believe anything evil and false — for them.

After all, in this error of yours you eat the same bread as other people do, live

from the produce of the land and from water, and dress in wool and linen woven

in a similar way, and yet in these things you do not lead the same life, not

because you eat, drink, or wear something else but because you think and

believe something else and refer all these things to another end, namely, the end

of your error and vanity. So too, in these and other things that we use in a similar

way, we do not live in a way similar to the gentiles, because we do not

refer the same things to the same end but to the end of the legitimate and

divine commandment — love from a pure heart, and a good conscience, and an

unfeigned faith.29 Departing from these, some people have turned to foolish talk,

in which you certainly hold the first place. For you do not see and do not

consider that, among people who have and do the same things, it is a difference

in faith that makes a different way of life. Thus, though your Hearers have wives

and accept children, even if they accept the children unwillingly, and build up or

preserve patrimonies for them, eat meat, drink wine, bathe, farm, grow grapes,

do business, and hold public office, you still count them as among yourselves,

not among the gentiles, though their actions seem more like those of the gentiles

than like yours. For the actions of certain gentiles are closer to yours than to

those of certain of your Hearers. Some gentiles, of course, abstain from wine,

meat, and intercourse in their sacrilegious rites. Yet you consider your Hearers,

who use all these things and who are unlike you in that respect, to be in the flock

of Mani rather than the gentiles who perform the same actions that you do. And

you say that a woman who believes in Mani is yours, even if she bears a child,

rather than a Sibyl who is not even married.30

But many are called Catholic Christians and are adulterers, robbers, misers,

drunkards, and whatever else is opposed to sound doctrine. But among you in

your number, which is so small and almost none at all, are there not many people

like that, though among the pagans certain ones are not like that? You do not, for

this reason, say that pagans who are not like that are better than you, do you?

And yet, on account of the sacrilegious vanity of your sect, even those among

you who are not like that are worse than pagans who are like that. Hence, it is

clear that it takes nothing away from sound doctrine, which is the Catholic

doctrine alone, that many want to be included under its name and do not want to

be healed by it. After all, in that huge and countless multitude spread throughout

the whole world, we must recognize that small number whom the Lord espe

29. See 1 Tm 1 :5.

30. Sibyls were seers or prophetesses. The Cumaean Sybil whom Aeneas consulted before

descending to the nether world is perhaps the most famous. SeeAeneid VI. 10. In some

respects a Sibyl was more like the Manichean Elect. Yet Faustus would consider a married

mother who believed in Mani a Manichean rather than a Sibyl who did not.
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cially commends, and that small number of the saints and believers is nonethe

less said to be like the small number of grains among the multitude of chaff," a

point that must be mentioned often, but by itself it produces so great a mass of

wheat that it surpasses by an incomparable multitude all of yours, both good and

bad, whom the truth equally rejects. In sum, we are not a schism of the gentiles,

from whom we greatly differ for the better. But you are not even that, because

you greatly differ from them for the worse.

31. See Mt 3:12.
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1 . Faustus said: Is there one God or two?

Clearly, there is one.

How, then, do you assert that there are two?

In our assertions, in fact, one never hears talk of two gods. But I want to know

where you get this suspicion from.

Because you teach two principles — one of good things and another of evil

things.

It is certainly true that we admit two principles, but we call one of these God

and the other Hyle or, as I usually say in common language, the demon. But if

you think that this means two gods, you will be able, when a physician speaks

about infirmity and good health, to think that these are two healths, and when

someone mentions good and evil, you will be able to think that they are two

goods, and, when you hear of abundance and need, you will think that they are

two abundances. Why do you do this? If, when I am discussing white and black,

cold and hot, and sweet and bitter, you say that I am speaking of two whites or

two hots or two sweets, will you not seem out of your mind and brain-sick? So

too, when I teach two principles, God and Hyle, I should not therefore seem to

speak to you of two gods. Or, because we assign all power to do evil to Hyle and

all power to do good to God, as is proper, do you therefore think that there is no

difference or that we call both God? If that is so, when you hear of poison and its

antidote, you will think that there is no difference or that each of them should be

called an antidote because each of them has its own power and each of them acts

and does something. When you hear of a physician and a poisoner, you will call

them both physicians, and when you hear of someone just and someone unjust,

you will be able to call them both just because each of them does something. But

if this is absurd, how much more absurd is it to think that God and Hyle are two

gods because each of them does something? Hence, this line of argument is silly

and quite ineffective, and because you are unable to reply to me on the issue, you

stir up ill-will over mere names.

For I do not deny that at times we also call the opposing nature god, but we do

not do this in accord with our faith but in accord with the name already used for it

by its worshipers, who unwisely think that it is God. In the same way the apostle

also says. The godofthis world has blinded the minds ofunbelievers (2 Cor 4:4).

He of course called him god because he was already called that by his

worshipers. But he added that he blinds their minds so that it might be under

stood that he is not the true God.

2. Augustine replied: We often hear of two gods in your discussions, and if

you first denied this, you yourself nonetheless admitted it a little later, giving as

284



Book Twenty-One 285

a reason why you say this that the apostle also says, The god ofthis world has

blinded the minds ofunbelievers. Most ofour people divide this sentence in such

a way as to say that the true God has blinded the minds of unbelievers. For, when

they read, in whom God, they pause, and then they continue, has blinded the

minds ofunbelievers ofthis world.*

For, even if you do not divide it in that way but change the order of the words

for the sake of clarity, in whom God has blinded the minds ofunbelievers ofthis

world, the same meaning is found as when the sentence is divided in that way.

For the action by which the minds of unbelievers are blinded can, in a certain

way of understanding it, pertain to the true God. He does this not out of malice

but out of justice, as the same Paul says elsewhere, Is God unjust in bringing

wrath upon us? (Rom 3:5) Likewise, he says elsewhere, What, then, shall we

say? Is there injustice in God? By no means! For he says to Moses, I will take

pity on whom I will take pity, and I will show mercy to whom I will be merciful.

(Rom 9:14-15)

And so, after he had first stated what must be maintained unwaveringly,

namely, that there is no injustice in God, notice what he says a little later: But ifin

wanting to show his wrath and demonstrate his power, God endured with great

patience the vessels of wrath that were made for destruction in order also to

make known the riches ofhis glory toward the vessels ofmercy that he prepared

for glory (Rom 9:22-23), and so on. Certainly it can in no way be said here that it

is one God who shows his wrath and demonstrates his power in the vessels made

for destruction and another God who makes known his riches in the vessels of

mercy. For the apostle's teaching testifies that one and the same God does both.

For this reason there is also the passage, On this account God handed them over

to the desires oftheir heart, to impurity, so that they would treat their own bodies

with abuse among themselves (Rom 1 :24), and a little later, For this reason God

handed them over to shameful passions (Rom 1 :26). Likewise, he says a little

later. And because they refused to acknowledge God, God handed them over to

an evil mind (Rom 1 :28). See how the true and just God blinds the minds of

unbelievers. For in these words of the apostle which I quoted no other God was

ever understood than the God who sent his own Son, who said, / have come into

this worldforjudgment, so that those who do not see may see and so that those

who see may become blind (Jn 9:39). For even here it is quite apparent to the

minds of believers how God blinds the minds of unbelievers. Something hidden

comes first in the hidden areas where God most justly renders his judgment to

blind the minds of some and to enlighten the minds of others. To him it is most

truthfully said, Yourjudgments are a great abyss (Ps 36:7). And, in amazement

1 . Here Augustine preserves in Latin the same word order, which is something that we cannot

reproduce in English, where word order is decisive. The meaning of the statement depends

upon whether of this world modifies God or unbelievers.
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at the impenetrable depth of this profundity, the apostle cries out, O the depth of

the riches ofthe wisdom and knowledge ofGod. How inscrutable are hisjudg

ments! (Rom 1 1 :33) and so on.

3. But you are unable to differentiate what God does out of his goodness and

what he does in judgment, because our psalter, where it says, / shall sing to you,

O Lord, ofmercy andjudgment (Ps 1 01 : 1 ), is far from your heart and your lips.

Hence, you separate whatever offends you, as a result of the weakness of human

mortality, from the choice and judgment of the true God. That is, you have at

hand another evil God, whom the truth did not reveal to you but whom your folly

has created, and you attribute to him not only whatever you do that is unjust but

also whatever you suffer that is just. In that way you attribute to God the good

ness of his gifts and take away from him the justice of his punishments, as if

Christ were saying that it was another God than the one who makes his sun to

rise upon the good and the evil and makes the rain fall on the just and the unjust

who prepared eternal fire for the wicked.2 Why do you fail to understand that

such great goodness in the one case and such great severity in the other belong to

the one God, if not because you do not know how to sing of mercy and judg

ment? Does not the same God who makes his sun rise upon the good and the evil

and makes the rain fall on the just and the unjust break off the natural branches

and graft on the wild olive branches contrary to nature? Does not the apostle say

there of the one God, You see, then, the goodness and the severity of God: his

severity in those who have been broken offbut his goodness in yourselves, ifyou

remain in that goodness (Rom 1 1 :22). You surely hear, you surely notice how

he does not take severity injudgment away from God nor free will from a human

being. It is hidden, it is deep, it is closed off from human thought in inaccessible

secrecy how God both condemns the sinner and justifies the sinner. The truth of

the holy scriptures says both of these of him. Do you, then, take delight in chat

tering away against the judgments of God because they are inscrutable? How

much more suitable, how much more appropriate it is for our limited intelli

gence to be struck with awe where Paul was awestruck and exclaimed, O the

depth ofthe riches ofthe wisdom and knowledge ofGod! How inscrutable are

hisjudgments and unsearchable his ways! (Rom 1 1 :33) How much better it is to

be amazed in that way at what you cannot search out than to want to create

another evil God because you have been unable to comprehend the one good

God! For this is a question not of a name but of an action.

4. Now Faustus seems to have defended himself quickly when he said, "We

do not say that there are two gods, but God and Hyle." But when you ask what he

calls Hyle, you clearly hear him describe another God. For, if they called

unformed matter, which is capable of receiving bodily forms, Hyle, as the

ancients called it, none of us would charge that they call it God. But now how

2. See Mt 5:45: 25:41.
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great an error it is, what great madness it is either to say that the matter of bodies

is the maker of bodies or to deny that the maker of bodies is God ! Because, then,

you say that someone else makes what the true God makes, that is, the qualities

and forms ofbodies, ofthe elements, and ofanimals, so that there may be bodies,

elements, and animals, by whatever name you call him, you are rightly said to

introduce another God by your error. On this one point you are twice wrong with

your sacrilegious error. You are wrong once, because you say that he whom you

are embarrassed to call God makes the things that God made. And yet in no way

will you cause him not to be God, unless you deny that he makes the sort of

things that only God makes. But you are wrong again, because you think that the

things that the good God makes good are made by the evil God and are evil. With

a childish mind you are horrified at things that disagree with the frailty of our

penal mortality and love things that agree with it. For this reason you call him

who made the snake evil, but you suppose that this sun is so great a good that you

believe that it was not made by God but was brought forth or sent by him.

But the true God— in whom, to my great sorrow, you still do not believe —

made the snake among other lower things and made the sun among other higher

things and made many things better than this light, not in higher, bodily, heav

enly things but in spiritual things that no fleshly person perceives. How much

more do you not perceive them! For, when you despise the flesh, you do nothing

else than despise your own standard, by which you measure both good and evil.

For you are unable even to think of evils, except those that offend yourfleshly

senses, or of goods, except those that please your fleshly eyes.

5. In order, therefore, to consider in the lowest level of reality these earthly,

frail, and mortal works of God, but still works ofGod of the sort that we can see,

I am moved in an ineffable way to the praise of their creator. He is of course so

great in his great works that he is not less great in his least works. The divine art,

after all, which makes heavenly and earthly works, is itself the same in all of

them, though they are different from one another. For it is everywhere perfect in

making each kind of being perfect. For the divine art does not create the universe

by simply making its individual things. Rather, in creating individual things for

the composition of the universe, it exhibits its whole self even in creating indi

vidual things, making and arranging all things appropriately for their places and

ranks and giving to all things, in particular and universally, what is suitable. See

here on this lowest level, as it were, of the whole of creation living beings that

fly, swim, walk, and crawl. They are of course mortal; their life, as scripture

says, is a mist that is seen for a little while (Jas 4: 1 4). For they bestow, as if in

common, this measure, which they received from the all-good creator, upon the

universe in order to complete it in accord with the portion belonging to their own

kind, so that all things may be good together with these lowest things, although

the higher ones among these goods are better than the lower ones.
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But pay heed: give me one living thing, however abject, whose soul hates its

flesh and does not rather nourish and cherish it, enliven it with vital movement,

rule it, and in some way govern, in accord with the smallness of its kind, a certain

universe of its own, which has been given to it in order to protect its well-being.

For, when the rational soul chastises its body and subjects it to servitude so that

the perception of wisdom is not impeded by an unbridled earthly desire, it

certainly loves, even in that way, its flesh, which it legitimately subdues and

subjects in order that its flesh might obey it. Finally, though you despise the

flesh because of your fleshly error, you cannot fail to love your flesh and to look

out for its health and integrity, to avoid all the blows, falls, and excesses that

cause it harm but to seek the defenses and good health that preserve it. In that

way you show that the law of nature prevails against your erroneous opinion.

6. What about the vital organs in the flesh suited to the shape of the whole, the

working members, the organs of sensation, all distinct in their locations and

functions, fitted together in harmonious unity with a balance of measures, an

equality of numbers, and an order of weights? Do they not indicate that their

maker is the true God, to whom it was truthfully said, You have arranged every

thing in measure, number, and weight (Wis 11:21)? If, then, you have a heart

that is not perverted and corrupted by silly myths, you would see even in this

lowest and fleshly creature his invisible reality, understood through these things

that have been made.3 For from where do those things that I mentioned come to

these creatures if not from him whose unity sets every limit, whose wisdom

forms every beauty, and whose law arranges every order? But if you do not have

an eye to see these things, let the authority of the apostle be your guide.

7. For, when the apostle gave a command about the sort of holy love

husbands ought to have for their wives, he took an example from the soul of a

lover. He said, A man who loves his wife loves himself. For no one ever hates

his own flesh but feeds and cherishes it, just as Christ does the Church.

(Eph 5:28-29) There before your eyes is the whole substance of the flesh! See

how this union of nature indicates to every animal, as something suited to its

well-being, that it should love its own flesh. For this is not found only in human

beings who, when they live correctly, not only take care of the health of their

flesh but also govern and restrain the feelings of the flesh for the use of reason.

But even wild animals flee pain, fear death, and avoid, with as much speed as

they can, whatever can tear from their harmonious composition and destroy the

structure of the members and the union of the flesh and the spirit, for they too

feed and cherish their flesh. For no one ever hates his own flesh, he says, but

feeds and cherishes it, as Christ does the Church (Eph 5:29). See from where

and to where he rises up. See, if you can, what force the creature draws from the

creator, for the fullness of the universe stretches from the heavenly hosts down

3. See Rom 1:20.
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to the flesh and blood, beautiful with a variety of forms and arranged according

to the ranks of reality.

8. Again, when the same apostle taught us something clearly important,

divine, and hidden concerning the different spiritual gifts, which nonetheless

contribute to unity, he drew a comparison from this flesh, and he did not at all

leave unmentioned, when he said this, the fact that God is its maker. And,

though it is long, I shall still not hesitate, because it is so necessary, to insert in

this work the whole passage from his Letter to the Corinthians: I do not want you

to be ignorant, brothers, about spiritual gifts. You know how, when you were

gentiles, you were ledastray and used to go up to voiceless idols. For this reason

I want you to know that no one speaking in the Spirit ofGod says, Anathema to

Jesus, and no one can say, LordJesus, except in the Holy Spirit. There are differ

ences in gifts but the same Spirit, and there are differences in ministries but the

same Lord, and there are differences in works but the same God, who does all

things in all. To each, however, is given a manifestation of the Spirit for the

benefit of all. One is given by the Spirit a word of wisdom, another is given a

word ofknowledge in accord with the same Spirit. One is givenfaith in the same

Spirit, another the gift of healing in the one Spirit. One is given acts of the

virtues, another prophecy, still another the discernment ofspirits. One is given

different kinds oftongues, another the interpretation oftongues. But one and the

same Spirit produces all these, dividing particular gifts to each one as he wills.

For, just as the body is one and has many members and, though all the members

ofthe body are many, the body is one, so it is with Christ. For we have all been

baptized in one Spirit into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, whether slaves or

free. And we have all drunk ofone Spirit. For the body is not one member but

many. Ifafoot says, Because Iam not a hand, 1 do not belong to the body, does it

therefore not belong to the body ? Or ifan ear says, Because Iam not an eye, Ido

not belong to the body, does it therefore not belong to the body? If the whole

body were an eye, where would hearing be? If the whole body were hearing,

where would the sense ofsmell be? Now, however, God has arranged the indi

vidual members in the body as he willed. But if all were one member, where

would the body be? Now, however, there are many members, but one body. But

the eye cannot say to the hand, I do not need you, nor can the head again say to

the feet, I do not need you. Rather, the members of the body that seem to be

weaker are much more necessary. And the members ofthe body that seem less

honorable we clothe with greater honor, and our members that are less present

able receive more modest treatment. But those that are presentable do not need

this. But God tempered the body, giving greater honor to what lacked it so that

there would not be a division in the body but so thai its members would have the

same care for one another. And if one member suffers, all the members suffer

with it; if one member is glorified, all the members rejoice with it. (1 Cor

12: 1-26) If you have, I shall not say any Christian faith, so that you may believe
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the apostle, but any human sense, so that you may discern what is obvious, let

each see and consider in himselfhow true and how certain these things are, how

great they are in something small, and how good they are in what is least. For the

apostle speaks of them with praise so that, through these weak bodily things that

are seen, we may more easily understand those sublime spiritual things that are

not seen.

9. You see, then, whom someone contradicts who denies that God is

the maker of these members and of our body, which the apostle so highly

commends and so highly praises. For he preaches to us something other than

what we have received.4 What need is there that he be refuted by me, then, rather

than condemned by all Christians? The apostle says, God tempered the body

( 1 Cor 1 2:24), and this fellow says, "Hyle did it, not God." What is clearer than

this opposition, which should be condemned before it is refuted? Did the apostle

here add ofthis world (2 Cor 4:4) when he said Godl

Even if someone understands in that passage that the devil blinds the minds

of unbelievers by his evil temptations, we do not deny it. And those who consent

to them lose the light ofrighteousness when God gives them the punishment that

is just. We read all this in the holy scriptures. For it was said of the seduction that

comes from outside: Ifear that, just as the serpent seduced Eve by his wiles, so

your minds may be corruptedfrom the simplicity and chastity that is in Christ

(2 Cor 1 1 : 3). Like this there is the verse: Evil conversations corrupt good morals

( 1 Cor 15:33). And there is the verse about each person being his own deceiver:

But someone who thinks that he is something, though he is nothing, deceives

himself(Gal 6:3). And there are those words I quoted about God's vengeance:

God handed them over to an evil mind so that they would do what was wrong

(Rom 1 :28). And so, even in the old books, after it said, God did not make death

and does not rejoice over the destruction ofthe living (Wis 1:13), it says, By the

devil 's envy death entered the world (Wis 2:24). And again, it says concerning

death, so that men would not hold themselves guiltless. But the wicked

summoned it by their hands and words, and, thinking it a friend, they wasted

away (Wis 1:16). And elsewhere it says, Good and evil, life and death, riches

and poverty comefrom the Lord God (Sir 11:14).

People who are disturbed at this do not understand that in one and the same

evil act — not by a punishment that follows afterward and that will be obvious

but by one that immediately accompanies it— one aspect derives from the wiles

of the one who persuades the sinner, another from the wickedness of the one

who wills the sin, and still another from the justice of the one who punishes the

sin. For the devil makes the suggestion, a man consents to it, and God abandons

him. Hence, if we understand the devil in the evil act, that is, in the blinding of

unbelievers, on account of the malice of his persuasion, so that the sentence is

4. See Gal 1 :9.
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divided after the words, the god ofthis world (2 Cor 4:4), it does not seem absurd

to me. For god is not said without qualification when there is added ofthis world,

that is, of the wicked persons who want to flourish only in this world. In this

sense the world is said to be evil, as scripture says, in order to take usfrom this

present evil world (Gal 1 :4).

The same thing is found in the words: Their god is the belly (Phil 3:19). If

their were not used there, scripture would never say, God is the belly. Nor could

demons be called gods in the psalm unless ofthe nations were added. For scrip

ture says, For the gods ofthe nations are demons (Ps 96:5). But here we have

neither the god ofthis world nor their god is the belly nor the gods ofthe nations

are demons but simply God tempered the body, and he cannot be understood

except as the true God, the creator of all things. Those expressions, after all,

were said reproachfully, but this is said with praise, unless Faustus perhaps

understands that God tempered the body not by arranging the members, that is,

by fashioning and constructing them, but by mingling them with his own light.

That is, another god, who fashioned the body, put in it these members, which he

distinguished in this way and placed in their positions, but God tempered the evil

of this structure by mixing in his own goodness. For the Manicheans dull

childish minds by such myths. But God did not allow them to be able to say this,

since he went to the help of little ones by the lips of the saints. For you have

shortly before: God arranged the individual members in the body as he willed

(1 Cor 12:18). Who, after all, would fail to understand that God tempered the

body insofar as he fashioned the body from many members, which preserve the

functions of their different activities in the framework of unity?

10. Let the Manicheans, then, say whether the animals, which according to

their ravings Hyle had formed in the nation of darkness before God mingled his

light with them, did not have this harmony of members that the apostle praises in

this way. Let them say whether in the nation of darkness the head said to the feet

or the eye to the hand, / have no need ofyou (1 Cor 12:21). The Manicheans

never said this nor could they have. For they attribute activities and works to

them such as that they crawled, walked, swam, and flew, each according to its

kind. They also saw, heard, and used the other senses; they fed and cherished

their bodies with food and suitable moderation. They also had an abundance of

offspring. For Manicheans attribute marriages to them. Surely, all these activi

ties, which Mani disparages as the works of Hyle, could not be carried out

without the harmony of members that the apostle praises and ascribes to God.

Do you still doubt whom you should follow and whom you should condemn?

What about this? There were certain animals there that also spoke, so that, when

they addressed them, all the reptiles, quadrupeds, birds, and fish heard, under

stood, and agreed. This is an amazing and truly divine eloquence! They had not

studied under any grammarian or teacher of rhetoric, nor did they learn this amid

tears caused by rods and sticks.
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So that this Faustus might eloquently chatter away with this nonsense, he also

approached the discipline of oratory, though as a latecomer, and although he

was quick-witted, he wore out his vocal cords in reading aloud in order that so

small a number might agree with him when he spoke. O the poor wretch who

was born in this light and not in that darkness! For there every biped, every

many-footed insect, every crawling thing from a serpent to a clam would gladly

have heard him speaking against the light and would willingly have obeyed him.

But here more people call him eloquent rather than learned when he speaks

against the darkness, and many call him an utterly perverse seducer. But among

the few Manicheans who applauded him as a great teacher, no farm animal

agreed with him, nor does even his horse know something as a result of that

teaching, as if a part of God is built into all the animals so that they may become

dumb.

What does this mean, I ask you? Wake up a little, you wretches, and compare

the past and present time of all the animals in your myth, then in their own land,

now in this world. Then their bodies were strong; now they are weak. Then the

gaze of their eyes was keen for living with the delight of invading the territory of

God; now it is so dull that it is turned away from the sun's rays. Then the minds

of the animals were sharp for understanding the address of the speaker; now they

are dim-witted and completely devoid of such a capacity. Then there was such a

great and powerful natural eloquence; now, despite such a great desire and

effort, there is scarcely a small and tiny amount. O what great goods the nation of

darkness lost when it was mingled with good!

1 1 . This Faustus himself was seen to have elegantly set forth many antitheses

in the very discourse to which I am now replying: health and sickness, abun

dance and need, white and black, hot and cold, sweet and bitter. Among these I

omit saying something about white and black. Or suppose that there is an

amount ofgood and evil in colors, so that Manicheans say that white belongs to

God and black to Hyle. Then, since they say that Hyle created all the kinds of

birds, if God poured out the color white on their feathers, where were the crows

hiding when the swans were flooded with whiteness? Likewise, there is no need

to say anything about hot and cold. For each of them is healthy when applied in

moderation but deadly when used immoderately. Let us look at the rest. Perhaps

he ought to have put good and evil first in these antitheses. For he seems to have

put them there so that we would understand them as general terms, that is, so that

health, abundance, white, hot, and sweet would pertain to the good, while sick

ness, need, black, cold, and bitter would pertain to evil. Let anyone who is able

see how ignorantly and thoughtlessly he did so. But, lest I be thought to slander

the man, I raise no objections about white and black, hot and cold, or sweet and

bitter, and I shall say something about health and sickness. For, if white and

sweet are two goods, while black and bitter are two evils, how will very many

grapes and all olives become sweet as they grow darker, that is, become better by



Book Twenty-One 293

having more evil? Likewise, if heat and health are two goods, while cold and

sickness are two evils, why do bodies become sick when their temperature rises?

Or are healthy bodies perhaps feverish? I shall not, therefore, raise these as

objections, for perhaps he mentioned them carelessly or as just any antitheses

rather than as goods and evils, especially since Manicheans said that the fire of

the nation of darkness was never cold but that its heat was certainly evil.

1 2. But to omit these, let us see what goods he mentioned in these antitheses,

about which he did not want there to be any doubt: health, abundance, sweet

ness. Was there no bodily health in that nation, in which those animals were able

to be born and to grow, to bear young and to survive? For, when some of them

that were pregnant were captured and bound in the sky, as they say in their folly,

their aborted fetuses (and not even ones carried to their full term) fell from on

high to the earth and were able to live and grow and to propagate these kinds of

flesh, which are now countless. Or was there no abundance in that nation where,

not only in water and wind but also in fire and smoke, trees were able to come

into existence and to enjoy such great fecundity? After all, from their fruits

animals were born according to their own kind and were preserved, having been

nourished and fed by the fruitfulness of those trees. For the fecundity of their

offspring also testifies to the abundance of food, especially where there was no

labor of farming and no excesses of summer and winter, since the sun did not

follow its course there, so that the years would pass with the change of seasons.

Hence, there was the perpetual fecundity of the trees, which never lacked the

matter and food of their proper kind for reproduction, as they never lacked them

for coming into existence. And this fecundity caused their fruits never to fail,

just as we see citron trees flower and bear fruit the whole year, if they are

constantly watered. A great abundance was found there, then, and a great secu

rity in the possession of it, for there was no fear of hail where there were no gath

erers of light who, according to your myth, cause thunder.

1 3. If, however, they did not find their food sweet and pleasing, they would

never be pleased by it and would never nourish their bodies with it. For it is a fact

that food causes either delight or offense in accord with its suitability for each

body. If it causes delight, it is said to be sweet and pleasing, but, if it causes

offense, it is said to be bitter or harsh or repulsive because of some unsavoriness.

Are we human beings not such that quite often one person is pleased by a food

that another person is horrified at, in accord with either his natural temperament

or his acquired habits or the state of his health? For how much better reasons can

the bodies of wild animals, which are of far different kind, find something

pleasant that is bitter to us! Would goats otherwise be so eager to gnaw on the

wild olive tree? For, just as honey is bitter for some illness of human beings, so

the wild olive tree is sweet for the nature ofthat animal. In that way wise students

of nature are taught what order is capable of doing, that is, when each thing is
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used for and given what is suitable for it, and how great a good exists from the

very lowest things to the highest ones, from bodily things to spiritual ones.

And so, when an animal of one element in the nation of darkness fed on the

food that was natural to its element, its suitability undoubtedly produced sweet

ness. But if it came upon the food of another element, its unsuitability would

offend the sense of the one tasting it. And this is an offense or bitterness or harsh

ness or unsavoriness or whatever else, and if it is so extreme that it disrupts the

structure and harmony of the body by its foreign power and thus kills it or takes

away its strength, it is also called poison for no other reason than for its unsuit

ability, although for another kind it is food on account of its suitability. In the

same way, if a hawk eats bread, which is our daily food, it dies, and we die if we

eat hellebore, on which many animals feed, though a certain way of using this

herb is nonetheless medicinal.

If Faustus knew or considered this, he certainly would not give poison and its

antidote as an example of the two natures of evil and good, as if God were the

antidote and Hyle the poison. For the same thing and the same nature, in one case

taken or used suitably, in another unsuitably, either benefits or harms. And so,

according to their myth, their God can be said to be poison for the nation of

darkess since he corrupts its bodies, which are so strong, and makes them

very weak. But because the light itself was also captured, overwhelmed, and

corrupted, they were poison for each other.

1 4. Why, then, do you not say that these are two goods or two evils or, rather,

two goods and two evils, two goods by themselves, two evils for each other?

Afterwards, if it is necessary, we may investigate which of them is better or

worse. Meanwhile, since the two were good by themselves, we consider them in

this way. God reigned in his land; Hyle reigned in his. Health is found in the

rulers both here and there. An abundance offruits is found both here and there. A

fecundity of offspring is found both here and there. A sweetness of their respec

tive pleasures is found both here and there. But, apart from that nation's being

evil to the neighboring light, that nation, Manicheans say, was evil by itself.

Meanwhile I have already mentioned many of its goods. Ifyou can also point out

many of its evils, there will be two good kingdoms, but that one in which there is

no evil will be better. What, then, do you say are the evils of the kingdom of

darkness? Faustus says that they devastated each other; they injured, killed, and

destroyed each other. If they had time there only for this, how were such great

armies born there, nourished, and brought to maturity? There was, then, quiet

and peace there.

But let us admit that the kingdom where there was no discord was better. Still, I

would much more appropriately say that these two were good than that one was

good and the other evil. Then that kingdom in which individuals do not harm either

themselves or one another is the better, but this one is less good in which, though
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the animals are still against one another, each animal nonetheless protects its own

health, integrity, and nature. Yet that prince of darkness cannot even remotely be

compared to your God. For no one resisted that prince; all things obeyed him as he

reigned, and all followed him when he spoke, which is something that could not be

achieved without great peace and concord. For those kingdoms are happy where

kings are obeyed by the full consent of all. In addition, not only those of his own

kind, that is, the bipeds, who you say were the parents of human beings, were

subject to that prince, but also all the kinds of other animals, and at the least sign

from him they turned to doing what he commanded and to believing what he

urged. When you say these things, do you think that human hearts are so deaf that

they wait for you to call him another God, since they see that you have described

him so fully and clearly? For, if the strength of this prince could do this, he had

great power. If he received such honor, he had great renown. If there was love,

there was great harmony. Ifhe commanded such fear, there was great discipline. If

there were some evils among all these goods, should it be called the nature of evil

except by those who do not know what they are saying? But, if you think that it is

the nature of evil because it was not only evil for another nature but also had evil in

itself, do you think that the harsh necessity that your God suffered before he was

mingled with the opposite nature was no evil? For he was forced to fight with it and

to send his own members into its jaws to be overwhelmed so that his nature could

not be completely purified. You see, there was in him a great evil before he was

mingled with what you say is the only evil. For either he could not have been

injured and corrupted by the nation ofdarkness and suffered that necessity because

of his own stupidity, or, if his substance could have been corrupted, you do not

worship an incorruptible God. What then? Do you not see that the corruptibility by

which that nature was not yet corrupted, but by which it could be corrupted by

another nature, was an evil in your God?

15. Who would fail to see that either he did not have foreknowledge — and in

this case you must consider whether it is no defect in God to lack foreknowledge

and to be utterly ignorant of what was threatening him— or if he had foreknow

ledge, he had no security but an eternal fear. Surely you recognize how great an

evil this is. Or did he not fear that there would sooner or later come the time when

his members would be devastated and defiled in that battle so that they would

scarcely be set free and purified by such great labor — and still not completely?

But ifhe did not have this fear, and you certainly see how difficult it is to say this, at

least his members, which were going to suffer here such great evils, were afraid.

Or did they perhaps not know that this was coming? Then some part or other of the

substance of your God certainly lacked foreknowledge. Count the evils in your

highest good. Or did they have no fear because they at the same time foresaw that

their deliverance and triumph would follow? Surely they at least feared for their

companions, who they knew would be separated from their kingdom by eternal

chains in that sphere of darkness.
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16. Or was there no love there, so that there was no brotherly compassion, at

least for the members who faced eternal punishments without any preceding sin on

their part? Why was there not? Were not those souls who were destined to be

confined in the sphere not themselves members of your God? Are they not one

kind and one substance with him? At least, if they foreknew their future ever

lasting shackles, they were certainly afraid; they were certainly sorrowful. Or if

they did not know that this was going to happen, part of your God had foresight

and part did not. How, then, are they one and the same substance? Since such great

evils were present there before any mingling with the alien evil took place, then,

why do you boast of that good as if it were pure, simple, and the highest good? You

are forced to admit, therefore, that in themselves these two natures are either two

goods or two evils. If you say that they are two evils, we allow you to say that

whichever of these you want is the worse. But if you say that they are two goods,

say which of these you want is the better. Later we shall consider this more care

fully, provided that this error of yours is destroyed by which you say that there are

two principles of the two natures, good and evil, and that they are clearly two gods,

one good and the other evil. But now, if something is evil because it harms some

thing else, these two harmed each other, but one part will be more evil because it

first wanted what belonged to the other. The one, therefore, wanted to inflict evil;

the other returned evil for evil, and not by the law of retaliation— for example, an

eye for an eye,5 which is something that you unwisely and impudently often criti

cize — but in a much worse way. Choose, then, which one you call worse — the

one that wanted to do harm first or the one that wanted to do more harm and could.

For the former desired to enjoy the light in accord with its limits; the latter utterly

destroyed it. If the former had carried out what it sought to do, it certainly would

not have harmed itself. But in order to overthrow the hostile opposition, the latter

gravely harmed even a part of itself. As that very familiar and furious line entrusted

to memory in certain writings says, "Let friends perish provided enemies fall along

with them."6

For a part ofGod was sent into an irreversible defilement so that there would be

the means to cover the sphere in which the enemy was to be buried alive for eter

nity. For the enemy will be feared so much, even when conquered; he will cause so

much terror when imprisoned that the everlasting misery of a part ofGod will give

to the rest of God some sort of security. O the great innocence of goodness! See,

your God will also do that for which you bring horrible accusations against the

nation of darkness, because he does harm to his own members and to those of

others. That last sphere in which the enemy is imprisoned and the citizen bound

blames this very thing in your God. In fact, the part that you call God surpasses it in

doing more harm both to others' members and to his own. Hyle, of course, did not

want to destroy the other kingdom but to possess it. But even if he killed some of

5. See Ex 21:24.

6. Cicero, Pro Deiotaro 9, 25.
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his own, in consuming them by certain others of his, he still ultimately changed

them into other forms so that, by dying and being reborn, they shared in the joy of

life, at least over intervals of time. But God, whom you describe as all-powerful

and all-good, both destroys others and condemns his own for eternity. And this is

something that is believed with an even more amazing madness: Hyle injures his

animals in his fight, while God punishes his members in his victory. Why is this,

you foolish people? You remember, of course, the words of Faustus about God as

an antidote and Hyle as poison. Look, your antidote does more harm than your

poison. Would Hyle either imprison God or afflict his own members for eternity in

so horrible a sphere? And — what is more criminal — he slanders the rest lest he

seem to have failed because he could not purify them. For Mani says in the Letter

of the Foundation that those souls become worthy of such punishment because

they allowed themselves to wander off from their previous bright nature and

emerged as enemies of the holy light, though God himself sent them on that

wandering, during which they became so darkened that light became an enemy to

light. If he sent them against their will, he was unjust in forcing them. If they were

willing, he is ungrateful in condemning them. If they were able to foresee that they

would become enemies to their origin, they were never happy. For they were

tormented with fear before the war, they were defiled beyond remedy in the war,

and they were condemned for eternity after the war. But if they were unable to

foresee it, they were never divine. For they were without foresight before the war,

they were weak in the war, and they were wretched after the war. And God is of

course the same as they are according to the unity of substance. Are we to think so?

Do you see how terribly you blaspheme? And nonetheless, since at some point you

want somehow to defend your God, you say that he gives something good even to

Hyle in that, having been confined in itself, it cannot not continue to rage. Will it,

then, have some good when no good will be mingled with it? Or, just as before the

war, without any mingling with evil, God had the evil of necessity, so after the war

will Hyle, perhaps without any mingling with good, have the good of commin

gling? Say, therefore, that there are two evils, one worse than the other, or that

there are two goods, not two highest goods, but one better than the other, so that

you may in fact say that the one that is better is more wretched. For the outcome of

that great war is that some good is given to the enemy and such great evil is

inflicted upon God's own citizens, since Hyle has been separated from its own

devastation and the members of God have been confined in the sphere. Consider,

then, who won. But the poison is of course Hyle, which was able to form,

strengthen, nourish, and vitalize its animals. And the antidote is God, who was able

to condemn his own members because he could not heal them. You madmen, the

one is not Hyle and the other is not God. In that way those who turn to myths rave

because they cannot stand sound doctrine.7

7. See 2 Tm 4:3.
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1 . Faustus said: Why do you blaspheme the law and the prophets?

We are certainly not enemies or opponents of the law and the prophets or of

anyone at all. In fact, if you will now permit us, we are ready to admit that all those

things are false which were written about them and because of which they seemed

odious to us. But you resist this, and, by agreeing with your writers, you bring

charges against the prophets, who are perhaps innocent; you sully the reputation of

the patriarchs; you bring dishonor upon the law. And — what is more foolish —

you want your writers not to be liars and yet those men to be pious and holy about

whom they wrote outrageous and shameful lives. Because both of these cannot be

true at the same time, it is necessary either that the latter were evil or that the former

were liars and fakes.

2. Come now, if you are willing: after the writers have been condemned by our

common agreement, let us undertake a defense ofthe law and the prophets. But by

the law I do not mean circumcision, nor the Sabbath and sacrifices and other

Jewish things of this sort, but what is truly the law, that is, You shall not kill

(Ex 20: 1 3), You shall not commit adultery (Ex 20: 14), You shall not swearfalsely

(Lv 19:12), and the rest. For that law was spread throughout the nations long ago,

that is, from the time when the creation of this world was established. The writers

of the Hebrews burst in upon and mingled with it, like leprosy and mange, these

abominable and shameful commandments of theirs, which refer to circumcision

and sacrifices.

Come now, if you are truly a friend of the law: condemn with me the men who

have dared to violate this law by mingling with it commandments that are unsuited

to it. And, if you did not know that those commandments were not the law or a part

of it, you would certainly strive to observe them, since you profess to be just, or

you would openly admit that you are notjust. But now you who want to live rightly

have a solicitous concern about the commandments that forbid crimes, and you

make no mention of the commandments that pertain to the Jews. How will you be

excused for this unless it is established that they are not the law? Finally, if, just as

you are incensed and judge it an intolerable insult if someone calls you a person

negligent about the commandment that says, You shall not kill, or, You shall not

commit adultery, so you should be outraged in the same way if someone calls you

uncircumcised or a person who has no concern for the Sabbath. It was once

possible to understand both of these to be the law and commandment ofGod; now,

however, you seek praise and glory from those earlier commandments if you

observe them, and from these commandments you fear no loss ofthe same good if

you hold them in contempt.

Hence, it is clear, as I said, that these latter commandments are not the law but

rather stains and scabs on the law. And. if we condemn them, we condemn them

298
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as false and not as lawful. Nor does this insult touch the law or the author of the

law, namely, God, but those who attach the name ofGod and of that law to their

wicked religions. But the fact that we at times injure the revered name "law"

when we go after the Jewish commandments is your fault, since you do not want

there to be any distinction between Jewish institutions and the law. In any case,

restore to the law its proper dignity; cut away from it, like warts, the shameful

practices ofthe Jews. Attribute to their writers the crime ofdeforming it, and you

will immediately see that we are enemies of Judaism, not of the law. It is the

word "law" that deceives you, because you do not know what it ought rightly to

be ascribed to.

3. Besides this, I do not see why you think that we blaspheme the prophets

and the patriarchs. For, if the things which we read that they committed were

written or dictated by us, this accusation of yours against us would not be unrea

sonable. But where they or their companions and peers wrote these same things

in opposition to the goodness of morals and sought to derive glory from vices,

what blame do we have from this? After all, we condemn them, having despised

their wicked acts, for they of their own accord confessed that they were guilty of

them, without even having been asked about them. Or, if the malice of the

writers has made up these charges against them out of hatred, let the writers be

punished, let their books be condemned, let the word "prophet" be cleansed of

its undeserved reputation, and let the authority of the patriarchs be restored to its

gravity and esteem.

4. And it was surely possible that the same men impudently made up such

great lies about God. For they said that he initially lived in darkness from eter

nity and afterward was surprised when he saw the light. They said that he was

initially ignorant of the future, so that he gave the commandment that Adam was

not going to keep. They said that he was initially sightless, so that he could not

see Adam when he hid in a corner of paradise after realizing his nakedness. They

said that he was initially envious and fearful that, if his man tasted fruit from the

tree of life, he would live forever, and that he was afterward seeking blood and

fat from every kind of sacrifice, and that he was jealous if the same sacrifices

were offered to other gods as were offered to him. They said that he was angry

now at other peoples, now at his own, now destroying a thousand men on

account of slight sins that they committed or none at all, now also threatening

that he would come with the sword and spare no one, neither a just man nor a

sinner. It is possible, I say, that those who have lied about God with such great

boldness have lied about the men of God. But agree with us that the writers are

guilty of the crime if you want the prophets to be free of it.

5. In any case we were not the ones who wrote those things about Abraham—

that, for example, burning with a mad desire for having children and not believing

God, who had already promised him this from his wife, Sarah, he slept with a
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mistress and, what is more indecent, with his wife's knowledge,1 or that, for the

sake of his greed and his belly the same utterly infamous trafficker in his own

marriage lied at different times to two kings, Abimelech and Pharaoh, claiming

that his wife, Sarah, whom we mentioned, was his sister, because she was very

beautiful, and that he sold her into concubinage.2 We did not write that Lot, his

brother, after having been set free from Sodom, slept with his two daughters on the

mountain;3 he would have burned more decently in Sodom from being struck by

lightning than he burned on the mountain with the flame of illicit lust.

Nor did we write that Isaac did the same things as his father did to his wife,

Rebecca, pretending that she was his sister so that he might shamefully survive

by means of her.4 Nor did we write that his son, Jacob, wandered like a billy goat

among Rachel and Leah, two blood sisters, and their respective maidservants, a

husband of the four, so that there was a contest every day among the four harlots

about which one would be the first to carry him off to bed when he returned from

the field,5 or that at times they would hire him from one another for the night

with bribes.6 We likewise did not write that Judah, his son, slept with his

daughter-in-law Tamar after her marriages to his first two sons — deceived, as

they say, by the prostitute's attire into which she had changed, for she knew well

that her father-in-law did business with that kind of woman.7 Nor did we write

that after so many wives David committed adultery also with the young wife of

Uriah, his soldier, and had him killed in battle.8 We did not write that his son,

Solomon, had three hundred wives and seven hundred concubines and countless

daughters of kings.9

We did not write that Hosea, the first of the prophets, produced sons from a

whore and, what is worse, attributed that shameful behavior to God's plan.10 Nor

did we write that Moses committed murder, that he robbed the Egyptians, that he

waged war, that he commanded and carried out many cruel acts, and that even he

himself was not content with one marriage." Of these things and the likes ofthem,

which they have in their books, nothing has been written, nothing has been

dictated by us. But either these fabrications of your writers are false, or the crimes

of the patriarchs are true. Choose which you want. For we must equally despise

either these patriarchs or those writers because we hate both evil shameless men

and liars.

1. SeeGn 16:2-3.

2. SeeGn 12:13.

3. SeeGn 19:33-35.

4. See Gn 26:7.

5. See Gn 29:23.30; 30:3-4.9-10.

6. SeeGn 30: 16.

7. See Gn 38.

8. See2Sm 11:1-17.

9. See 1 Kgs 11:1-3.

10. See Hos 1 .

11. See Ex 2:1-2; 12:35-36: 17:9-10.



Book Twenty-Two 301

6. Augustine replied: You understand neither the sacraments of the law nor

the actions of the prophets because you do not know how to think of holiness or

justice. But we have already frequently said many things about the command

ments and sacraments of the Old Testament, so that you might understand that

what was given in order to be fulfilled in deed by the grace ofthe New Testament

was distinct from what was shown by its removal to have been fulfilled by the

revealed truth. For the commandments of the law were received in order to be

fulfilled by the love of neighbor and of God, but the promises of the law were

shown to have been fulfilled by the cessation of circumcision and of the other

sacraments of that time. The commandment made guilty people desire salva

tion, but the promise enacted symbols so that they would look toward a savior.

In that way, by the coming of the New Testament, the grace given them would

set those people free, and the truth realized would remove those symbols. For

the law, which was given through Moses, became grace and truth through Jesus

Christ — that is, grace, so that, when people were granted the forgiveness of

sins, they might observe by the gift of God what was commanded, but truth, so

that, when the observance of foreshadowing symbols was removed, what had

been promised might by the fidelity of God be made present.

7. Hence, those who criticize what they do not understand and say that the

law's symbols contained in the sacraments, which are filled with promises, are

leprosy or mange or warts are like people who are displeased with things whose

usefulness they do not grasp. They are like a deaf person who sees the lips of

speakers moving and criticizes the movements of the mouth as needless and

ugly or like a blind person who wants to test by touch what is said to him when

some house is praised and, while feeling the smoothness of the walls with his

hand, comes upon the windows, blames them as unsuited to that uniformity, and

thinks that they are ruinous holes.

8. But now the minds of these people are filled with nonsense, so that they

think that we believe that God once dwelled in darkness, because scripture says,

Darkness was over the abyss (Gn 1 :2), as if we call God an abyss where there

was darkness, because there was no light before God made the light by his word.

What shall I do so that they might understand that the very deeds of the prophets

were prophetic and mystical? But, because they do not distinguish between the

light that is God himself and the light that God made, they think that it follows

that he was in darkness before he made the light, since darkness was over the

abyss before he said, Let there be light, and light was made (Gn 1:3). After all, in

the New Testament both of these are said of him, for we read there, God is light,

and no darkness was in him (1 Jn 1:5), and we also read there, God who

commanded the light to shine in the dark has also shone in your hearts (2 Cor

4:6). So too, in the old books it was said of the wisdom of God, which was not

made, because through it all things were made. It is the brightness of eternal

light (Wis 7:26), and it is said of a certain light, which could only be made
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through that wisdom, You will light my lamp, O Lord; you, my God, will

enlighten my darkness (Ps 1 8:29), just as from the beginning, when darkness

was over the abyss, God said, Let there be light, and light was made, the light

that only God, the source of light, would have made.

9. For, just as he is sufficient to himselffor eternal happiness, and from this he

overflows in order to make others happy, so he is sufficient to himselffor eternal

light, and from this he overflows to enlighten others. He does not desire

anything good from anyone, although every good will finds enjoyment in him,

and he does not fear any evil from anyone, since every evil will is abandoned by

him. For someone who is happy by his gift does not increase him, nor does

someone who is unhappy by his judgment cause him fear. You Manicheans do

not worship such a God. You have become far from him by following the

figments of your imagination. Drinking in this light of the heavenly bodies by

the eyes of the flesh, your vain and wandering heart has dilated and changes

these images for you by many fictions. Although God made this light, it is far

from comparable to the light that God made in the minds ofthe faithful. He turns

those minds into light from darkness, just as he makes them righteous from

having been sinful. How much more is this light incomparable to that unap

proachable light, which makes all these! Nor is it unapproachable to everyone.

For blessed are the clean of heart, for they shall see God (Mt 5:8), and, God is

light, and no darkness was in him (1 Jn 1 :5). But sinners will not see the light, as

Isaiah says.12 For such people that light, the source of light, is unapproachable. It

made not only that spiritual light in the minds of the saints but also this bodily

light, to which he does not forbid sinners to draw near but which he makes rise

upon the good and the evil.13

10. Since, therefore, darkness was over the abyss, he who was light said. Let

there be light. It is clear which light made the light. For it is clearly stated: God

said (Gn 1:3). Still it is not so clear which light he made. It is peacefully disputed

among the students of the divine scriptures whether it was the light that is in the

minds of the angels, that is, whether God then made these rational spirits, or

whether it was a certain bodily light, which is also removed from our gazes in the

lofty places of this world, for on the fourth day he made these conspicuous lumi

naries of the sky, and whether these were made at the same time as their light is

likewise investigated. Yet whoever, by devoutly reading the holy writings,

becomes worthy to understand them has no doubt that the created light was

made by a creating light. Whichever light was made at whatever moment, when

darkness was over the abyss, God said, Let there be light.

1 1 . Nor should one suppose that, before he made the light, God dwelled in the

darkness, because the Spirit ofGod was borne over the waters (Gn 1 :2), since it

12. See Is 59:9-10.

13. See Mt 5:45.
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was previously said, Darkness was over the abyss. The abyss, after all, is an

incalculable depth of water. For this reason fleshly wisdom could suppose that

the Spirit ofGod, ofwhom it was said that he was borne over the waters, suppos

edly dwelled in this darkness, which was over the abyss. For such wisdom does

not understand how light shines in the darkness and the darkness does not grasp

it,14 unless the Word of God produces light, and it is said to them, For you were

once darkness but are now light in the Lord (Eph 5:8). But if rational minds

darkened by a sinful will cannot grasp the light of the wisdom of God, which is

present everywhere, because they are far from it on account of their love, not on

account of their place, why is it surprising if the Spirit of God, who was borne

over the waters, was also borne over the darkness of the waters by an incompa

rable distance, but a distance of substance, not of places?

1 2. 1 certainly know how deaf these people are to whom I am singing these

songs, and yet I do not give up hope that the truth of my song will find an ear for

itself that the Lord will open, for the truths that we speak come from him. But

what sort ofjudges of the divine scriptures we endure in these Manicheans, who

are even displeased that God was pleased with his works! They blame him as if

he were surprised at the extraordinary light, because scripture says, And God

saw that the light was good (Gn 1 :4) ! For he approves of his works because what

he made pleases him, and this is to see that they are good. After all, he is not

forced to make anything against his will, so that he would make something that

would not please him, nor does he unwisely slip into making something, so that

he would be displeased that it was made. But why are these Manicheans

displeased that our God saw that his work is good? After all, when their God

plunged his own members into the darkness, he set up a veil before his eyes. For

he did not see that what he made was good, but he did not want to see that it was

evil.

13. Faustus did indeed say that our God was surprised, which is something that

is not in scripture, nor does it follow at all that, when someone sees that something

is good, he should also be said to be surprised. For we see many good things and

are not surprised as though they are something other than we expected. Rather, we

approve of them because they are as they ought to be. Yet we show the Mani

cheans — not in the Old Testament, which they maliciously slander, but in the

New Testament, which they accept in order to deceive the ignorant — that God

was surprised. For they admit that Christ is God, and they put this belief in their

snare, like some very sweet food by which they may capture people dedicated to

Christ. God, therefore, was surprised when Christ was surprised. For this is how it

is written in the gospel— that, having heard the faith of a certain centurion, he was

surprised and said to his disciples, Truly I say to you, I have notfound such great

faith in Israel (Mt 8:10). See, we have explained God saw that it was good, and

14. SeeJn 1:5.
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better men will perhaps explain it better. Let the Manicheans also explain why

Jesus was surprised at what he foreknew before it happened and certainly knew

before he heard it. For, although there is a very big difference between whether

someone sees that something is good and whether he is also surprised, in this case

there is also some similarity, because Jesus was also surprised at the light of the

faith that he himself, who is the true light that enlightens every person who comes

into this world,15 produced in the heart of that centurion.

14. Some impious pagan could surely slander and criticize him in the gospel

just as Faustus did in the Old Testament. For he might also say that Christ lacked

foresight not only because he was surprised at the faith of the centurion but also

because he chose among his disciples Judas, who was not going to keep his

commandments, just as Faustus criticized the fact that the commandment was

given in paradise to the man who would not keep it. He might also blame the fact

that Jesus could not know who had touched him when the woman who was

suffering from a flow of blood touched the hem of his garment, just as Faustus

blamed the idea that God did not know where Adam was hiding because, I

suppose, God said, Adam, where are you? (Gn 3:9), just as Christ said. Who

touched me? (Lk 8:44) He might say that Jesus was envious and fearful that, if the

five other virgins entered his kingdom, they would live eternally, and he closed the

door against them so that he might not open it for them as they pitifully knocked, as

though forgetting what he had promised when he said, Knock, and it shall be

openedfor you (Mt 7:7). In the same way Faustus accuses God of envy and fear

because he did not admit the sinner to eternal life.

He might say that he seeks the blood not of animals but of human beings,

because he said, He who loses his life for my sake shall find it for eternity

(Mt 10:39), just as Faustus wanted to slander him because of the sacrifices of

animals, which were symbols that promised the sacrifice of the blood by which we

have been redeemed. He might also criticize him forjealousy because, when Jesus

cast the buyers and sellers out of the temple, the evangelist mentioned that scrip

ture said of him, Jealousy for your house has consumed me (Jn 2:17), just as

Faustus accused God of jealousy because he forbade sacrifices to be offered to

others. He might call him angry at his own people and at others — at his own

because he said, The servant who knows his master 's will and does things that are

improper shall be beaten with many strokes (Lk 1 2:47), but at others because he

said, Ifanyone does not welcome you, shake their dustfrom yourfeet. Truly, I tell

you that it shall be more tolerablefor Sodom on the day ofjudgment thanfor that

city. (Mt 1 0: 1 4- 1 5) In the same way Faustus charges God with anger now at others,

now at his own people. The apostle mentions both of these when he says. For

whoever sinned without the law shall perish without the law, and whoever sinned

under the law shall be judged by the law (Rom 2: 1 2).

15. SeeJn 1:9.
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He might say that he slaughters and spills the blood of many even because of

slight sins that were committed— or none at all. For he might think that a slight

sin or none at all was committed in not having a wedding garment at the

marriage banquet, because of which our king ordered the man to have his hands

and feet bound and to be thrown into outer darkness.16 Or he might think that a

slight sin or none at all was committed by those who did not want Christ to reign

over them, because of which sin he said, But bring those who did not want me to

reign over them and kill them before me (Lk 19:27). In the same way Faustus

accused God in the Old Testament since he thought that he slaughtered thou

sands of persons because of slight sins that they committed — or none at all.

But now Faustus has criticized God for threatening that he would come with

the sword and would not spare either a just man or a sinner with it. How that

pagan would criticize our God when he hears Paul say of him, For he did not

spare his own Son but handed him overfor all of us (Rom 8:32), or when he

hears Peter speaking of the great tribulations and deaths of the saints! For he

exhorts them to endurance and says, // is time forjudgment to begin from the

house ofthe Lord, and ifthe beginning is with us, what will the end befor those

who do not believe the gospel of the Lord? And if indeed a righteous person

will scarcely be saved, where will the sinful and wicked person appear?

(lPt 4: 17-18) Yet who is more righteous than the one whom the Father did not

spare? And what is more evident than that he does not spare even the righteous

but corrects them with a variety of tribulations, since Peter clearly said of this,

And ifa righteous person will scarcely be saved ( 1 Pt 4: 1 8)? After all, it was not

written only in the Old Testament, For God disciplines one whom he loves but

beats a son whom he accepts (Prv 3: 12), and, If we have received good things

from the hand ofthe Lord, why shall we not endure evil ones ? (Job 2: 1 0) but also

in the New, / reprove and chastise one whom I love (Rv 3:19), and. For, if we

judged ourselves, we would not bejudged by the Lord. But when we arejudged,

we are disciplined by the Lord so that we may not be condemned with the world.

(1 Cor 11:31-32)

But if a pagan criticized in the New Testament the sort of passages that Mani-

cheans criticize in the Old, would Manicheans not undertake to defend them? If

they could do this, with what madness do they criticize in the Old Testament

what they defend in the New? But if they cannot, why do they grant, in one

Testament only and not rather in the two, that it is necessary to believe that the

same thing which unbelievers, who do not understand it, consider wrong is

considered right, though concealed, by believers who do not understand it?

15. Or do they perhaps also dare to say, in accord with that special diabolical

rule of theirs, that the similar passages that we produced from the New Testament

are false and perverse? By that rule they hold and teach that Christ and the apostles

16. See Ml 22:1 1-13.
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said whatever there is in the gospel or canonical letters that they think helps their

heresy, but they do not hesitate to say with their impudent and sacrilegious tongue

that falsifiers inserted whatever from those same books sounds opposed to them.

To the extent that the plan of the work I have undertaken seemed to allow, I have

already replied above extensively to this madness, which tries to destroy and elim

inate the authority of all those books.17

16. Now I warn that, when they try to veil their insane and sacrilegious myths

with the cloak of the Christian name, they should see, when they argue in this way

against the Christian scriptures, that we defend the truth of the divine books ofboth

Testaments not only against pagans but also against Manicheans. And, indeed, the

same sort of passages from our old books that Faustus mentioned in his writing as

unworthy ofGod I might perhaps defend against a pagan who criticizes them in the

gospel or in the words of the apostle. I might quote the same ideas from their

authors, as our Paul did with the Athenians.18 For I might perhaps find in their

books that God, the creator and framer of the world and the maker of this light,

who, before he made it, did not lie in darkness, was filled with joy over his

completed work, which is certainly more than He saw that it was good. I might

also find that he gave a law and that, if people followed it, they would do so to their

own benefit, but if they rejected it, they would do so to their own misfortune. And

they would not say that this God was ignorant of the future because he also gave

the law to those who were going to hold it in contempt. Nor would they say that a

man lacked foresight because he asked a question. For in their books many ques

tions are asked for no other reason than that anyone might be convinced by his own

replies, since the questioner not only knows what he wants the other person to

reply but knows the reply that he will give. But if he wanted to say that God was

envious of anyone because he did not allow the wicked to be happy, he would find

that books of their own which discuss divine providence are filled with this.

17. But the pagan would make no objection to me about sacrifices except

why we criticize the sacrifices that they have, since they read in our old books

that our God commanded that such sacrifices be offered to him. Here I would

perhaps discuss the true sacrifice at greater length and show that the sacrifice

which the one true priest, the mediator between God and men,19 offered is due

only to the one God. It was necessary that the symbols which promised this

sacrifice be celebrated in the sacrifices of animals in order to commend the flesh

and blood to come, the one victim that brought about the forgiveness of sins

contracted from the flesh and blood that cannot possess the kingdom of God.20

For the same substance of the body will be changed so that it has a heavenly

17. See above X, 3.

18. See Acts 17:28.

19. See 1 Tm 2:5.

20. See 1 Cor 15:50.
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quality. The fire in the sacrifice signified this, absorbing, as it were, death into

victory.21

These sacrifices were rightly celebrated in that people whose kingdom and

priesthood were a prophecy of the king and priest who would come in order to

rule and consecrate believers in all nations and bring them into the kingdom of

heaven and the sanctuary of the angels and eternal life. And so, just as the

Hebrews celebrated religious rites that foretold this true sacrifice, the pagans

celebrate sacrilegious rites that imitate it, since what the gentiles sacrifice they

sacrifice to demons and not to God ( 1 Cor 10:22). For the sacrifice of blood is an

ancient prophetic practice bearing witness from the beginning ofthe human race

to the future Passion of the mediator. In the sacred writings, after all, Abel is

found to be the first to have offered this sacrifice. It is not surprising, therefore,

that the transgressor angels flying through this air, whose two greatest vices are

pride and deceit, demanded that their worshipers offer them what they knew was

due to the one true God. For they wanted to be considered gods by their

worshipers, and the emptiness of the human heart made a place for them, espe

cially when, out of a desire to have the dead with them, they erected images.

From this the use of idols arose, and divine honors were paid to them with even

greater adulation as if they had been received into heaven, while the demons

took their place on earth as objects of worship and demanded that the deceived

and wicked people offer sacrifice to them. Sacrifice shows well enough to

whom it is due when not only the true God rightly commands it but even a false

god proudly demands it. If this were more difficult for that pagan to believe, I

would also persuade him by the prophecies in which there were written so long

before what I would show him has now been realized. And, if he held this in

contempt as well, I would also recognize this rather than be surprised at it, since I

would recall that not all were going to believe in the truth ofthe same prophecy.

1 8. But if he raised an objection to me about ajealous Christ or God from the

two Testaments and raised a fuss over the word itself, he would show nothing

else but that he is either unfamiliar with or does not care about literature. For

their learned men distinguish between will and desire, joy and glee, caution and

fear, clemency and mercy, prudence and shrewdness, confidence and audacity,

and many terms in such a way that in these pairs of words they ascribe those that

I put first to the virtues and those that I put second to the vices. Their books are

nonetheless filled with a wider use of these terms. And those that in their proper

sense signify vices are also called virtues, when desire is used instead of will, or

glee instead ofjoy, or fear instead of caution, or mercy instead of clemency, or

shrewdness instead of prudence. And who could mention all the terms with

which customary language takes such liberties? Besides this, each sort of

language has its own peculiarities. For in the writings of the Church I do not

21. See 1 Cor 15:54.
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recall that mercy is ever used as a reproach. The practice of everyday language

agrees with that. The Greeks call by one name two realities that are close but still

distinct, labor and pain, while we speak of them with two terms. We call life by

one term— whether life in accord with which we say, "It is living," because it is

not lifeless, or life in accord with which we say, "He is a man of a good life." But

the Greeks signify these also by two terms.22 Hence, it is possible that, apart

from a wider use of words, which is commonly found in all languages, jealousy

is also used in both Testaments with some peculiarity of the Hebrew language,

whether when the mind is upset and tormented over the adultery of one's

spouse, which is something that cannot happen in God, or when one exercises a

loving custody for the sake of preserving marital chastity. It is useful for us to

admit, not only without any hesitation but also with thanksgiving, that God does

this when he addresses his people as his spouse, whom he does not want to

commit fornication with many false gods. I would say this too about the wrath of

God. For God is not disturbed when he inflicts his wrath, but wrath is used in

place of vengeance, either by a broader usage or by some peculiarity of the

earlier language.

1 9. But, if he did not deny the judgment of God, he would not be surprised at

the thousands of persons that were slain. Not even the pagans deny this, who

concede that the universe is ruled and governed by divine providence from the

very top to the very bottom. But, if he also denies this, he would be refuted either

more easily by the authority of his own people or at somewhat greater length by

the presentation of certain arguments, or he would be left, as someone exceed

ingly dull and stupid, to the judgment of God, which he does not believe exists.

But, if he explicitly mentioned the slight sins or none at all that were committed,

on account of which God killed people, we would show that they were neither

none at all nor slight. As in the case of the one that we gave as an example

concerning the wedding garment,23 we would show how wicked it is for

someone to enter the sacred wedding feast, seeking there not the glory of the

bridegroom but his own, or whatever else that garment might perhaps be found

to signify, when it is better understood. Or, with regard to the fact that those who

did not want him to reign over them are killed before the eyes of the king,24 it

would perhaps be seen, without too long a discourse of ours, that, as it is no sin

on the part of a man if he is unwilling that any human being reign over him, it is

not no sin at all nor only a slight sin that he does not want him in whose kingdom

alone one lives correctly, happily, and to reign over him forever.

20. Now, when it was explained to the pagan how one should understand the

last point that Faustus set forth, plotting against the old books as if they blamed

22. In Greek tiovoc, can mean either labor or pain, and C means life as opposed to death, while

pioc, means life in the sense in which we speak of a good or bad life.

23. See Mt 22:1 1-13.

24. See Lk 19:27.
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God because he threatened people with the sword from which he would spare no

one, neither a just man nor a sinner, he would perhaps resist neither the New nor

the Old Testament and would be pleased by the gospel parable that those who want

to be regarded as Christians either do not see, like blind people, or are found

displeasing, like perverse people. For that sovereign cultivator of the vine readies

the pruning knife in one way for fruitful branches and in another way for barren

branches.25 Yet he does not spare either the good or the evil, in order to purify the

former and to cut away the latter. For no human being is endowed with such great

righteousness that he does not need the test of tribulation either to make his virtue

perfect or to strengthen it and to test it. Or perhaps these people do not count Paul

the apostle among the righteous, for, though he humbly and truthfully admitted his

past sins, he still gave thanks that he wasjustified because of faith in Jesus Christ.26

Or did he whom these vain people do not understand when he says, "I will spare

neither the just nor the sinner,"27 spare Paul? Let them listen to him, then. He says,

Lest I befilled with pride over the greatness ofmy revelations I was given a thorn

in myflesh, an angel ofSatan who struck me. Because ofthis I asked the Lord three

times to take it awayfrom me, and he said to me. My grace is sufficientforyou,for

virtue is made perfect in weakness. (2 Cor 12:7-9)

There, you see, he did not spare even a just man, so that his virtue might be

made perfect in weakness, for he gave him an angel ofSatan to strike him— unless

you say that the devil gave him that angel. The devil, then, was acting so that Paul

would not be filled with pride over the greatness of his revelations and so that his

virtue might be made perfect. Who would say this? That just man was, therefore,

handed over to be struck by an angel of Satan by him who through the apostle also

handed over the unjust to Satan himself. The same apostle says of these men, /

handed them over to Satan so that they might learn not to blaspheme ( 1 Tm 1 :20).

Now do you understand how from on high God spares neither the just nor the

sinner? Or are you more horrified because the sword was mentioned in the Old

Testament? For it is one thing to be struck and another to be killed. You speak as if

the thousands of martyrs were not slain by different kinds of deaths or as if their

persecutors would have had this in their power if it were not given to them from

above by him who said, "I will spare neither the just nor the sinner." For the very

Lord of the martyrs, his own Son whom he did not spare (Rom 8:32), said quite

openly to Pilate, You would not have power over me unless it were given youfrom

above (Jn 19: 1 1).28 The same Paul says that these sufferings and persecutions of

the just are an example of the just judgment of God. This statement is explained

more fully by the apostle Peter, as I mentioned above, when he says, It is timefor

25. SeeJn 15:1.

26. See 1 Tm 1:13.

27. Although both Faustus and Augustine treat this sentence as a quotation from the scriptures, it

is not found there in so many words. See Ez 21:3-4 and also Gn 1 8:23-25 as possible sources

of the idea, if not of the exact words.

28. Alternate readings in the early editions have the Father speaking to Pilate.



3 1 0 Answer to Faustus, a Manichean

judgment to beginfrom the house ofthe Lord, and ifthe beginning, he says, is with

us, what will the end befor those who do not believe the gospel ofGod? And ifa

righteous person will scarcely be saved, where will the sinful and wicked person

appear? (1 Ft 4: 17-18)

From this we understand how he does not spare the wicked, like branches cut

off to be burned, while he does not spare the righteous for the sake ofcompleting

their purification. For even Peter himself testifies that these things are done by

the will of him who says in the old books, "I will spare neither the just nor the

sinner." For Peter himself says. It is better to sufferfor doing good, ifthe Spirit of

God wills it, thanfor doing evil (1 Pt 3: 1 7). When, therefore, those who do good

suffer because of the will of the Spirit of God, he does not spare the just, but

when those who do evil suffer, he does not spare sinners. Yet according to his

will he does both of these, who says, "I will spare neither the just nor the sinner,"

beating the one like a son, punishing the other like a wicked person.

2 1 . There, you see, I have shown as well as I could that we do not worship a

God who has dwelled in darkness from eternity but a God who is light, and there

was no darkness in him.29 And in himself he dwells in unapproachable light.30

And the brightness of this eternal light is his coeternal wisdom. Nor was God

surprised at an unexpected light, but he was the creator of the light that he made

to exist, and he approved of it so that it might continue to exist. He was not igno

rant of the future but issued the commandment and condemned the sin so that the

punishment, which was justly imposed, might restrain people in the present and

deter others in the future from disobedience. He did not lack foreknowledge; he

did not question Adam out of ignorance but interrogated him as a judge. He was

not envious or fearful but justly kept the transgressor from eternal life, which is

justly given to the obedient. He did not seek blood and fat, but when he imposed

the sacrifices suited to a fleshly people, he promised the true sacrifice by means

of certain symbols. He was not jealous with livid emotion but with a tranquil

goodness, lest the soul, which owes chaste dedication to the one God, become

shameful by corruptive prostitution with many false gods. He does not rage

passionately, as though with human wrath, but punishes severely with another

divine and just wrath, which is colloquially called wrath not on account of

vengeful desire but on account of the vigor of his judgment. He does not slay

thousands of persons for no sins at all or only for slight ones that they have

committed, but in his most just judgment he imposes upon peoples through the

temporal deaths of mortals a beneficial fear of himself. He does not in blind

confusion punish indiscriminately the just and the sinners, but he distributes to

the just a salutary rebuke for the sake of their perfection and to sinners a due

severity for the sake of equity.

29. See I Jn 1:5.

30. See lTm6:16.
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From this it is apparent that you Manicheans are deceived by your suspicions

when you believe false things about Catholics either because you incorrectly

understand our scriptures or because you have encountered others who have

understood them incorrectly. And thus you have abandoned sound doctrine, and

you have turned to sacrilegious myths. And, having become exceedingly

perverse and alienated from the company of the saints, you do not want to be

corrected even by the New Testament, from which we bring forth the sort of

statements with which you find fault in the Old. The result is that we are

compelled to defend both Testaments against you as if against pagans.

22. But suppose that there is someone who is indeed so foolish as to worship

not the sort of God we worship, who is the one and true God, but the sort of God

you say that we worship, who is a fabrication of your calumnies and suspicions.

Does he not worship a better God than you do? Now I ask that you pay attention

and open whatever eyes you have. For there is no need ofgreat keenness of intel

ligence in order to be able to see what I am saying. I call upon all of you, the wise

and those lacking wisdom. Listen, pay attention, judge. For how much better

would it have been if your God had dwelled in darkness from eternity than that

he plunged into darkness a light coeternal and kindred to him! How much better

would it have been if he was surprised at and praised the new light, which rose

for him to dispel the darkness, than that he could not escape the old darkness

rushing upon him except by the darkening of his own light! He was unhappy if

he did this because he was troubled; he was cruel if he did this although he was

secure. For it would surely have been better if he saw that the light which he

made was good than that he made evil the light which he begot, since it repelled

the enemy darkness from him in such a way as to become his enemy. For it will

be counted as a sin on the part of the rest who will be condemned in that sphere

that they "allowed themselves to wander away from their earlier bright nature

and became enemies of the holy light."31

If from eternity they did not know that this would happen to them before it

happened to them, they were suffering the eternal darkness of ignorance. If,

however, they knew, they were suffering the eternal darkness of fear. There, you

see, a part and the substance of your God truly dwelled in its own darkness from

eternity, and it was not afterwards surprised at a new light, but it encountered

another alien darkness that he always feared. Now, if the God of which it was a

part feared that the same part of himself would meet with such a great evil, the

darkness of fear had also invaded him. But if he did not know that this would

happen, he was blinded by the darkness of ignorance. If, however, he knew that

this would happen to a part ofhimself and did not fear it, such a great darkness of

cruelty is worse than the darkness of ignorance or of fear. For your God did not

31. From Mani's letter known as The Foundation. See The Nature of the Good 42 for a fuller

citation of the passage.
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have what the apostle praised in the flesh, which you in your great madness

believe was made not by God but by Hyle. The apostle spoke as follows: Ifone

member suffers, all the members suffer with it (1 Cor 12:26).

But we make no accusation. He foreknew, feared, and sorrowed over this, but

he did not have the wherewithal to act. Consequently he dwelled from eternity in

the darkness of his misery, and he was not afterward surprised at a new light,

which might dispel the darkness from him, but with great harm to his own light

he met with another darkness, which he always feared. How much better it

would have been if— I shall not say, like God, he gave a commandment but if,

like a man, he received a commandment that he would keep to his own benefit

and hold in contempt to his own harm! But in both of these acts of the mind he

would use free will rather than be forced by an inevitable necessity against his

will to darken his own light. For it would certainly have been much better if he

gave a commandment to a human nature that he did not know would sin than if,

driven by necessity, he compelled his own divine nature to sin. Wake up and tell

us how he, whom necessity conquers, conquers darkness. This greater enemy

was already present with him; he was conquered by it and commanded by it

when he fought with the lesser evil.

How much better it would have been if God did not know where Adam had

fled from his face than that he himself had nowhere to flee— first, from the face

of hard and dire necessity and, afterward, from the face of a different and

opposing nation! How much better it would have been if he had begrudged

human nature a happy life than that he handed over the divine nature to unhappi-

ness! How much better it would have been if he had desired the blood and fat of

sacrifices than that he would himself be sacrificed so often to idols, mixed in

with the fat and the blood of all the victims ! How much better it would have been

if he had been upset by jealousy, if those sacrifices were offered to other gods,

than that he himself, bound not only in every crop but also in all flesh, would be

offered to all the demons on every altar! How much better it would have been if,

roused even with human indignation, he had been angry at sinners, both his own

people and others, than that he would himself be upset not only in all who are

angry but even in all who are afraid, and that he would be defiled in all who sin

and punished in all who are condemned! For he was bound everywhere in the

part of himself that he himself condemned to such a disgrace, though it was

innocent, so that through it he might conquer what he feared, even though he

himself was condemned under such a deadly necessity. Hence, the condemned

part of him could pardon him if — though it was in misery — he was at least

humble!

But now who would tolerate your criticizing God for his anger at sinners,

whether his own people or others, since the God whom you make up afterward

condemns to the sphere of darkness his own members, which he forced to enter

thejaws of sin? And when he does this, according to you, he will not have anger.
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But I wonder whether he will hold his head up when he supposedly inflicts

vengeance upon those from whom he ought to ask pardon and say, "Please

forgive me. You are my members. When would I have been able to do this to you

unless I were conquered by necessity? You yourselves know that, when I sent

you here, a horrible enemy had attacked. But now I bind you here, for I am afraid

that he may attack again."

But now at least admit that it is much better for God to kill thousands of men

with temporal death for no sin at all or a slight one than to hand over his own

members, that is, the members ofGod, the substance ofGod, who is clearly God,

to the whirlpool of sin and to condemn them by the bonds of eternal punishment.

For suppose that those members had free choice to sin or not to sin, and yet I do

not see how this may be said of the substance of God, which is truly the

substance of God and, for this reason, absolutely immutable. After all, God can

never sin, just as he cannot deny himself,32 while a human being can sin and deny

God, although he does not do so if he is unwilling. If those members of your

God, then, had free choice of the will to sin or not to sin, like a human and

rational soul, they would perhaps be rightly punished with the punishment of

that sphere for their grave crimes. But now you cannot say that those particles

had the freedom of will that the whole ofGod himself did not have. For, ifhe did

not send them into sin, the whole of him would have been invaded by the nation

of darkness and forced to sin. But if he could not be forced, he sinned when he

sent them where they could be forced. He himself, therefore, is more worthy of

the sack used for parricides,33 since he did this by his free command, than those

who obediently went to the place where they lost the free choice to live rightly.

But if, after having been invaded and taken possession of, he could be forced to

sin unless he took care of himself, first, by a crime committed by a part of

himself and, then, by the punishment of that part, and there was no free will in

your God or in his parts, then let him not pretend to be the judge but acknowl

edge that he is guilty not because he suffered what he did not want to but

because, by condemning them, he pretends to punish justly those who he knows

suffered evil rather than did evil. He keeps up this pretense only in order that he

may not be found to have been conquered, as if it benefits some wretch if he is

called happy and fortunate.

It was certainly better that, without any court of justice, your God spared

neither the righteous nor sinners — which is something that, without under

standing anything, Faustus put last in finding fault with our God — than that he

should act so savagely against his members that it is not enough that he offered

them to his enemies to be incurably infected unless he also accused them on a

32. See 2 Tm 2: 13.

33. Augustine alludes to the punishment of parricides, who were thrown into the sea in a leather

sack after having been scourged.
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false charge of injustice. He says that they rightly pay so severe a penalty, which

is endless, because they "allowed themselves to wander off from their former

bright nature and emerged as enemies of the holy light."34 Why is this except

that, as he says, they were first so infected by the greed of the princes of darkness

that they were unable to recall their origin and distinguish themselves from the

enemy nature? Souls of this sort, then, did nothing evil themselves, but in their

innocence they suffered a great evil. And who did this if not he who first

commanded that they go forth to so great an evil? Hence, they found their father

worse than the enemy. For their father sent them into such a great evil, but the

enemy sought them as something good, desiring to enjoy and not to harm them.

Their father harmed them knowingly; the enemy harmed them unknowingly.

But God, who was weak and helpless, could not otherwise look out for himself,

first against an evil enemy, afterward against an imprisoned one. At least, then,

let him not accuse those souls by whose obedience he is safe and by whose death

he is secure. After all, if he was forced to do battle, was he also forced to slander

them? For if, when they "allowed themselves to wander off from their former

bright nature and emerged as enemies of the holy light," they were in fact forced

to this by the enemy, whom they were not able to resist, they were condemned

despite their innocence. But if they were able but unwilling to resist him, why do

you still introduce in such a mythical fashion the nature of evil, since the origin

of sin comes from the individual will? Surely they did this, after all, by their own

sin, not by compulsion from another because, when they could have resisted the

evil, they did not will to. For, if they did this, they would have acted rightly, but if

they did not, they would have sinned gravely and terribly. If they could and did

not, they certainly did not will to. If, then, they did not will to, the serious sin

comes from the will, not from necessity. Therefore, the beginning of sin comes

from the will. But the beginning of evil, whether of doing evil contrary to a just

commandment or of suffering evil according to a justjudgment, comes from the

same source as the beginning of sin. Hence, there is no reason why, when you

ask where evil comes from, you should rush into the great evil of this error by

saying that a nature abounding with so many good things is the nature ofevil and

by locating in the nature of the highest good the horrible evil of necessity.

For the cause of this error of yours is pride, which you would not have if you

did not will to. But as long as you wish somehow to defend that into which you

have rushed, you are removing the origin of sin from the choice of the will and

locating the nature of evil in a vain and false myth. And for this reason it remains

for you to say that those souls destined to be condemned with eternal bonds in

the horrible sphere emerged as enemies of the holy light not by their will but by

necessity, and it remains for you to make your God the sort of a judge before

34. Mani, The Foundation.
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whom nothing could help those whose case you defend, once you have demon

strated the necessity of their action, and the sort of king from whom you are not

able to obtain forgiveness for your brothers, his sons and members, whose enmi

ties against you and against him you say emerged not by will but by necessity. O

monstrous cruelty! Or will you turn this to his defense by excusing him because

he also did these things out of necessity? If, therefore, you could find another

judge who might emerge as a dispenser ofjustice, free from the bonds of neces

sity, he would surely not have fastened this God of yours on the outside of the

sphere but would have enclosed him inside with his terrible enemy. After all,

why does he not justly first suffer the punishment of condemnation who is first

in the crime committed out of necessity?

How much better, therefore, it would be for you to choose in comparison

with a worse God not a God such as we worship but a God such as you either

pretend or think that we worship, who without any examination of what is right,

without any distinction between condemnation and discipline, does not spare

among his servants either the just or the sinner! For he is better than your God,

who did not spare his own members, who are either innocent, if necessity

removes any crime, or became guilty by obeying him, if necessity involves a

crime. In that case they would be condemned for eternity by him with whom

they ought either to have been acquitted at the same time, if freedom was

restored after the victory, or to have been condemned at the same time if, even

after the victory, the power of necessity did not eliminate that of equity.

But you imagine a God — not that one and highest God whom we worship

but some other false one whom you think or slanderously claim we worship —

who is still much better than your God. After all, neither of them exist, and you

make up both of them. But you make that God whom you accuse as ours better

than that one whom you adore as yours.

23. In the same way you do not find fault with the sort of patriarchs and

prophets such as we honor, but with the sort that you have made up out of your

malevolent vanity because you did not understand our books. It is not enough if I

say that the sort of men which you suspect they were are better than your Elect,

who keep all the commandments of Mani, unless I also show that they are better

than your God. I shall not undertake to show this unless I have first, with the help

of the Lord and by clear reason, defended our holy fathers, the patriarchs and

prophets, against your accusations, which come from your fleshly hearts. And

for you, Manicheans, it would certainly be enough to reply, so that we may show

that even what you suppose are the vices of our people are to be preferred to the

praises of yours, while we add, as the crowning point of your confusion, that

even your God is found to be far worse than the men of the sort that you claim

our fathers were. It would, as I said, be enough to reply to you in that way. But

since, apart from your silly talk, some people are troubled when, on their own,

they compare the life of the prophets in the Old Testament to the life of the apos
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ties in the New Testament and are unable to distinguish the customs of that time,

when the promise was veiled, from the customs of this time, when the promise is

revealed, I am all the more compelled to reply to those who either dare to prefer

their own self-control to the prophets or to seek from the prophets patrons for

their sinfulness.

24. The first thing that I have to say about this is that not only the language but

also the life of those persons was prophetic, and that the whole kingdom of the

nation of the Hebrews was a kind of great prophet because it was prophetic of

someone great. Hence, with regard to those persons who were then learned of

heart in the wisdom of God, we must search out the prophecy of the Christ who

was to come and of his Church not only in what they said but also in what they

did. But, with regard to the others and all the people of that nation, considered as

a whole, we must search this out in what was done among them or concerning

them by God. For, as the apostle says, all those things were symbols ofus ( 1 Cor

10:6).

25. In certain actions, however, from whose profundity they are far distant,

Manicheans criticize the supposed lust of the prophets, just as some sacrilegious

pagans criticize the supposed stupidity or rather the supposed madness of

Christ, because he looked for fruit on a tree at the wrong time of year.35 Or they

criticize an attitude of a certain childish foolishness, because he bowed his head

and wrote with his finger on the ground,36 and after he had replied to the men

who questioned him, he began to do this again.37 For they are not wise and do not

understand that certain virtues in great minds are very similar to the vices of

small minds in terms of their appearance but not by a just comparison. But those

who criticize these things in great minds are like ignorant schoolchildren who,

since they have learned as something important that they must use a singular

verb with a noun in the singular, criticize the most learned author of the Latin

tongue because he said, 'The part cut it into pieces."38 For he ought, they say, to

have said, "The part cuts." And, because they know the word "religion," they

criticize him because he spelled it with two l's in "the relligion of the fathers."39

Hence, it would perhaps not be absurd to say that in their own kind the symbolic

actions of the prophets differ from the lustful sins of the wicked as much as the

anomalous expressions and irregularities in meter on the part of the learned

differ from the solecisms and barbarisms of the ignorant. And for this reason,

just as, if a boy caught in a barbarism wanted to defend himselfby an anomalous

expression of Virgil, he would be beaten with rods, so I wish that whoever took

as an example in his own defense the action of Abraham's sleeping with the

35. See Mt 21:18-19.

36. See Jn 8:6.

37. See Jn 8:8.

38. Virgil. Aeneid I. 212.

39. Ibid. II,715.
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maidservant of his wife, because he fathered a child by Hagar, would be

corrected — chastised not just with rods but even with clubs, so that he would

not meet with eternal punishment along with other adulterers. Those things in

school were minor matters; these, however, are serious ones, and we did not

draw a comparison from them in order to set an anomalous expression on a par

with a sacrament or a solecism on a par with adultery. Given, nonetheless, the

distance between the two sorts of actions, what learning or ignorance can do in

those particular good or bad qualities of speech, wisdom or its lack can do in

these virtues or vices of morals, although they are in a far different class.

26. Hence, so that we may not rush heedlessly into praising or blaming,

accusing or defending, restraining or permitting, condemning or absolving, or

seeking or avoiding certain things, all of which involve sins or good deeds, we

ought first to consider what sin is. And then we ought to examine the deeds ofthe

holy persons recorded in the divine books, so that, if we find any sins on their

part, we may see, with as careful a mind as possible, to what purpose they were

even put into writing and committed to memory. But if we find that some of

these seem to be sins in the eyes of the foolish or the malicious, though they are

not, and if no example ofthe virtues stands forth in them, let us also see why they

were inserted in those writings, which it is salutary for us to believe were

composed for the purpose of governing the present life and attaining the future

life. But no one, even of the ignorant, doubts that any examples of righteousness

that shine forth in the deeds of the saints should have been recorded in writing.

Hence, there can be a question about those events that can seem to have been put

into writing to no purpose, if neither good deeds nor sins are found in them, or

that can seem to have been even dangerously put into writing, if they are shown

to involve sins. Otherwise they might lead to imitation if they are not repre

hended in those books and, for that reason, could be thought not to be sins, or, if

they are also reprehended in those books, they might be committed with a hope

for easy forgiveness, since they were found in the saints as well.

27. A sin, therefore, is a deed, word, or desire contrary to the eternal law. But

the eternal law is the divine reason or the will of God, which commands that the

natural order be preserved and forbids that it be disturbed. We must ask, there

fore, what the natural order is in a human being. For a human being is composed

of soul and body, but so is an animal. No one, however, doubts that, by natural

order, the soul should be preferred to the body. But reason, which is not in the

soul of an animal, is present in the soul of a human being. Hence, just as by the

law of nature the soul is preferred to the body, so reason is preferred to the soul

of a human being and its other parts, which animals also have. And in reason

itself, which is in part contemplative, in part active, contemplation is undoubt

edly more excellent. For in this part is found the image of God, by which we are

being formed again through faith for vision. And so rational action ought to

obey rational contemplation, whether it is acting through faith, as it is as long as
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we are on pilgrimage away from the Lord,40 or through vision, as will be the case

when we shall be like him, because we shall see him as he is.41 Then, as a result of

his grace, we shall become, even in our spiritual body, like his angels42 when we

have received the first robe of immortality and incorruptibility, by which this

mortal and corruptible body of ours will be clothed, so that death might be swal

lowed up in victory when righteousness has been made perfect by grace. For the

holy and lofty angels also have their own contemplation and action. After all,

they command one another to do what he whom they contemplate orders, and

they obey his eternal command freely because they do so gladly. But before, in

accord with the measure of our weakness, God also brings to life our mortal

bodies through his Spirit dwelling in us,43 our body is dead on account of sin, and

we live righteously according to the eternal law. by which the natural order is

preserved, if we live from unfeigned faith, which works through love,44 having

in a good conscience the hope, which is located in heaven, of immortality, incor

ruptibility, and the justice that will be brought to the perfection of a certain inef

fably sweet satiety and that we must hunger and thirst for on this pilgrimage as

long as we walk by faith and not by sight.45

28. Hence, the behavior of a person which is obedient to the faith that is

obedient to God reins in all mortal pleasures and keeps them to their natural limit,

preferring in an ordered love the better things to the inferior ones. For, if nothing

wrong were to cause pleasure, no one would sin. A person sins, therefore, who

yields to delight in what is wrong rather than holding back from it. But that is

wrong which that law forbids whereby the natural order is preserved. Whether

there is some rational creature that nothing wrong can delight, however, is a big

question. If there is, human beings were not created in that kind, nor was that

angelic nature that did not stand fast in the truth.46 Rather, these rational beings

were created in that kind in which there is the possibility of holding back from

delight in what is wrong, and by not holding back from it they sinned.

The human creature, therefore, is also great since it was created with the

possibility of not falling if it had not willed to. Great, therefore, is the Lord and

highly to be praised who created it.47 For he also created inferior creatures that

could not sin. He also created better ones that do not will to sin. The animal

nature, after all, does not sin because it does nothing against the eternal law, to

which it is subject in such a way that it cannot participate in it. The lofty angelic

nature, on the other hand, does not sin because it participates in the eternal law,

40. See 2 Cor 5:6.

41. Seel Jn 3:2.

42. See Mt 22:33.

43. See Rom 8: 10-11.

44. See Gal 5:6.

45. See 2 Cor 5:7.

46. See Jn 8:44.

47. See Ps 48:2.
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so that God alone, whose will it obeys without any experience of temptation,

delights it. But a human being, whose life on earth is a temptation48 on account of

sin, has to make subject to himself what he has in common with the animals and

has to make subject to God what he has in common with the angels, until he is

lifted up above the former and made equal to the latter, when justice and immor

tality have been made perfect and have been conferred upon him.

29. Mortal pleasures, however, are to be either stimulated or suppressed in

order to restore or preserve the mortal health either of each individual human

being or of the human race itself. If, contrary to the norms of temperance, the

passions advance further and carry off someone who is not controlling himself,

they will certainly be wrong, shameful, and deserve correction by pain. But if

they disturb their ruler and plunge him into such a whirlpool of bad habits that he

believes that they will go unpunished and neglects the medicine of confession

and penance, by which he may emerge corrected, or if, by a worse death of the

heart, he uses them as a blasphemous patron in his own defense against the

eternal law of providence and in that fashion meets his last day, the blameless

law will judge him worthy no longer of correction but of condemnation.

30. Having consulted the eternal law, which commands that the natural order

be preserved and forbids that it be disturbed, let us therefore see how Father

Abraham sinned, that is, what he did against that law in those matters to which

Faustus objected as if they were great crimes. He said, "Burning with a mad

desire for having children and not believing God, who had already promised

him this from his wife, Sarah, he slept with a mistress."49 But this Faustus,

blinded by his mad desire to bring accusations, both disclosed the crime of his

own heresy and, without knowing it, and mistakenly, praised Abraham's inter

course. For that eternal law, that is, the will ofGod, who is the creator of all crea

tures, who takes care of conserving the natural order, permits the release of the

delight of mortal flesh in intercourse from the dominion of reason not in order to

serve for the satisfaction of lust but in order to provide for the well-being of the

race. On the contrary, the disordered law of the Manicheans commands that

those having intercourse above all avoid having a child, so that their God, whom

they bewail as bound in all seeds, may not be more tightly bound in a woman's

fetus. In that way their God is spilled out in a shameful emission rather than

bound by cruel fetters. Abraham, therefore, was not burning with a mad passion

for having children, but Mani raved with the mad folly of avoiding children.

Hence, by preserving the order of nature, Abraham aimed at nothing by human

intercourse but that a human being be born; by observing the disorder of his

myth, Mani feared nothing in any intercourse but that God might be taken

captive.

48. See Jb 7:1.

49. See above 5.
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31. And where in Abraham's deed Faustus, motivated by the evil desire and

intention of reproaching them, blames the conscience, as it were, of his wife, he

praises them both, though without knowing and willing it. For she did not defile

her conscience by her husband's crime, so that he might satisfy his lust with

shameful and forbidden pleasure. Rather, she too, wanting children in that

natural order and knowing that she was sterile, claimed by legitimate authority

the womb of her maidservant for a use within her rights, not giving in to a lustful

husband but obeying his commands.50 Nor was this disordered pride. Who, after

all, does not know that a wife ought to obey her husband as her master? But with

regard to the members of the body by which the sexes are distinguished, the

apostle says, Likewise, neither does the husband have power over his own body,

but his wife does (1 Cor 7:4). Although in the other acts that pertain to human

peace, a wife owes obedience to her husband, in this one aspect by which the two

sexes are distinguished in their flesh and joined together by fleshly intercourse,

a husband and a wife have similar power over each other. Sarah, therefore,

wanted to have from her maidservant the child that she could not have from

herself — yet from the same seed from which she ought to have had a child of

her own, if she were able. A wife would never do this if she were clinging to the

body of her husband out of carnal concupiscence. For she would be jealous of a

mistress rather than make her a mother. But now it was a pious desire to have a

child in that way, because there was no lustful desire for intercourse.

32. This can certainly not be defended if Abraham, as Faustus objects,

wanted to have Hagar because he did not believe God, who had already prom

ised him a child from Sarah. But that is most clearly false. God had not yet prom

ised it. Let those who want, reexamine the earlier parts of this scripture; they

will find that God had already promised land and abundant and countless

descendants51 to the seed of Abraham but that he had still not revealed how the

propagation of his seed would come about — whether Abraham would himself

generate from his own flesh or perhaps adopt someone by his will. Secondly, if it

was to come from his own flesh, it had not yet been made clear whether it would

be from Sarah or from another woman instead. Let those who want, read, and

they will find that Faustus is either unwisely deceived or an impudent deceiver.

And so, since Abraham saw that there were no children being born for him,

and since he still had the promise that was made to his seed, he first thought

about adoption. He indicates this when, in speaking to God, he said of a servant

in his household, He will be my heir (Gn 15:3), as though he were saying,

"Because you have not given me seed from myself, fulfill in this man what you

promised to my seed." For if a child born from anyone's flesh would be called

50. SeeGn 16:2-3.

51. SeeGn 12:3.
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his seed, the apostle would not call us the seed of Abraham,52 since we certainly

do not derive the origin of our flesh from him. Rather, we became his seed by

imitating his faith when we believed in Christ, whose flesh was propagated from

Abraham's. At that point, then, Abraham heard from the Lord: He shall not

be your heir, but a son who will comefrom your own body shall be your heir

(Gn 15:4).

At that point, the thought of adoption was removed, since Abraham hoped for

seed from his own body, but it remained uncertain whether it would be from

Sarah or from another woman. God chose to conceal this from him until the Old

Testament was first prefigured by the maidservant. Abraham saw that, though

his wife was sterile, she wanted his child, which she herself could not bear, to

come from her maidservant and from her husband. Why, then, is it surprising

that he did not yield to his own fleshly lust but complied with her power as his

wife, believing that Sarah wanted this in obedience to God, who had promised

him an heir from his own body but had not foretold from which woman the child

would be born? In vain, therefore, did Faustus madly rush in to hurl this accusa

tion, blaming, like an unbeliever, Abraham for having no faith. For he was not

able to understand the other things because of the blindness that comes from not

believing, but this one he neglected to read out of a passion for slandering.

33. Faustus accused that righteous and faithful man of trafficking most infa

mously with his own marriage. He said that Abraham lied at different times, out

of greed and for his belly's sake, to the two kings, Abimelech and Pharaoh,

saying that his wife Sarah was his sister because she was very beautiful, and he

said that he sold her into concubinage. He separated moral goodness from moral

turpitude by truthful words but turned the whole into a crime with slanderous

words. For this deed of Abraham seems like that of a pimp, but it seems so to

those who are not able to distinguish correct actions from sins by the light ofthat

eternal law. To these people constancy can seem to be stubbornness, and the

virtue of confidence can seem to be the vice of audacity, and whatever else those

who do not distinguish correctly raise as objections against those who suppos

edly do not act correctly.

For Abraham did not consent to the violation of his wife, nor did he sell her into

adultery. Sarah did not hand over her maidservant to the lust of her husband but

voluntarily gave her to him for the function of begetting a child with no distur

bance to the natural order, where this lay within her power. She commanded an

obedient husband rather than gave in to a lustful one. In the same way, Abraham

did not mention that his chaste spouse — who clung to him with a chaste heart and

about whose mind, where the virtue of purity dwells, he had no doubt— was his

wife but said that she was his sister. For he feared that, if he were killed, she would

be held captive by wicked foreigners. He was certain that his God would not

52. See Gal 3:29.
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permit her to suffer anything shameful or disgraceful. Nor did his faith and hope

deceive him. For Pharaoh, who was frightened by omens and afflicted by many

evils on her account, restored her unharmed with honor when he learned from God

that she was his wife.51 And Abimelech, who was warned and instructed by a

dream, acted similarly.54

34. Some people — not slanderers and attackers, to be sure, like Faustus, but

people who show due honor to those books, which he either criticizes because

he does not understand them or does not understand them because he criticizes

them— thought when they considered this action of Abraham that he fell away

from the firmness of his faith, wavered, and out of a fear of death denied his

wife, as Peter denied the Lord.55 If it was necessary to understand it in that way, I

would acknowledge the man's sin, and I would not for this reason judge that all

his merits had been destroyed and wiped away, just as those of that apostle were

not, although it is not equally sinful to deny one's wife and to deny the savior.

But now, since I have another way of understanding this, so that I do not need to

understand it in this way, I am not forced by any reason to fall into rash criticism

of him whom no one has proven guilty of falling into lying out of fear. For, when

he was asked whether she was his wife, he did not reply that she was not, but,

when he was asked what this woman was to him, he indicated that she was his

sister; he did not deny that she was his wife. He was silent about something true;

he did not say something false.56

35. Or are we so foolish that we should follow Faustus here, when he says that

Abraham lied in saying that she was his sister, as if Faustus learned of the family

of Sarah from other sources, since holy scripture does not reveal it? I think that it

is right that, in this matter, which Abraham knew but we do not know, we should

believe the patriarch when he says what he knows rather than Mani when he

makes accusations about what he does not know. Abraham lived at a time in

human history when it was not permissible for siblings born from the same two

parents or from the same father or mother to be united in matrimony, but a

custom, which was forbidden by no law and by no authority, united in marriage

cousins and others related by a more distant degree ofconsanguinity. Why, then,

is it surprising if he had his sister, that is, someone born of the bloodline of his

father, as his wife? For he himself said to the king, when the king returned her to

him, that she was his sister, a daughter of his father, not of his mother.57 In that

case he was certainly not driven by any fear to lie that she was his sister when the

king learned that she was his wife and returned her with honor after he was terri

fied by God.

53. SeeGn 12:17-20.

54. SeeGn 20:2- 1 6.

55. See Mt 26:70-74.

56. SeeGn 12:13:20:2.

57. SeeGn 20:12.
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Scripture, however, testifies that among the ancients male and female blood

relatives used to be called brothers and sisters. For even Tobias said to God

when he was praying before he slept with his wife, And now, O Lord, you know

that 1 am not taking my sister out oflust (Tb 8:9), though she was born not from

the seed of the same father nor from the womb of the same mother but from the

same line of the family.58 And Lot is called the brother of Abraham though he

was his uncle.59 From this usage of the word those who are called brothers of the

Lord in the gospel were not, of course, children whom the Virgin Mary had

borne but all relatives from his blood line.60

36. Someone will say, "Why did Abraham not rather count on his God, so

that he would not be afraid to admit that she was his wife? After all, God was not

unable to ward off from him the death that he feared and to protect him, along

with his wife, from all harm on thatjourney, so that no one would desire his wife,

although she was very beautiful, and so that he would not be killed on account of

her." God was surely able to do this. Who would be so crazy as to deny it? But if,

when questioned, Abraham stated that the woman was his wife, he would have

entrusted two things to God — both his own life and his wife's chastity. It

pertains to sound doctrine, however, that, when a person has something that he

can do, he should not tempt the Lord his God.61 For the savior himself was not

unable to protect his disciples, and yet he said to them, When they persecute you

in one city, flee to another (Mt 10:23). He earlier gave an example of this. For,

although he had the power to lay down his life62 and would not lay it down unless

he willed to, yet as an infant he fled into Egypt with his parents, who were

carrying him.63 And he went up to the feast day, not openly but in hiding,64

although at other times he spoke openly to the Jews who were angry and listened

to him with minds full of hostility but were still unable to lay hands upon him

because his hour had not yet come.65 He would not be forced to die by the neces

sity of that hour, but he would deign to be killed at the occasion of that hour. By

teaching openly and by rebuking and yet by not allowing the furor of his

enemies to be able to do anything to him, he revealed the power of God. Still, by

fleeing and hiding, the same Jesus showed the weakness of man, so that he

would not tempt God when he had the ability to do something in order to escape

what he had to avoid.

After all, the apostle Paul also did not give up hope of the help and protection

of God, nor did he lose the faith when he was lowered down a wall in a basket so

58. See Tb 6:1 1:7:2.

39. SeeGn 11:31: 13:8.

60. SeeMt 12:46.

61. See Dt 6:16.

62. SeeJn 10:18.

6.1. SeeMt 2:14.

64. See Jn 7:10.

65. See Jn 7:30.
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as to escape the hands of his enemies.66 He did not flee in that way because he did

not believe God, therefore, but he would have tempted God if he had refused to

flee in that way, though he could have fled in that way. On account of Sarah's

very striking beauty, her chastity and the life of her husband were at risk among

strangers, and Abraham could not protect both of them but only one of them,

namely, his life. And so Abraham did what he could so that he would not tempt

God. But he entrusted to God what he could not do. He who could not hide the

fact that he was a human being, therefore, hid the fact that he was her husband so

that he would not be killed. He entrusted his wife to God so that she would not be

defiled.

37. One could well argue in greater detail whether that woman's chastity would

have been violated even if anyone were united to her in the flesh, since she was

allowing this to be done to her for the sake of her husband's life and with his

knowledge and even at his behest. For she in no way abandoned her marital fidelity

or denied the authority of her husband, just as he was not an adulterer when he

obeyed the authority of his wife and consented to father a child from her maidser

vant. But in virtue ofthe principles that one woman is not subject to two living men

for the purpose of intercourse in the same way as two women are subject to one

man, we interpret this action more correctly and more honorably in the sense that

Abraham did not tempt God when he looked out for his own life as much as a

human being could, and when he hoped in God, to whom he commended the chas

tity of his wife.

38. Now, in that deed, which was done and included in the divine books and

faithfully reported, who would not be delighted to examine as well what was done

prophetically and to knock at the gate of the mystery with a pious faith and desire?

In that way the Lord may open it and reveal whom that man symbolized and whose

wife she was who is not allowed to be defiled and stained on this pilgrimage and

among foreigners, so that she might be without spot or wrinkle for her husband.67

The Church, of course, lives correctly in the glory of Christ so that her beauty may

bring honor to her husband, just as Abraham was honored among foreigners on

account of the beauty of Sarah. And, on account of her beauty, kings rightly offer

gifts to her to whom it is said in the Song of Songs, O beautiful one among women

(Sg 1:7), just as Abimelech offered gifts to Sarah, admiring in her all the more the

fairness of her beauty, which he could love but could not violate.

For the holy Church is the wife of the Lord Jesus Christ in secret. Secretly, of

course, and interiorly in a hidden spiritual recess, the human soul clings to the

Word of God so that they may be two in one flesh, and the apostle commends this

great sacrament in Christ and in the Church.68 Hence, the earthly kingdom of this

world, which those kings symbolized who were not permitted to defile Sarah, did

66. See Acts 9:25.

67. See Eph 5:27.

68. See Eph 5:31-32.
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not experience or find the Church to be the spouse of Christ. That is, the earthly

kingdom did not experience how she was subject and clung faithfully to her source

as to her husband, until that kingdom tried to violate her but yielded to the testi

mony ofGod through the faith ofthe martyrs. And, after having been corrected, in

its later kings the earthly kingdom honored with gifts the Church that in its earlier

kings it could not subject to its correction. For what at that time the same king

symbolized at an earlier time and at a later one is realized in this kingdom in earlier

and later kings.

39. But when it is said that the Church of Christ is the sister ofChrist from his

Father, not from his mother, it commends the relationship not of earthly genera

tion, which will be abolished, but of heavenly grace, which will remain for eter

nity. According to this grace we shall not be a mortal race since we have received

the power to be called and to be children of God.69 For we do not receive this

grace from the synagogue, the mother of Christ according to the flesh, but from

God the Father. Now Christ taught us to deny, not to claim, this earthly relation

ship, which in time begets us for death, when he called us to another life where

no one dies. For he said to his disciples, Do not call anyone on earthfather, for

you have only onefather who is in heaven (Mt 23:9). He offered an example of

this when he himself said, Who is my mother or who are my brothers? And

holding his hand out over his disciples, he said, These are my brothers.

(Mt 1 2:48-49) And so that no one would think of an earthly relationship because

of this word, he added, Whoever does the will ofmy Father is my brother and

mother and sister (Mt 12:50). It is as if he were saying, "I am speaking of the

relationship that comes from God the Father, not from the synagogue, my

mother. I am now calling you to the eternal life where I was born immortally, not

to a life in time in which I became mortal in order to call you from there."

40. The reason why it is hidden from strangers whose wife the Church is, but

does not pass over in silence whose sister she is, now readily comes to mind. For

it is hidden and difficult to understand how the human soul is united orjoined to

the Word of God — or whatever better and more appropriate expression can be

used — since that Word is God and the soul is a creature. In accord with this,

Christ and the Church are said to be bridegroom and bride or husband and wife.

But by this relationship Christ and all the saints are brothers by divine grace, not

by earthly consanguinity, that is, because of their Father, not because of their

mother, and this is said in a clearer manner and heard with greater comprehen

sion. For among themselves all the saints are brothers according to the same

grace, but none of them is the spouse of all the rest. Hence, the foreigners more

readily and easily believed that Christ, although someone of most outstanding

righteousness and wisdom, was still a man, not incorrectly since he was a man,

but they did not know how he was also God. For this reason Jeremiah said, And

69. See 1 Jn 3:1.
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he is a man, and who recognizes him ? (Jer 17:9 LXX) He said, And he is a man,

because it is revealed that he is their brother, and he said, and who recognizes

him? because it is hidden that he is the bridegroom. Enough has been said

concerning Father Abraham in opposition to the utterly impudent and ignorant

and slanderous words of Faustus.

4 1 . But Lot, his righteous and hospitable brother in Sodom, merited to escape

unsullied from all the defilement of the Sodomites and unharmed by that fire,

which was a likeness of the judgment to come. He symbolized the body of

Christ, which even now groans in all the saints among the wicked and impious,

to whose actions it does not consent and from whose company it will be set free

at the end of the world, when those others have been condemned to the punish

ment of eternal fire. But his wife symbolized another kind of people, namely,

those who, after having been called by the grace of God, look back — not like

Paul, who forgets those things that are behind and is stretched out to those that

are ahead.™ For this reason the Lord himself said, No one who puts his hand to

the plow and looks back isfitfor the kingdom ofGod (Lk 9:62). Nor did he fail to

mention that example by which he would season us, as if with salt,71 so that we

would not be careless like fools but would, like prudent people, avoid this evil.

Hence, Lot's wife was also turned into a statue of salt in order to warn us of this.

For, when he taught that each person ought to tear himself away from those

things that are behind with a most constant attention to those things that are

ahead, he said, Remember Lot's wife (Lk 17:32).

So too, when his daughters slept with him, Lot himself did not symbolize the

same thing as when he was delivered from Sodom, but something else. For then

he himself seems to have acted out in his person the future law, which certain

people, who were born of it and placed under the law, in a sense make drunk by

understanding it incorrectly, and by not using it legitimately they beget works of

infidelity. The law is good, says the apostle, ifone uses it lawfully (1 Tm 1 :8).

42. Nonetheless we do not justify this deed either of Lot himself or of his

daughters because it signified something that foretold the future perversity of

certain people. For those daughters intended one thing in doing this, and God

intended something else. He permitted it to take place in order to show some

thing by means of it. All the while, his judgment remained correct as to the sin of

the people who were then living, and his providence remained vigilant in order

to signify what was to come. Hence, when that deed is recounted in scripture, it

is a prophecy, but when it is considered in the life of those who committed it, it is

a shameful sin.

43. On the other hand, the matter does not deserve such great blame and accu

sations as Faustus hostiiely and blindly vomited forth upon it. For, if that eternal

70. See Phil 3:13.

71. See Mk 9:50.
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law is consulted, it commands that the natural order be preserved and forbids

that it be disturbed. And so it does not pronounce judgment on this deed in the

same way as if Lot were burning with wicked lust for his daughters in order to

enjoy their bodies in incest or to have them as his wives. Neither does it

pronounce judgment on those women in the same way as if they were burning

with a damnable love for the flesh of their father. The standard of justice, of

course, looks not only at what was done but also at why it was done, so that it

may examine the deeds being weighed on the scale ofjustice on the basis of their

causes. The daughters were seeking offspring for the preservation of the race,

which was of course human and a natural inclination, and they did not believe

that they could find other men, because the world was apparently consumed by

that conflagration, for they could not determine the extent to which that fire had

raged. They therefore decided to have intercourse with their father. To be sure,

they ought never to have been mothers rather than to use their father in that way,

yet it makes a great difference that they used him for that reason rather than

using him out of a desire for so foul a pleasure.

44. They sensed, however, that their father would be so horrified at that deed

that they believed that he would not do it unless they accomplished it while he

was unaware. For, as scripture says, they made him drunk and had intercourse

with him without his knowledge.72 Hence, he should be blamed not to the extent

that the incest deserved but to the extent that the drunkenness deserved. For the

eternal law condemns the latter because it permits food and drink in accord with

the natural order only for the sake of preserving health. There is, then, a great

difference between a person who habitually gets drunk and a person who occa

sionally gets drunk. A person who habitually gets drunk is, after all, not always

drunk, nor is anyone who gets drunk now and then a habitual drunkard. And so

in the case of this righteous man we need to look at least for the cause of his

getting drunk, even if not of his being a habitual drunkard. After all, what forced

him to consent to or to trust his daughters, who frequently offered him diluted

wines or perhaps undiluted wines'? Did he want in that way to console his daugh

ters, who were feigning great sadness, so that he might dispel the grief of their

abandonment and mourning for their mother with the thoughts of a drunken

mind, thinking that they were drinking as much, though they were only

pretending but not drinking. Or were they able, by some very evil trick of the

Sodomites, to make their father drunk with a few cups so that they might commit

that sin with him while he was unaware of it or rather with regard to him who

was unaware of it? But it would be strange if the divine scripture had passed this

over in silence or if God allowed his servant to suffer this without some failing

on the part of his will.

72. SeeGn 19:30-35.
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45. Yet we are defending the holy scriptures, not the sins of human beings.

We are not aiming to acquit Lot of this sin, as if our God commanded or

approved its commission or as if people are called righteous in those books in

the sense that, if they willed to sin, they could not. Since, therefore, in the writ

ings that Manicheans criticize, God did not offer any testimony to the righteous

ness of this deed, with what insane rashness do they strive to bring charges

against those writings because of this deed! After all, in other passages of these

writings it is very clear that these things are forbidden by the divine command

ments. Hence, in that account of the action of the daughters of Lot these things

are narrated, not praised. But certain things had to be narrated in which God's

judgment was made explicit, and certain others had to be narrated in which his

judgment was not mentioned. In that way, when what God judges concerning

them is set forth, our ignorance is instructed. But when it goes unstated, our

knowledge is exercised so that we may recall what we have learned elsewhere,

or our sluggishness is awakened so that we may seek out what we do not yet

know. God, therefore, who knows how to produce good actions from a bad

action of human beings, propagated the nations he wanted from that seed; he did

not condemn his own scriptures on account of the sins of human beings.

Certainly he made known these things; he did not do them. And he warned that

they should be avoided; he did not propose them for imitation.

46. With an amazing impudence Faustus also accused Isaac, the son of

Abraham, because he pretended that his wife, Rebecca, was his sister. For the

family of Rebecca was not passed over in silence. And it is evident that she was

his sister by reason of their well-known relationship. But in not mentioning his

wife what is surprising or what is wrong if he imitated his father, since he is

defended by the same justice by which his father was found to be guiltless

regarding a similar charge? The same things, therefore, that we said in defense

of Abraham with respect to this matter in opposition to Faustus' charges are also

valid in defense of Isaac, his son.71 It is not difficult to recall them. But perhaps

some more studious person might ask what mystery we are to understand was

symbolized by the fact that the foreign king recognized that Rebecca was the

wife of that man, when he saw him caressing her in a way in which it would not

be proper for him to caress her if she were not his wife.74

When holy husbands do this, they do not do it foolishly but wisely. For they

in some sense descend to the weakness of the female sex either by saying or by

doing something with a tender joyousness, not draining off but tempering their

manly strength. But someone who would do or say this to a woman who was not

his wife is a rogue. I mention this point, however, which pertains to human

behavior, lest anyone hardhearted or unfeeling raise it as an accusation against

73. See above 33-35.

74. See Gn 26:8.
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this holy man that he caressed his wife. For, if such inhuman people see a serious

man babbling something silly to children or to infants in order by this to touch

their babyish mind with a kindly and fatherly gentleness, they criticize him as

though he were crazy, because they have forgotten their own childhood or are

displeased that they grew up.

But anyone surely sees what it means in the sacrament of Christ and the

Church that so great a patriarch caressed his wife and that their marriage was

recognized from this. In order to avoid committing sin against the Church by

falling into error, he looks carefully at the hidden reality of her husband in the

holy scriptures and finds that for a little while he hid that majesty of his by which

he was equal to the Father in the form of God,75 so that human weakness might

be able to accept it and might in that way be suitably prepared for her husband.

For what is absurd — on the contrary, what is not quite fitting — for the fore

telling of what is to come, if a prophet of God caressed the flesh of his wife so

that her love might accept him, since the very Word of God became flesh in

order to dwell among us?76

47. But now a general statement at the beginning acquits his son, Jacob, with

regard to his four wives, which Faustus raised as an objection against him as an

immense crime. After all, when it was the custom, it was not a crime. And it is

now a crime because it is not the custom. For sins against nature are one thing,

and sins against customs are another, and sins against commandments are still

another. Since this is so, what crime is there in having many wives at the same

time, as Faustus objected against the holy man, Jacob? If you look to nature, he

used those women not for the enjoyment of sexual pleasure but for begetting

children. If you look to custom, this was the common practice at that time and in

those lands. If you look to a commandment, it was forbidden by no law. But why

is it now a crime if someone does this if not because it is not permitted by

customs and by laws? If anyone holds these two in contempt, even ifhe is able to

use many women only for the sake of begetting children, he still sins and

violates human society, for which the propagation of children is necessary.

But since the customs and laws are now different, and since men can enjoy a

multitude of wives only because of the magnitude of their lust, people mistak

enly suppose that a man could have had many wives only because of the flames

of fleshly concupiscence and filthy pleasure. They do not compare themselves

with others, whose strength of mind they certainly cannot know, but they

compare themselves with themselves, as the apostle says.77 Hence, they do not

understand. And, even though they have only one wife, they not only approach

her as a husband who is guided by the duty of begetting children but are often

75. See Phil 2:6-7.

76. SeeJn 1:14.

77. See 2 Cor 10:12.
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spinelessly carried off and conquered by the urge to have intercourse. Hence,

they think that they are correct in supposing that others are held captive by many

wives because of a greater disease of this sort, when they see that they cannot

preserve self-control toward one wife.

48. But we ought not to entrust the judgment about the morals of holy men to

those who do not have this virtue, just as we do not allow those who are suffering

from fever to judge the sweetness or healthiness of food, and we prepare nour

ishment for them in accord with the senses of the healthy and the medicine

prescribed rather than according to the disposition stemming from their illness.

Hence, if these Manicheans want to attain the soundness not of false and

shadowy but of true and solid chastity, let them believe the divine scripture like

books of medicine. For according to them it was not without reason that so great

an honor of holiness was given to certain men, even though they had many

wives, because it was possible that the mind, which has command of the flesh,

could possess so great a power oftemperance that it would not allow the feelings

of sexual pleasure, which are implanted in the nature of mortals, to exceed the

laws that have been imposed on it with a view to the generation of children.

Otherwise these critics, slanderers rather than true judges, can accuse even the

holy apostles of preaching the gospel to so many peoples not for begetting chil

dren out of charity for eternal life but out of desire for human praise. Nor did

those fathers of the gospel lack a glorious reputation, which they attained

through all the churches of Christ from the many tongues that praised them. In

fact, they had so great a reputation that human beings ought not to give to human

beings greater honor and glory.

Corrupted by a perverse desire, the wicked Simon longed for this glory in the

Church, when in his blindness he wanted to buy from them with money what

they merited by a divine and gratuitous grace.78

The man whom the Lord held back when he wanted to follow him is under

stood to have been eager for this glory. He said. Thefoxes have their lairs and

the birds ofthe sky their nests, but the Son ofMan has nowhere to lay his head

(Mt 8:20). For he saw that, darkened by deceitful pretense and carried off by the

winds of pride, that man did not have a place of faith where he might receive the

teacher of humility who was humbling himself, since in the discipleship of

Christ he was not seeking Christ's grace but his own glory.

Those who were preaching Christ insincerely through hatred and contention,

as the apostle Paul notes,™ were corrupted by this love of glory. Yet the apostle

rejoices over their preaching, knowing that it is possible, although they are

following their desire for human glory, for believers to emerge when they hear

them — not as a result of the envious desire by which they wanted to be equal to

78. See Ads 8: 1 8-24.

79. See Phil 1:15-17.
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or set above the glory of the apostles but through the gospel that they still

preached, even if insincerely, with the result that God would produce good out

of their evil. In the same way it is possible for a man to approach intercourse out

of a desire to beget children but to be carried off by the craving for sexual plea

sure, and yet a human being is born, a good work of God from the fertility of the

seed, not from the shamefulness of the vices.

Just as, then, the holy apostles were delighted by the listeners who admired

their teaching not out of a desire for gaining praise but out of a love for sowing

the truth, so the holy patriarchs had intercourse with their wives, who received

their seed, not out of a desire to receive pleasure but with a view to begetting

descendants. And for this reason the many peoples did not make the apostles

self-seeking, nor did the many wives make the patriarchs lustful. But why

should I speak about men to whom the voice of God bears most excellent testi

mony, since it is clear enough that those women themselves sought nothing else

from intercourse but children? For, where they saw that they themselves could

not bear a child, they gave their maidservants to their husband so that the maid

servants might make them mothers, while they themselves became mothers by

intention.

49. With regard to the objection that Faustus raised in a completely false

accusation, namely, that, like four prostitutes, they fought among themselves

over which one would take him to bed, I do not know where he read this, unless

perhaps in his own heart, as though in a book of wicked lies. There he himself

plays the prostitute, but with that serpent about which the apostle feared for the

Church, which he wanted to present as a chaste virgin to one husband, Christ.

For he feared that, as the serpent deceived Eve by his cleverness, he might also

corrupt their minds by turning them away from the chastity of Christ.80 For these

Manicheans are such friends of this serpent that they claim that he did good

rather than harm. He clearly persuaded Faustus, pouring seed into his adulterous

heart, to bring forth these wickedly conceived calumnies from his most impure

lips and to commend them to memory by his most audacious pen. For one of the

maidservants did not tear Jacob away from another; one did not fight with

another about sleeping with him. There was more order present because there

was no lust present, and the rights of a spouse's power were maintained more

firmly to the extent that the injury of fleshly concupiscence was avoided more

carefully.

For the fact that his own wife brought him to her shows that our statement is

true, and the truth itself cries out in its own defense against the curses of the

Manicheans. For what need was there for another to bring him unless it was the

arrangement of the other that her husband should go to her? For he would never

have approached another woman if his wife had not brought him. But, when it

80. See 2 Cor 11:2-3.
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was her just turn, he certainly approached the woman from whom he had

fathered so many sons and whom he had obeyed in fathering children from the

maidservant, and he afterward fathered others from her, when his wife did not

bring him.

But then Rachel in turn had her night to stay with her husband. Then she had

that power of which the voice of the New Testament spoke through the apostle

and said. Likewise, neither does the husband have power over his own body, but

his wife does. And so she had made an agreement with her sister, and she to

whom the debt was owed gave to her sister the man who owed her the debt. For

the apostle calls it by this term; he says, Let the husbandpay the debt to his wife

(1 Cor 7:3). She to whom the man owed the debt, then, had already received

from her sister what she had chosen by her will, namely, to give her what was in

her power.

50. If that man whom Faustus, with his eyes closed or rather blinded, accuses

of being impure were a slave of concupiscence and not of righteousness, would

he not burn all day long for the pleasure of that night, when he was going to sleep

with the one who was more beautiful? He certainly loved her more, and he had

given the unpaid labor offourteen years in exchange for her. When, therefore, at

the end ofthe day he went to her embraces, when would he turn away from them,

if he were the sort of man that Manicheans, who understand nothing, suppose?

Would he not ignore the agreement of the women and go rather to his own

beautiful wife, who owed him that night not merely in her role as wife but also

by the right of good order? He would rather use his power as husband because,

similarly, a wife does not have power over her own body, but her husband does

( 1 Cor 7:4), and their turn at service to him then acted in his favor. He would use

his power as a husband in a much more vincible way, then, if he were conquered

by the desire for beauty. But in that way the women would be found to be better

than him, if they fought to conceive children and he fought for his pleasure of

intercourse. And so Jacob, a man of great temperance, as he was clearly a real

man, for he used the women in so manly a way that he did not become subject to

fleshly pleasure but was master of it, paid more attention to what he owed than to

what was owed him. And he did not want to misuse his own power for personal

pleasure but preferred to pay that debt rather than to exact payment of it.

Hence, it followed that he paid the debt to the woman whom she to whom it

was owed chose to receive it in place of her. When he discovered their agree

ment and pact and was suddenly and unexpectedly called back from his most

beautiful wife and called to the less beautiful woman, he did not blaze with

anger; he was not under a cloud of sadness; he did not feebly and ingratiatingly

negotiate between the two so that Rachel might spend the night with him.

Rather, as a just husband and foresighted father, he saw that they were

concerned about offspring, and he himself sought nothing else from intercourse.

Hence, he judged that he should obey the will of those women, who individually
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wanted children for him, and that nothing was lost from his own will if both bore

children for him. It was as if he said, "Yield and give in to each other as you will

about which of you should become a mother. Why should I oppose it when the

child born from this one or from that one will not have another father?"

Since he was clever, Faustus would certainly both understand and praise in

these writings this moderation, this restraint upon concupiscence, and the exclu

sive desire for human posterity in this union of bodies, if his mind, which was

ruined by that despicable sect, were not looking for something blameworthy and

did not consider the worst crime the one goodness of the marital union, by which

males and females are joined for the sake of procreating children.

5 1 . Now, having defended the conduct ofthe patriarch and refuted the charge

that the wicked error has raised, let us freely search out, as well as we can, the

secrets of the mysteries, and let us knock with the piety of faith, so that the Lord

might disclose for us what these four wives of Jacob prefigured, of whom two

were free women and two maidservants. For we see that the apostle understood

the two Testaments in the free woman and the maidservant whom Abraham

had.81 But there in the two individuals what he says is more readily apparent.

Here there are two pairs. Furthermore, in the first case the son of the maidservant

was disinherited, but in this case the sons of the maidservants receive the prom

ised land along with the sons of the free women. Hence, for this reason some

thing else is undoubtedly signified here.

52. For, though I think that the two free wives of Jacob pertain to the New

Testament, by which we have been called into freedom, yet there are not two of

them for no reason. Perhaps this is because — as we can notice and find in the

scriptures — we are taught that in the body of Christ there are two lives: the one

the temporal life in which we labor, the other the eternal life in which we delight

in the contemplation of God. The Lord revealed the one by his suffering, the

other by his resurrection. The names of those women also teach us to understand

this. For they say that Leah is translated as "laboring," but Rachel is translated as

"principle seen" or "word by which the principle is seen." The action, therefore,

of the human and mortal life, in which we live by faith, doing many laborious

things, uncertain about the outcome by which they might benefit those for

whom we care, is Leah, the first wife of Jacob. And for this reason it is

mentioned that she had weak eyes.82 For the thoughts ofmortals arefearful, and

ourplans are uncertain (Wis 9: 14). But the hope for the eternal contemplation

of God, which includes the certain and delightful understanding of the truth, is

Rachel. For this reason she is said to have a pretty face and a beautiful appear

81. See Gal 4:22-24.

82. See Gn 29:17.
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ance.83 For everyone with pious desires loves her and is on her account a servant

of God's grace, by which our sins become white like snow even if they are like

scarlet.84

Laban, of course, whom Jacob served for the sake of Rachel, is translated

"whitening." For no one is converted to the service of righteousness under the

grace of the forgiveness of sins unless he lives quietly in the Word in which is

seen the principle, which is God. Therefore he served Laban for Rachel's sake,

not for Leah's sake. For, in the works of righteousness, who would ultimately

love the labor of actions and suffering? Jacob did not love Leah in that way, yet

he still embraced her when she was given to him at night for the purpose of

begetting children and experienced her fertility. For, since she could not be

loved for herself, the Lord first made Jacob tolerate her so that he might attain

Rachel, and then he commended her to him on account of the children. But what

else in that way did each useful servant of God, placed under the grace of the

whitening of his sins, meditate on in his life, what else did he bear in his heart,

what else did he love but the teaching of wisdom?

Most people think that they will attain and receive wisdom as soon as they

begin to put into practice the seven commandments of the law that are about the

love of neighbor and that are opposed to harming anyone — that is, Honoryour

fatherand mother, you shall not commit adultery, you shall not kill, you shall not

steal, you shall not bearfalse witness, you shall not covet your neighbor's wife,

you shall not covet your neighbor 's property (Ex 20: 1 2- 1 7). When these have

been observed as well as possible, the endurance of labor is then joined to a

person through various temptations, as if through the nights of this world, in

place of the desired, hoped-for and most beautiful delight — just as the unex

pected Leah was joined to Jacob in place of Rachel— and he endures the former

in order to attain the latter, if he loves her with perseverance after having

received the other seven commandments. It is as if it were said to him, "Serve

another seven years for Rachel,"85 so that he might be poor in spirit, meek,

mourning, hungering and thirsting for justice, merciful, clean of heart, and a

peacemaker.86

For, if possible, a man would want to come immediately to the delights of fair

and perfect wisdom without enduring any labor, which has to be faced in action

and suffering. But this is not possible in the land of the dying. For the words

spoken to Jacob seem to signify this: It is not the custom in our place that the

younger marry before the older (Gn 29:26). For she who is earlier in time is not

unreasonably called the older. But the labor ofdoing what isjust comes earlier in

the correct training ofa person than the pleasure of understanding what is true.

83. See Gn 29: 17.

84. Seels 1:18.

85. See Gn 29:27.

86. See Mt 5:3-9.
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53. To this there apply the words of scripture: You have desired wisdom.

Observe the commandments, and the Lord will give it to you. (Sir 1:33) The

commandments, of course, pertain to righteousness — but to the righteousness

that comes from faith and is found amid the uncertainties of temptations, so that,

by believing with piety what we do not understand, we may merit to understand.

For I think that these words, Unless you believe, you will not understand (Is 7:9),

have the same force as those that I just mentioned from scripture, namely, You

have desired wisdom. Observe the commandments, and the Lord will give it to

you, for showing that righteousness pertains to faith but understanding to

wisdom.

Hence, in people who are ablaze with a great love ofthe clear truth, we should

not find fault with their desire but call it back to proper order, so that they may

begin from faith and, by good morals, strive to reach where they are heading.

Where they are living, there is, to be sure, laborious virtue, but in what they

desire there is luminous wisdom. "Why must I believe," one asks, "what has not

been clearly shown to me? Speak some word so that by it I may see that principle

of all things. For the rational mind is mostly and primarily ablaze for it if it is

desirous of the truth." To him let the answer be given: "What you desire is

indeed beautiful and most deserving of love, but Leah is married first and Rachel

afterward. Let this ardor, then, have such force that it does not reject good order

but tolerates that without which it cannot attain what it loves with such great

ardor. But when it has attained it, it will have simultaneously in this world not

only the beauty of understanding but also the labor of righteousness. For,

however clearly and purely the immutable good is seen by mortals, the corrupt

ible body, nonetheless, weighs down the soul, and the earthly dwelling presses

down the mind that thinks many thoughts (Wis 9:15). You must aim at one thing,

but for its sake you must endure many things."

54. And so there are two free women who are wives of Jacob. Both of them

are, indeed, daughters of the forgiveness of sins, that is, of the whitening that is

Laban. Yet one is loved and the other is tolerated. But the one who is tolerated is

the first to become pregnant and is more fertile, so that, if she is not loved for

herself, she is certainly to be loved for her children's sake. The labor of the righ

teous, after all, bears most fruit in those whom they beget for the kingdom of

God by preaching the gospel amid many trials and tribulations, and they call

theirjoy and crown87 those people for whose sake they have labored more, been

flogged frequently, and faced death very often,88 and for whose sake they have

conflicts without and fears within.89 But children are born for them more easily

and in greater abundance from that word of faith by which they preach Christ

87. See Phil 4:1.

88. See 2 Cor 11:23.

89. See 2 Cor 7:5.
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crucified.90 And whatever aspects of his humanity are more quickly perceived

by human thought do not trouble even the weak eyes of Leah.

But with a clear gaze Rachel rises up to God with her mind,91 sees the Word in

the beginning, God with God,92 and wants to be a mother but cannot. For who

will tell ofhis generation? (Is 53:8) Hence, the life that belongs to the desire for

contemplation wants to be free from all work and is therefore barren, so that it

may see those things that are invisible to the flesh, when they are understood by

the strong eyes of the mind through things that have been made, and may gaze

upon the everlasting power and divinity in an ineffable manner.93 Because it

aspires to the leisure by which the yearning for contemplation is kindled, this life

is not suited to the weakness of human beings, who desire to receive help in

various difficulties. But this life is also afire with the very charity that begets

children, for it wants to teach what it knows and not to make its journey with a

consuming envy.94 This life sees its sister laboring much and bearing many chil

dren, and it is saddened that men rush to that virtue which cares for their weak

nesses and needs rather than to that which teaches them what is divine and

immutable. This sadness is expressed in the words of scripture: And Rachel was

jealous ofher sister (Gn 30: 1 ).

Hence, because a clear and pure understanding ofthat substance, which is not

a body and, for this reason, does not pertain to the senses of the flesh, cannot be

expressed by words uttered by the flesh, the teaching of wisdom chooses to

convey the things of God, so that they might somehow be thought of through

certain bodily images and likenesses, rather than to cease from the duty of

teaching such things. In the same way Rachel chose to accept children from her

husband and her maidservant rather than to remain completely without chi Idren.

Bilhah is of course translated as "old." Rachel had her as a maidservant.

Because of the old life given over to the senses of the flesh, we think of bodily

images even when we hear something about the spiritual and immutable

substance of the divinity.

55. Leah received children from her maidservant, for she was burning with

the love of having more numerous offspring. But we find that Zilpah is inter

preted as "the eager mouth." Hence, when we notice in the scriptures those

whose mouth is eager but whose heart is not eager to preach the gospel faith, we

see that the maidservant of Leah is understood. For scripture says of certain

persons, This people honors me with their lips, but their heart is farfrom me

(Is 29: 13). To such people the apostle says, Though you preach that one should

not steal, you steal; though you say that one should not commit adultery, you

90. See 1 Cor 1:23.

91. See 2 Cor 5:13.

92. SeeJn 1:1.

93. See Rom 1 :20.

94. See Wis 6:25.
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commit adultery (Rom 2:21-22). Nonetheless, so that this free woman, Jacob's

laboring wife, might also receive children to be heirs of the kingdom by this

servant girl, the Lord says, Do what they say, but do not do what they do

(Mt 23:3). Hence, amid the labor of chains, the apostolic life says, Whetherfor

false motives or true ones, let Christ be preached, and I rejoice over this and

shall rejoice (Phil 1:18), like her who rejoiced over the more numerous

offspring borne by her maidservant.

56. But there is a certain child of Leah who was born by the concession of

Rachel, when she permitted her husband, who was going to sleep with her on the

night due to her, to sleep with her sister after receiving mandrakes from Leah's

son.95

I know, however, that certain persons hold the opinion concerning this kind

of fruit that, if it is taken as food, it produces fertility in sterile women, and for

this reason they think that Rachel absolutely insisted on receiving this fruit from

her sister's son because of her desire to bear a child. I would not think this, even

if she had conceived at that time. But now, since the Lord gave her a child after

two other sons ofLeah were born following that night, there is no reason why we

should suspect of mandrakes the sort of results that we have experienced in no

woman.

I shall therefore say what I think. More learned persons may perhaps say

something better on this. I myself have seen these fruits, and I am grateful that I

had this opportunity on account of this very passage from the sacred writings,

for they are something rare. I examined their nature as carefully as I could— not

with a knowledge that is far removed from common experience and that teaches

the effects of roots and the powers of herbs but to the extent that sight, smell, and

taste conveyed this knowledge to me, as it would to anyone. Hence, I found

something beautiful and sweet-smelling, but with a flat taste. And for this reason

I admit that I do not know why the woman desired it so much, unless perhaps

because of the fruit's rarity and pleasant smell.

But I cannot guess anything more than what ordinary experience suggested

to me about why sacred scripture, which certainly does not have a great concern

about conveying to us such desires on the part of young women, did not want to

pass this event over in silence, unless it was in order to teach us something

important from those desires. Hence, I understand that the mandrake fruit

symbolized a good reputation, not the reputation that is gained when a few righ

teous and wise persons praise someone but that popular reputation by which one

acquires greater and more illustrious renown. Such a reputation is not to be

sought for its own sake but is very necessary for the purpose of good persons,

whereby they look out for the interests of the human race. For this reason the

apostle says, // is also necessary to have a good reputation among those who are

95. See Gn 30:14-16.
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outside (1 Tm 3:7), who, although they do not understand much, generally

reward the labor of those who care for their interests with the splendor of praise

and the aura of a good opinion. Nor do the leaders of those in the Church attain

this popular glory unless they live amid the perils and labor of activity. On this

account the son of Leah found the mandrakes when he went out into the field,

that is, when he lived honestly in relation to those who are outside. But that

teaching of wisdom, which is found far removed from the noise of the crowd in

the contemplation of the truth with its sweet delight, would not attain this

popular glory, in however small an amount, except through those who, by acting

in the midst of crowds and by persuading people, preside over them not for the

sake of presiding over them but for the sake of benefiting them.96 For, when

these active and busy men, who care for the good of the many and whose

authority is dear to the peoples, bear witness to the life of leisure for the sake of

attaining and contemplating the truth, mandrakes in a certain sense come to

Rachel through Leah, but to Leah through her firstborn son, that is, through the

honor of her fertility, in which lies all the fruit of laborious and dangerous

activity amid the uncertainties of temptations. Although there are many who are

endowed with a good mind and afire with desire who could be fit to govern

peoples, they still avoid this sort of action because of the troublesome tasks

involved and are carried to the leisure of learning with their whole heart, as if to

the embrace of the beautiful Rachel.

57. It is good that this life should also merit glory as it becomes more widely

known, but it is unjust that it should attain this if it detains in leisure its lover,

who is apt and fit to administer the concerns of the Church, and does not

surrender him to the role of governance for the common good. For this reason

Leah said to her sister, Is it not enough for you to have taken my husband? Do

you also want to take my son's mandrakes? (Gn 30:15) By the one man she

signified all those men who— although they are capable of activity and worthy

of being entrusted with the governance of the Church for dispensing the sacra

ment of the faith, because they are ablaze with the desire for learning and for the

investigation and contemplation of wisdom— want to remove themselves from

all the troubles of activity and give themselves over to the leisure of learning and

teaching. And so she said, Is it not enoughforyou to have taken my husband? Do

you also want to take my son 's mandrakes ? It was as if she said: "Is it not enough

that the life of studies detains in leisure men needed for the labor of government?

Does it also seek popular glory?"

58. Hence, so that the life of learning mightjustly obtain it, Rachel surrenders

her husband to her sister on that night, that is, so that those who are suited for the

governance of peoples with laborious activity may, even though they had

chosen to be free for knowledge, take on the experience of trials and the burden

96. Augustine plays on the words for presiding (praesint) and benefiting (prosint).
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of concerns for the common good. Otherwise the very teaching of wisdom, to

which they had decided to devote themselves, might meet with criticism and not

acquire among more ignorant peoples a good reputation, which those fruits

signify and which is necessary for the encouragement of learners.

But that they are compelled by force to take on this care is signified quite

clearly by the fact that, when Jacob came in from the field, Leah met him,

detained him, and said, You shallcome to me, for I hiredyou in exchangefor my

son 's mandrakes (Gn 30: 1 6). It is as if she said, "Do you want to give to the

learning that you love a good reputation? Do not shirk the duty of labor."

Whoever pays attention sees that this is done in the Church. We experience in

particular cases what we understand in these books. Who would not see that this

is done everywhere in the world, that is, that all come from the works of the

world and enter into the leisure of knowing and contemplating the truth as if into

the embrace of Rachel and are taken in the opposite direction by the needs of the

Church and are ordained for labor, as if Leah said. You shall come to mel When

these men chastely dispense the mystery ofGod, so that in the night of this world

they may beget children ofthe faith, the people also praise that life. For out ofthe

love of that life these men were converted and abandoned the hope of the world,

and they were taken from their profession of it for the merciful task of ruling the

people. For in all their labors they act so that their profession, to which they had

been converted, may gain more widespread and illustrious glory because it has

given such rulers to the people, just as Jacob did not refuse the night to Leah so

that Rachel might possess the sweet-smelling and brightly shining fruit. This

life itself, by the gift of God's mercy, eventually brings a child to birth, but just

barely, because it is extremely rare for one to grasp In the beginning was the

Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God (Jn 1:1 ), and what

ever is piously and wisely said of this, even partially and without the imagery of

fleshly thought and in a salutary way.

59. Let these statements about the three patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac, and

Jacob, suffice against the slanders of Faustus, for the God whom the Catholic

Church worships wanted to be called their God. Now is not the time to discuss

the merits, piety, and depth of prophecy of those three men, for they are far

removed from the judgment of fleshly people. In this present work of ours they

were only to be defended against the charges with which a malicious tongue

hostile to the truth attacked them, lest those who read them with a perverse and

hostile attitude seem to be saying something against the holy and salutary scrip

tures when they assail with impudent insults those who are portrayed in them

with such great honor.

60. But Lot, the brother — that is, the blood relative — of Abraham, should

by no means be compared to these men, of whom God says, / am the God of

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Ex 3:6). Nor should he be counted in the number of

those to whose righteousness that scripture bears witness to the very end,
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although he lived piously and chastely among the Sodomites, was commended

to us also by the merits of his hospitality, and was set free from the burning of

that land, and although the promised land was given to his descendants by a gift

of God for the sake of Abraham, who was his uncle.97 These merits of his, and

not his drunkenness or his incest,98 are set before us in those books as praise

worthy. But when we find a good deed and a sinful deed of the same man in

scripture, we are being taught to imitate the one and to avoid the other. The sin of

Lot, to whose righteousness that scripture testified before he sinned,99 not only

does not tarnish the divinity of God or the truth of that scripture but even

commends it as praiseworthy and loveable. For, like the clarity of a trustworthy

mirror, it reveals not merely the features of persons brought before it that are

beautiful and whole but also those that are ugly and deformed. Hence, how

much less does the deed of Judah afford no reason at all for blaming their holy

authority because he slept with his daughter-in-law!100 The authority solidly

founded upon those books holds in contempt, by divine right, not only the slan

derous sophistry of the very few Manicheans but also the frightful enmities of

the many nations and mighty peoples that it has now brought almost totally

under Christian dominion, transferring them from the wicked superstition of

idols to the worship of the one God. For it has subdued the whole world not by

the violence of warlike struggle but by the power ofunconquered truth. After all,

where in those writings was Judah praised? What good testimony did that scrip

ture give to him except that, because the blessing of his father commended him

before the others, he stood forth as a prophecy of Christ, who it was foretold

would come in the flesh from his tribe.101

61 . But to what Faustus mentioned, namely, his fornication, we add something

else, that is, that he sold his brother, Joseph, into Egypt.102 Do anyone's twisted

members spoil the sunlight that reveals all things? In the same way no one's evil

deeds make the scripture evil when it discloses them so that readers may know of

them. When that eternal law is consulted, which commands that the natural order

be preserved and forbids that it be disturbed, it determines that people should have

intercourse only for the sake of procreation and this only in the society of a prop

erly ordered marriage that does not violate the bond of peace, and for this reason

the eternal law condemns the prostitution of women, who are used not for having

offspring but for satisfying lust. Every moral turpitude in a purchase certainly

disgraces the buyer. And, for this reason, Judah would have sinned more seriously

if he had wanted to sleep with her, knowing that she was his daughter-in-law. For,

97. See Dt 2:9.

98. SeeGnl9.

99. See Wis 10:6.

100. See Gn 38:13.18.

101. See Gn 49:8- 12.

102. See Gn 37:26-28.
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if a man and his wife are, as the Lord says, no longer two but oneflesh (Mt 1 9:6), a

daughter-in-law should be considered like a daughter. Even so, there is still no

doubt that, insofar as Judah was concerned, he was wrong to have slept with a

prostitute. But that woman, who deceived her father-in-law, did not sin out ofa lust

for his flesh, nor out of the desire for the pay ofa prostitute, but because she sought

a child from the bloodline from which she was unable to have a child, since she had

already wed two brothers and was denied the third. And it was by deception that

she gave her body to their father, her father-in-law, to be impregnated, having

accepted a pledge as payment, which she kept not as personal adornment but as

proof. It would have been better had she remained without children than that she

became a mother without the right of marriage. Yet she sinned with a far different

intention by using her father-in-law to be the father of her children than if she had

desired him as an adulterer for herself.

Hence, when at his orders she was being led off to death and produced a staff,

necklace, and ring, saying that she had been made pregnant by the man whose

pledges these were, he recognized the things he had given her, and he replied that

she was more justified than he was. For he refused to give his son to her as a

husband, while, driven by the fact that she was deprived of his son, she sought

offspring in that way rather than in no way and from the same family. In this judg

ment he did not say that she was justified but that she was more justified than he

was, and he did not praise her but preferred her in comparison with himself,

blaming less the desire to have children than the passion for lustful intercourse by

which he himself was conquered and went to a prostitute. In the same way it is said

to certain people, You havejustified Sodom (Ez 16:52), that is, you have sinned so

much that Sodom seems just in comparison with you. And yet, even if this woman

is understood not to have been blamed less in comparison with a worse deed but

simply to have been praised by her father-in-law, when that eternal law ofjustice is

consulted, which forbids the disturbance of the natural order, certainly not only

with regard to bodies but most of all and primarily with regard to souls, she is

rightly found to be blameworthy because she did not preserve the good order of

society in procreating children. Why is it surprising that a sinner is praised by

another sinner?

62. But Faustus or the Manichean perversity itself thinks that the passage is

against us such that it is supposedly necessary for us, in our reverence for and due

praise of that scripture, to approve of the vices of human beings that it mentions.

On the contrary, it is necessary instead that, to the extent that we accept that scrip

ture with greater piety, we all the more confidently blame those vices which we

have learned through its truth are more certainly to be blamed. For in it fornication

and all illicit intercourse are condemned by the law of God,"" and for this reason,

when it recalls such deeds on the part of certain persons about whom it does not in

103. See Ex 20:14.17.



342 Answer to Faustus, a Manichean

that place state its opinion, it permits us to pronouncejudgment on those deeds but

does not demand that we praise them. After all, who of us does not detest the

cruelty of Herod in the gospel itself, when he ordered so many infants to be killed

because he was troubled at the birth of Christ?104

Yet this deed is not blamed there but merely reported. Yet, lest Manicheans

claim with their insane impudence that this is false, since they also deny the birth

of Christ at which Herod was disturbed, let them read how the cruelty and blind

ness of the Jews is only reported in the gospel, not blamed, and nonetheless

should be detested by all.

63. But, they say, this Judah, who slept with his daughter-in-law, is counted

among the twelve patriarchs.105 So what? Was not that Judas, who betrayed the

Lord, counted among the twelve apostles,106 and was not one ofthem who was sent

with them to preach the gospel a devil?107 But they still reply and say, "After such a

crime Judas perished by hanging himselfand was removed from the number ofthe

apostles,108 but after this wickedness Judah was especially blessed among his

brothers and was praised above all of them by that father to whom God gives such

great testimony." To the contrary, from this it is more evident that this prophecy

pertains not to him but to Christ. For it was foretold that Christ was going to come

in the flesh from his tribe,109 and for that reason the divine scripture ought rather

not to have been silent about Judah' s sin, as it was not silent, so that in the words of

his father, by which he is so highly praised after that shamefulness, we might look

for someone else, because we do not recognize him.

64. And yet Faustus is understood to have wanted to tear with his malicious

teeth the very idea that Christ is proclaimed to have come from his tribe, especially

since in the generations of his forebears, whom Matthew the evangelist mentions,

Zerah is also found, whom Tamar bore after that act of intercourse. 1 10 For, if he

wanted to find fault with Jacob's family and not with Christ's birth, he had the

elder son, Ruben, who violated his father's bed out of wicked lust," 1 which is the

sort of illicit intercourse that the apostle says was unheard of even among the

pagans. 1 12 Even the patriarch Jacob himself did not pass this action over in silence

when he blessed them, bringing down accusations upon his head and detesting

him.111

104. See Mt 2:16.

105. See Gn 35:22-26.

106. SeeMt 10:2-4.

107. See Jn 6:70-7 1.

108. SeeMt 27:5.

109. See Gn 49:8-12.

110. SeeMt 1:3; Gn 38:30.

111. See Gn 35:22.

112. See 1 Cor 5:1.

113. See Gn 49:3-4.
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Faustus, then, could have raised this crime as an objection, where we see not a

mistake on account of a prostitute's attire but a completely voluntary defilement

of his father's bed. But he hated Tamar, because from that act of intercourse she

only wanted to bear a child, more than he would have hated her if she had only

been burning with lust for fleshly pleasure, and he wanted to undermine faith in

Christ's incarnation by blaming his forebears. For the poor wretch did not know

that the truest and most truthful savior was a teacher not only by speaking but

also by being born. For believers in him, who would come from all the nations,

ought also to have learned by his example that the sins of their parents cannot be

an obstacle to them. Hence, in order to accommodate himself to those whom he

invited, that bridegroom, who was going to invite both the good and the evil to

the marriage, wanted also to be born from good and evil forebears in order to

confirm that the prophecy of the Passover had come first in order to prefigure

him. For that prophecy commanded that a lamb be eaten, which was taken from

the sheep and the goats, as if from the just and the unjust.114 While preserving

everywhere, to be sure, the proofs that he was God and man, he did not spurn

both good and evil forebears because of their suitability to his humanity, but

because of the miracle of his divinity he chose birth from a virgin.

65. Faustus, therefore, vainly raging rather against himself with his sacrile

gious teeth, brings accusations against the holy scripture which the whole world

now rightly venerates. As I said above,"5 like the clarity of a trustworthy mirror

it accepts the person of no one in order to flatter him but either pronounces judg

ment on the praiseworthy or blameworthy deeds of people or sets them before its

readers forjudgment. It not only indicates the persons themselves who are either

blameworthy or praiseworthy but also does not pass over in silence some praise

worthy deeds in persons who are blameworthy and some blameworthy deeds in

persons who are praiseworthy. For, although Saul was a blameworthy man. his

deed was still praiseworthy when he diligently investigated the one who had

tasted the food that was under a ban and tried to punish this severely in obedi

ence to God, who had forbidden it,"6 or when he removed the mediums and

wizards from his kingdom. 1 l7 Nor are David's sins, which God also criticized by

means of a prophet, to be either praised or imitated because he was a praise

worthy man. Likewise, in the case of Pontius Pilate we should not blame his

having judged the Lord innocent in the face of the accusations of the Jews,"1* nor

in the case of Peter should we praise him for having denied the same Lord three

114. See Ex 12:3-5.

115. See above 60.

116. See 1 Sm 14:24-45.

117. See 1 Sm 28:3.

118. SeeJn 19:4.
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times"9 or for the reason why he was called Satan. For, because he did not

understand the ways of God, he wanted to call him back from his suffering, that

is, from our salvation.120 He who was a little before declared blessed was called

Satan a little later.121 But his apostleship and his crown of martyrdom bear

witness to what won out in him.

66. In that way, then, we read of the sins of David, but we also read about his

good deeds. In which of these he excelled or on what grounds he was victorious is

obvious not to blindness and bad will, with which Faustus attacks the holy books

and people, but to pious wisdom, by which the authority ofGod and human merits

can be seen and distinguished. Let these Manicheans read those books and see that

God blamed more things in David than Faustus did. But in them there is also found

the sacrifice of repentance.122 In them there is found an incomparable gendeness

even toward the crudest and most atrocious enemy, who was released unharmed

from his most pious hands as often as he was delivered into his most powerful

hands.123 In them there is found remarkable humility under the scourge ofGod, and

the king's neck subjected to the Lord's yoke. For, although he was armed and

accompanied by armed men, he most patiently endured bitter abuse from the lips

of an enemy and with great self-control restrained his armed companion. For that

companion was ablaze with anger because his king heard such insults, and he was

about to move with his avenging hand against the man who was uttering the

insults. David added the weight ofthe fear ofGod to his royal order and said that he

was being repaid for his merits by ajudgment from on high, by which that abusive

man was sent to hurl such insults at him.124 In him there is found such a shepherd's

love for the flock entrusted to him that he wanted to die instead of them, when it

pleased God to punish his sin of pride in having counted the people by reducing

that same number by the death of many. For the heart of the king was tempted to

pride by that multitude.125 In his hidden judgment God, in whom there is no injus

tice,126 took from this life those who he knew were unworthy of this life, and in the

man who raised himselfup in pride at the great number ofthe people, he healed the

swelling of the human mind by a reduction in the same number. In him so pious a

fear of God preserved a sacrament of Christ in the holy anointing that his heart

trembled with devout concern when he secretly cut off a small piece of Saul's

cloak in order to have the means to convince him that he did not want to kill him,

119. See Mt 26:70-75.

120. See Mt 16:22-23.

121. See Mt 16:17.23.

122. See2Sm 12:1-19; 24:1-25.

123. Seel Sm 24:1-23; 26:1-25

124. See2Sm 16:5-14.

125. See 2 Sm 24:17.

126. See Rom 9: 14.
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although he could have.127 In him there was a wise and great mercy toward his

sons. For he did not mourn the innocent boy once he died, although, when he was

ill, he begged the Lord for him with many tears, clothing himselfwith rags as a sign

of humility.128 But he wanted his other young son saved, who was carried off by

fury to kill his father and who had defiled his father's bed with wicked crimes and

waged an evil war against his father, and he wept over him when he was killed.129

For, because he foresaw the everlasting penalties for a soul involved in such great

crimes, he wanted him to live in order to be humbled and to be corrected by repen

tance in order to escape those penalties. These and many other such praiseworthy

and imitable things are found in that holy man, if an orderly mind examines the

scripture that speaks of him, especially if with an obedient and pious and clearly

believing mind we follow thejudgment of God, who knew the secrets of his heart,

where, in the sight of him who cannot be deceived, he was so pleasing that God

proposed him as an example to be imitated by his children.

67. For what else but the depths ofhis heart did the Spirit ofGod see when, after

being rebuked by the prophet, David said, / have sinned ( 1 Sm 1 2: 13), and at this

one word immediately merited to hear that he had received pardon? For what

purpose if not for everlasting salvation? For in his case he was exempted from the

discipline ofthe paternal whip in accord with God' s threat so that he might both be

set free for eternity after he confessed and be found trustworthy after having been

afflicted. For it was hardly a mediocre strength of faith or a small indication of a

meek and obedient mind that, although he heard from the prophet that God had

pardoned him and nonetheless saw that what God had threatened came about

afterwards, he did not say to the prophet that he had been deceived by a lie and did

not murmur against God, as if he had pronounced a false forgiveness of his sins.

For the deeply holy man, raising his soul not against God but to God, understood

the great eternal punishments that his sins deserved, if God were not merciful to

him when he confessed them and did penance. Although he suffered temporal

punishments for them, he saw that God's pardon remained for him and that his

own healing was not being neglected.

But when Saul was rebuked by Samuel, although he also said, / have sinned

( 1 Sm 1 5:24), why did he not merit to hear what David heard, namely, that the Lord

had pardoned him? Is there favoritism with God?110 By no means! But under the

similar words, which human hearing grasped, there was a dissimilar heart, which

the eye ofGod saw. What are we taught by such examples but that the kingdom of

heaven is within us131 and that we ought to worship God from our interior selves, so

127. See 1 Sm 24:1-23.

128. See 1 Sm 12:15-19.

129. See2Sm 18:1-33.

130. See Gal 2:6.

131. SeeLk 17:28.
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that our lips may speak from the abundance of our heart,132 but not as the people

honored him with their lips, although their heart was far from him?1" Nor should

we dare to judge otherwise about human beings, whose interiors we cannot see,

than God judges, who can see their interiors and cannot be deceived or bribed. For,

when the lofty authority of the divine scripture contains God's perfectly clear

judgment about David, human rashness that thinks otherwise should meet with

much laughter or rather should be mourned. We ought indeed to believe the divine

books about the men ofold, who spoke ofthings far in the future which we now see

in the present.

68. What else do we learn in the gospel when we hear the same words of

Peter, who confessed that Christ was the Son of God,1 ,4 than those ofthe demons

who uttered similar words but with a far different heart? At the same words the

faith of Peter is praised and the impurity of the demons is rebuked.135 By whom

was this done but by him who knew how to look at the inner roots of those

words, not with a human ear but with the mind of God, and to distinguish them

without any error? For how many other people also say that Christ is the Son of

the living God and yet are not comparable to Peter in merits — not merely those

who will say on that day, Lord, Lord (Mt 7:22), and will hear, Departfrom me

(Mt 7:23), but even those who will be placed on the right?136 Very many of these

have never or only once denied Christ and have not disapproved of his suffering

for our salvation,137 nor did they force the gentiles to live like Jews.138 And yet

they will appear unequal to Peter who did this, when he sits on twelve thrones

and judges not only the twelve tribes139 but even the angels.140

In the same way, many who do not covet another man's wife and do not

pursue to the death any husband of a woman whom they coveted still cannot

have in God's eyes the merits of David, although he did such things. It makes a

great difference what anyone finds displeasing in himself and to what degree he

finds it displeasing, so that it may be completely rooted out, and what a bountiful

and rich crop grows up in its place with great fruitfulness. For a farmer is more

pleased by fields that bring forth a hundredfold even after large thorn bushes

have been pulled out than by fields that never had any thorn bushes and barely

manage to produce thirtyfold.

69. And so let us turn to Moses, the most faithful servant of God in his whole

household, the minister of the holy law and of the holy, just, and good

132. SeeMt 12:34.

133. SeeMt 15:8.

134. SeeMt 16:16.

135. See Lk 8:28.

136. SeeMt 25:33.

137. SeeMt 16:22.

138. See Gal 2: 14.

139. SeeMt 19:28.

140. See 1 Cor 6:3.
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commandment, to which the apostle bears witness, t41 for these are his words that

I used, and also the minister of the sacraments that did not offer salvation but that

promised the savior, as the savior himselfconfirms when he says, Ifyou believed

Moses, you would also believe me, for he wrote about me (Jn 5:46). We have

spoken in their proper place about these words, as much as seemed sufficient,

against the impudent slanders of the Manicheans.142 Far be it from us, then, to

take the measure of Moses, so great and so good a man, from the words of the

slanderous Faustus rather than from the words of the clearly truthful God. For

Moses was the servant of the living God, the true God, the sovereign God, who

made heaven and earth not out of some alien material but out of nothing, not

because of some pressing need but because of an overflowing goodness, not

through the punishment of his own member but through the power of his Word.

This Moses, I say, humble in refusing so great a ministry but obedient in under

taking it, was faithful in observance, strenuous in execution, vigilant in ruling

the people, vigorous in correcting them, ardent in loving them, and patient in

enduring them. On behalf of those people whom he governed, he stood before

God when God was favorable to them, and he stood up to God when God was

angry at them. By no means should we think of this great and good man on the

basis of Faustus' slanderous words rather than on that of the words of the

truthful God. For God truly knew the man whom he had made. After all, asjudge

he knows in those who deny them even the sins which he did not make, and in

those who confess them, he, as a father, forgives them. On the basis of his words

we love, admire, and imitate as much as we can his servant, Moses, although we

are far inferior to his merits, even though we have neither killed nor despoiled

any Egyptian and waged no war, while Moses did one of these in the character of

his people's future defender and did the other because God commanded it.

70. For the time being I omit the fact that, when he struck the Egyptian,

although God had not commanded him to, l43 God permitted Moses to do this in his

role as a prophet in order to signify something that would occur. At present I am

not discussing this but am examining those deeds as if they signified nothing at all.

And, having consulted that eternal law, I find that Moses, who had no legal

authority, ought not to have killed that man, although the man was unjust and

wicked. Yet souls that are capable of and fertile with respect to the virtues often

sprout vices, by which they indicate the virtue for which they would be most suited

if they were cultivated by the commandments. For farmers declare that the land

which they see brings forth huge plants, though useless ones, is suited for farming,

and they understand that, where they see a large fern, though they know it must be

uprooted, the land is capable of strong vines, and they have no doubt, when they

141. See Heb 3:5: Rom 7: 12.

142. See above XVI, 6.

143. See Ex 2:12.
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see a mountain covered with wild olive trees, that it is suited for domesticated olive

trees, given some cultivation. In the same way, the impulse of the mind by which

Moses did not tolerate that his brother, who was suffering an injustice in a foreign

land from a wicked citizen, should not go avenged, though he lacked the proper

authority, was not useless for the fruits of the virtues, but even in its uncultivated

state it gave signs of great fertility, albeit signs of vice. On Mount Sinai God called

Moses with divine words spoken by an angel in order, by means of him, to set free

the people of Israel, and by the miraculous vision of the burning bush, which was

not consumed, he prepared him by the words of the Lord for acts of obedience. 144

The same God called from heaven, struck down, raised up, and filled Saul when he

was persecuting the Church,145 as if he struck him, cut him off, grafted him on, and

made him fruitful. For that savagery of Paul, when he was persecuting the Church

with zeal for the traditions of his ancestors,146 thinking that he was offering a

service to God, was like a wild plant but gave indication of great fertility.

There also fits with this that deed of Peter, when, in wanting to defend the Lord,

he drew his sword and cut off the ear of the man about to arrest him. The Lord

restrained his action with enough of a threat, saying, Put your sword away, for he

who uses the sword shallfall by the sword (Mt 26:52). But he uses the sword who

arms himself to shed someone's blood when no higher and legitimate authority

either commands or permits this. For, to be sure, the Lord had commanded that his

disciples carry a sword, but he had not commanded that they strike. Why, then, is it

something strange if Peter was made the shepherd of the Church after this sin, just

as Moses was made the ruler of that synagogue after having struck the Egyptian?

For both of them went beyond the rule ofjustice not out of a hateful cruelty but out

of a high-spiritedness that admitted correction; both of them sinned out ofa hatred

for the wickedness of another but out of a love that was sti 11 fleshly— the one for a

brother, the other for the Lord. This vice had to be cut back or uprooted, yet such a

great heart had to be cultivated to bring forth virtues just as the land must be culti

vated to bring forth its fruits.

71. What objection, then, does Faustus raise about the despoiled Egyptians,

though he does not know what he is talking about? By doing that, Moses was so

far from sinning that he would have sinned if he had not done it. After all, God,

commanded it147 — he who certainly knows, not only in accord with our deeds

but also in accord with the heart of man, what or from whom each person ought

to suffer. And so that people was still fleshly and filled with the desire for earthly

possessions, but the Egyptians were sacrilegious and wicked. For, in making an

evil use even of that gold, that is, of a creature of God, to the injury of God, they

served their idols and unjustly and severely afflicted an immigrant people.

144. See Ex 3:4

145. See Acts 9:4.

146. See Gal 1:14.

147. See Ex 3:21-22: 11:2: 12:35-36.
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forcing them to work without pay. The Hebrews, then, deserved to receive

such commands, and the Egyptians deserved such suffering. And perhaps the

Hebrews were permitted to do these things in accord with their desires and

thoughts rather than ordered to do them. But God chose to make known to them

his permission through his servant, Moses, when he commanded that he should

tell them. Yet it is possible that there were other totally hidden reasons why God

said this to that people, but one must yield to God's commands in obedience, not

resist them with an argument. The apostle said, Who has known the mind ofthe

Lord? Or who has been his counselor? (Rom 1 1 :34) Whether, then, it is for this

reason, which I mentioned, or for some other reason that remains in the secret

and hidden plans ofGod, yet I state that what God said to that people by means of

Moses, namely, that they should ask the Egyptians to lend them goods so that

they might carry them off, was not said either without reason or unjustly. And

Moses was not permitted to act otherwise than God said. Hence, God had the

plan by which he gave the command, and his servant had the duty of carrying it

out.

72. But, Faustus says, we should by no means believe that the true and good

God commanded such things. On the contrary, only the true and good God

correctly commands such things, for he alone knows what commands each person

should receive and he alone allows no one to suffer anything unsuitable. But this

ignorant and false goodness of the human heart contradicts even Christ and does

not want the wicked to suffer any evil at the command of the good God when he is

going to say to the angels, Gather the weedsfirst and tie them in bunches to burn

them (Mt 1 3:29). Yet he forbids his servants who want to do this very thing prema

turely when he says, Otherwise, when you pull the weeds, you may at the same time

also uproot the grain (Mt 13:30). Thus only the true and good God knows what,

when, to whom, and by whom he should either order or permit something to

happen. Not human goodness but clearly human vanity could also contradict the

same Lord when he yielded to the destructive desire of the demons who wanted

and begged to go into the pigs,14* especially since Manicheans have believed that

not only pigs but also tiny and vile living things have the souls of human beings.

Once that vanity has been disproved and cast aside, it is clear that our Lord Jesus

Christ, the only Son of God, and, for this reason, the true and good God, granted to

the desire of the demons the death ofother people's animals, the destruction of any

living creatures, and the great loss to men. But who would be so crazy as to say that

Jesus could not have driven them out of human beings, even if he did not want to

grant the destruction of the pigs to their evil desire?

But if the creator and ruler of all natures, whose governance is of course

hidden but always just, acceded to the desire, though cruel and unjust, of the

spirits who were condemned and already destined for eternal fire, to go where

148. See Mt 8:31-32.
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their desire was inclined, what is absurd if the Egyptians, who were unjust

masters, merited to be deprived by the Hebrews oftheirearthly possessions? For

the Hebrews were free men, to whom the Egyptians also owed recompense for

such hard and unjust labors, and the Egyptians used their earthly possessions to

the injury of the creator in their sacrilegious rites. Yet if Moses had ordered this

on his own or if the Hebrews had done this on their own, they would certainly

have sinned. They did not sin by doing what God either commanded or

permitted, although perhaps they sinned by desiring such things. But what they

were permitted to do by God's providence they were permitted to do by the just

and good judgment of him who knows how either to restrain the wicked or to

teach his subjects by punishments and how to give stronger commandments to

those who are healthier and to provide certain levels of healing to those who are

weaker. But Moses is not to be accused of greed in desiring those things nor of

arrogance in scorning any of the divine commands.

73. That eternal law, which commands that the natural order be preserved

and forbids that it be disturbed, has located certain deeds in a middle position for

human beings so that it deservedly reprehends a boldness in undertaking them

and rightly praises an obedience in carrying them out. It makes a great difference

in the natural order who does what and under whose authority one acts. If

Abraham sacrificed his son on his own initiative, what would he have been but a

horrible and insane man? But under God's command what is he seen to be but a

faithful and devout man?149 The truth itself shouts this out to such a point that

Faustus was terrified by its voice when he searched with tooth and nail for some

thing to say against Abraham and came to a slanderous lie. Yet he would not

have dared to blame this if there had not entered his mind a deed so famous that,

even ifhe did not read of it or search it out, it would come to mind. For it has been

sung of in so many tongues and pictured in so many places that it would strike

the eyes and ears that pretended not to know of it.

Hence, if a spontaneous impulse in killing a son is detestable, but an obedient

compliance with God's command is not only blameless but also praiseworthy,

why, Faustus, do you blame Moses because he despoiled the Egyptians? If the

apparent wickedness on the part of the man doing this annoys you, the authority

of God commanding it should terrify you. Or are you ready even to blame God

himself when he wills that such deeds be done? Therefore, get behind me. Satan,

for your thoughts are not those ofGod but ofmen (Mt 16:23). And I wish that

you deserved to hear this, as Peter did, and that afterwards you would preach

what you now blame in God because of your weak mind, as Peter afterward

announced by his glorious preaching what first displeased him, although the

Lord willed that it be done.

149. See Gn 22: 10.
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74. Hence, if the hardness of the human heart and a wicked and disordered

will at long last understand that in correct actions there is a big difference

whether something is done out of human greed or rashness and whether it is

done in obedience to the command ofGod, who knows what he should permit or

command, and when, and to whom, and who knows what is right for each person

to do or to suffer, it should not be surprised at or horrified by the wars that Moses

waged. For, in following the commands ofGod in them, Moses was not cruel but

obedient, nor was God cruel when he commanded these things. Rather, he was

giving punishments that they deserved to those who deserved them and was

striking terror into those who deserved it.

After all, what is blamed in war? Is it that human beings, who are going to die at

some time, die so that others will be subdued and live in peace? To find fault with

this is the mark of cowardly and not of religious people. The desire to do harm,

cruelty in taking vengeance, a mind that is without peace and incapable of peace,

fierceness in rebellion, the lust for domination, and anything else of the sort —

these are the things that are rightly blamed in wars.

And at the command either ofGod or of some legitimate authority, good men

often undertake to wage wars against the violence of those who resist so as to

punish these things in accord with the law. This occurs when in the order of

human affairs they find a situation in which this order justly constrains them to

issue such a command or to obey in such matters. Otherwise, when soldiers

came to John to be baptized and asked, And what should we do? (Lk 3: 14) he

would have replied to them, "Throw aside your weapons; abandon the military;

strike, wound, and kill no one." But, because he knew that, when they did these

things as soldiers, they were not murderers but ministers of the law, not avengers

of injuries done to them but defenders of the public safety, he replied to them, Do

violence to no one; slander no one; he satisfied with your wages (Lk 3:14).

Because Manicheans are accustomed to accuse John openly, let them listen to

the Lord Jesus Christ commanding that this money, with which John says a

soldier ought to be satisfied, should be given to Caesar. He says. Give to Caesar

what belongs to Caesar and to God what belongs to God (Mt 22:2 1 ). For taxes

are paid so that wages may be given to a soldier who is needed on account of

wars. And when the centurion said, / too am a man placed under another's

authority and having soldiers under me, and I say to one, Go, and he goes, and

to another. Come, and he comes, and to my servant, Do this, and he does it

(Mt 8:9), Jesus praised his faith; he did not command that he abandon the army.

And it would take too long and is not now necessary to discuss just and unjust

wars.

75. For it makes a difference for which causes and under what authority people

undertake the waging of war. But the natural order which aims at the peace of

mortals demands that the authority and the decision to undertake war rest with the

ruler, while soldiers have the duty of carrying out the commands of war for the
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common peace and safety. It is not permissible, however, to doubt that it is right to

undertake a war which men undertake to wage under God's authority either to

strike terror into, weardown, or subdue the pride of mortals, when not even the war

which they wage out of human covetousness can do any harm either to the incor

ruptible God or even to his saints. Rather, it is found to help them in practicing

patience and in humbling the soul and in bearing the Father's discipline. For no

one has any power over them unless it has been given to him from above. There is,

after all, no power except at the command or permission of God. IS0 If, therefore, a

just man is perhaps serving as a soldier under a godless human king, he can

correctly fight at his command so as to preserve the order of civil peace. This is

certain when what is commanded is not against the commandment ofGod or when

it is not certain whether it is or is not. In the latter case the injustice in commanding

perhaps makes the king guilty, but his order in obeying proves the solider inno

cent. How much more is he who wages war at God's command completely inno

cent in the conduct of wars! For no one who serves him can fail to know that he

cannot command anything unjustly.

76. If, however, they think that God could not have commanded the waging of

war because the Lord Jesus Christ later said, / tell you not to resist evil, but if

anyone strikes you on your right cheek, offer him your left as well (Mt 5:39), let

them understand that this disposition lies not in the body but in the heart. For in the

heart is found the holy chamber of the virtue that also dwelled in those righteous

men of old, our fathers. But the order of the times demanded that arrangement and

distribution of events. For thus it was first seen that these earthly goods, which

include human kingdoms and victories over enemies, for which the city of the

impious that is spread throughout the world is especially accustomed to pray to

idols and demons, belong only to the power and judgment of the one true God. For

this reason the Old Testament, with its earthly promises, veiled and, in a certain

sense, wrapped in deep shadows the secret of the kingdom ofheaven, which was to

be revealed at the proper time. But when the fullness of time came, so that the New

Testament, which was veiled by symbols ofthe Old, might be revealed, it had now

to be shown by clear testimony that there was another life, for whose sake this life

ought to be held in contempt, and another kingdom, for whose sake it was neces

sary to endure most patiently the opposition of all earthly kingdoms. Hence, those

by whose confessions of faith, suffering, and death God chose to bear witness to

this are called martyrs, which is translated into Latin as "witnesses." Their number

has become so great that, if Christ, who called Saul from heaven,1" transformed

him from a wolf into a sheep, and sent him into the midst of wolves, wanted to

gather them together, to arm them, and to help them in their combat, as he helped

the Hebrew patriarchs, what nations would resist them? What kingdoms would not

yield? But in order to give the clearest testimony to the truth, by which people had

150. See Rom 13:1.

151. See Acts 9.
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to be taught that God is to be worshiped not for the sake of temporal happiness in

this life but for the sake ofeternal happiness after this life, what is commonly called

unhappiness had to be faced and borne for the sake of that happiness.

And so in that fullness of time the Son of God, born of a woman, born under

the law in order to redeem those who were under the law,152 born as a descendant

of David according to the flesh,153 sends his disciples like sheep into the midst of

wolves154 and warns them not to fear those who kill the body but cannot kill the

soul. 155 He also promises them the renewal of the whole body to the restoration

of the last hair.156 He orders Peter's sword back to its scabbard, restores the

severed ear of an enemy to its pristine condition, and says that he could have

commanded legions of angels to destroy his enemies if he did not have to drink

the chalice that the Father's will had given him.157 He drinks it first and offers it

to his followers; he reveals the virtue of patience by his command and confirms

it by his example. Therefore God raised himfrom the deadand gave him a name

that is above every name, so that at the name ofJesus every knee might bend of

those in heaven, on earth, and beneath the earth, and every tongue might

confess that Jesus is Lord in the glory ofGod the Father (Phil 2:9-1 1).

The patriarchs and the prophets, therefore, reigned here in order to show that

God gives and removes these kingdoms; the apostles and martyrs did not reign

here in order to show that we should instead long for the kingdom of heaven. The

patriarchs and prophets waged wars for their kingdoms in order to show that the

will of God also gives such victories; the apostles and martyrs were slain without

resistance in order to teach that it is a better victory to suffer death for faith in the

truth. In the Old Testament the prophets knew how to die for the truth, as the Lord

himself says, From the blood of Abel up to the blood of Zachariah, the just

(Mt 23:35). After there began to be fulfilled these words in the psalm, And all the

kings ofthe earth, all the nations shall serve him (Ps 72: 1 1 ), which prophesied our

Lord under the figure of Solomon — whose name is translated as "peaceful," for

Christ is our peace158 — Christian emperors put their complete confidence in the

Christian faith and received a most glorious victory over their godless enemies,

who had placed their hope in the worship of idols and demons. For the oracles of

the demons deceived their enemies with perfectly clear and well-known proofs,

some of which were put into writing for posterity, while the predictions of the

saints supported the emperors.

77. If, however, it seems strange to these foolish Manicheans that God then

commanded one thing of the ministers of the Old Testament, when the grace of

152. See Gal 4:4-5.

153. See Rom 1:3.

154. SeeMt 10:16.

155. SeeMt 10:28.

156. See Mt 10:30.

157. SeeMt 26:52-53: Lk 22:51.42; Jn 18:11.

158. See Eph 2:14.
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the New was veiled, and commands something else of the preachers of the New

Testament, where the obscurity of the Old is unveiled, let them pay attention to

the Lord Christ himself, who changed what he had said and said something else.

He said, When I sent you without purse and bag and sandals, did you lack

anything? And they said to him. Nothing. He then said to them. But now let

anyone who has a purse take it with him and likewise a bag, and let anyone who

does not have one sell his tunic and buy a sword. (Lk 22:35-36)

If these Manicheans found these differences in the two Testaments, the Old

and the New, they would surely also cry out that the two Testaments are contrary

to each other. What, then, will they now reply when the same Christ himself

says, Before / sent you without purse and bag and sandals, and you lacked

nothing, but now let anyone who has a purse take it with him and likewise a bag,

and let anyone who has a tunic sell it and buy a sword"? Do they now understand

how commandments or counsels or permissions are changed without any incon

sistency on the part of the one giving the commands but in accord with God's

providence for different times? For if they say that for some hidden reason he

said this about taking a bag and a purse and about buying a sword, why do they

not admit that for some hidden reason one and the same God then commanded

the prophets to wage war and now forbids the apostles to do so? After all, in the

passage that we cited from the gospel, there were not only the words of the Lord

but there also followed the actions of the disciples who obeyed him.

For they earlier went out without purse and bag and lacked nothing, as his

question and their response showed, and they later said to him, after he had

given the command about buying a sword, See, there are two swords here, and

he replied, That is enough (Lk 22:38). For this reason Peter was also found to be

armed when he cut off the pursuer's ear. There his spontaneous boldness is

restrained because he had not also been ordered to strike the man, as he had been

ordered to carry the sword.159 The will of the Lord was certainly hidden as to

why he had commanded them to carry weapons that he did not want them to use.

Yet it was up to him to command with reason, but up to them to carry out his

commands without hesitation.

78. Slanderous ignorance, therefore, criticizes Moses because he waged war.

For he ought to have been criticized less if he waged war on his own initiative

than ifhe did not wage war when God commanded him to. But to dare to criticize

God himself because he commanded such actions, or not to believe that the just

and good God could have commanded such actions, is — to put it mildly — the

mark ofa person unable to grasp that, for divine providence, which extends from

the highest things to the lowest, what comes to be is not new and what dies does

not perish, and each individual thing gives way or comes along or remains in the

proper order of natures or of merits. But people's good will is united to God's

159. See Luke 22:35-38: 50-51.
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law, while inordinate desire is restrained by the good order ofGod's law. Thus a

good person does not desire anything other than what he is commanded, and a

bad person can do no more than he is permitted; thus he cannot do with impunity

what he willed to do unjustly.

And in this way, among all the things at which human weakness is horrified

or which it fears, only sinfulness is rightly condemned. The other things are

either the attributes of natures or the deserts of sins. A person becomes wicked,

however, when he loves things for their own sakes that should be used for some

other purpose and seeks for some other purpose things that should be loved for

themselves. In that way he upsets, as much as in him is, the natural order in

himself, which the eternal law commands him to preserve. But he becomes righ

teous when he does not seek to use things for another purpose than that for which

they were established by God, but enjoys God for his own sake and himself and

his friends in God for the sake of the same God. For one who loves the love of

God in his friend loves his friend for God's sake.

Injustice or justice would not be in our power unless they were dependent on

the will. But if they were not in our power, no reward and no punishment would

be just. Only a fool thinks that it would be. But the ignorance or weakness,

because of which someone either does not know what he ought to will or cannot

do everything that he wills, comes from the hidden order ofpunishments and the

inscrutable judgments of God, in whom there is no injustice.160 For Adam's sin

was revealed to us by the trustworthy words of God. And scripture truthfully

said that we all die in him and that through him sin entered this world and

through sin death, t61 and it is perfectly true and well known to us that, as a result

of this punishment, the body is being corrupted and our earthly dwelling

is weighing down the soul and pressing down the mind filled with many

concerns. I62 And it is certain that only God's merciful grace sets us free from this

just punishment, and for this reason the apostle cries out with groans, Unhappy

man that Iam, who will set mefreefrom the body ofthis death ? The grace ofGod

through Jesus Christ, our Lord. (Rom 7:24-25) But how God distributes his

judgment and his mercy, why one person receives this grace and another that, is

done for hidden but just reasons. Yet we know that all these things are done by

the judgment and mercy of God, though there remain hidden the measures,

numbers, and weights163 by which God, the creator of all the things that exist as

natures, arranges all things. For he is not the author of sins, but he nonetheless

sets in order even sins, so that those actions, which would not be sins if they were

not contrary to nature, might be brought tojudgment and set in order. Thus, once

160. See Rom 9:14.

161. See Rom 5:12.19.

162. See Wis 9:15.

163. See Wis 11:21.



356 Answer to Faustus, a Manichean

they are assigned to the places and conditions that they merit, they are not

permitted to disturb and defile the nature of the universe.

Since this is so, and since, by this hiddenness of the judgments ofGod and by

the acts of human wills, some persons are corrupted by prosperity, while others

use it with moderation, and some fail amid the same adversity in which others

make progress, and since human, mortal life on earth is a trial,164 what person

knows whom it benefits and whom it harms to rule or to serve or to be at ease or

to die in peacetime, or, on the contrary, to be in command or to fight or to

conquer or to be killed in wartime? Yet it is clear that the person whom it bene

fits is benefited only by the beneficence of God and that the person who suffers

harm suffers harm only by the judgment of God.

79. Why, then, do we rush into rash acts of criticism? (And would that they

were of human beings and not ofGod!) The ministers ofthe Old Testament, who

also foretold the New Testament, served God by killing sinners; the ministers of

the New Testament, who also explained the Old Testament, served God by

dying at the hands of sinners. Yet both served the one God, who taught during

different but appropriate ages that temporal goods were to be sought from him

and should be held in scorn for his sake and that temporal difficulties can be

imposed by him and ought to be endured for his sake.

What, then, did Moses command or do that was cruel? In his holy zeal for the

people entrusted to him, he wanted them to be subject to the one true God, and he

later found out that they had fallen away to construct and worship an idol and that

they had prostituted their impure mind to demons. Then he punished with the

sword a few whom God himself, whom they had offended, willed by his deep and

hidden judgment that he should strike, and he caused a salutary terror at that

moment and restored discipline for the future. For who would not recognize in his

words that he did what he did with no cruelty, but with great love, when he prayed

for their sin and said, Ifyou will forgive their sin, forgive it. But ifyou will not,

remove me from your book (Ex 32:32)? Anyone, therefore, who piously and

prudently compares that killing and this prayer certainly sees, and sees most

clearly, what a great sin it is for a soul to commit fornication by means of the

images of demons when a man who loves so much is so enraged.

In that way the apostle also handed a man over to Satan for the destruction of his

flesh, not out of cruelty but out of love, so that his spirit might be saved on the day

of the Lord Jesus.165 He handed over others so that they might learn not to blas

pheme.166 Manicheans read the apocryphal scriptures that were written by some

unknown concocters of myths under the name of the apostles. They would have

merited to be received into the authority of the holy Church at the time when they

were written if holy and learned men. who were then alive and able to examine

164. SeeJb7:1.

165. See 1 Cor 5:5.

166. See I Tm 1:20.
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such writings, recognized that they spoke the truth. Yet they read in them that,

when the apostle Thomas was present at a certain wedding banquet as a stranger

and was in fact unknown, a certain waiter struck him with his hand, and Thomas

called down upon the man a sudden and severe punishment. When the waiter went

out to a fountain in order to serve water from it to those at the banquet, a lion

attacked and killed him, and according to the words of the same apostle, who

desired and prayed for this, a dog brought to the tables, where the apostle was

reclining, the waiter' s hand— with which he had struck the apostle' s head — torn

from his body.167 What could seem more cruel than this? But because, unless I am

mistaken, it was also written there that Thomas asked forgiveness for him in the

world to come, the apostle produced the compensation of a greater benefit, insofar

as those who did not know him were taught by means of this frightening action

how dear the apostle was to God and how he took care of that man for eternity after

this life, which was going to end at some point.

Whether this story is true or fictional is of no interest to me at present. For

Manicheans, who accept as true and holy those writings, which the canon of the

Church rejects, are at least forced by this to admit that the virtue of patience,

which the Lord teaches when he says, Ifanyone strikes you on your right cheek,

offer him your left as well, can lie in the disposition of the heart, even if it is not

manifested in a gesture of the body or by expression in words. For, when he was

struck by the man's hand, the apostle asked God that the man who injured him be

spared in the world to come but that the injury not go unpunished in the present

world. He did not offer the man who struck him his other cheek or tell him to

strike him again. He surely maintained interiorly the disposition of love and

asked for the example of his correction exteriorly. Whether this is truth or

fiction, why do Manicheans refuse to believe that with such an attitude Moses,

the servant of God, slew with the sword those who made and worshiped an idol,

since even in his words it is clear enough that he begged pardon for their sin to

the point of wanting to be removed from God's book ifhe did not obtain it? What

comparison is there between striking an unknown man with one's hand and, by

preferring an idol to him, abandoning and disdaining the God who set his people

free from the slavery of Egypt, brought them through the divided sea, and over

whelmed with waves their pursuing enemies? But, if we compare the punish

ments, what comparison is there between being slain by a sword and being

slaughtered and torn to pieces by wild animals? Forjudges, who administer civil

laws, order that those guilty of a greater crime be exposed to the beasts rather

than struck by the sword.

80. There remain among the objects of Faustus' malicious and sacrilegious

criticisms, to which I am now replying, the words of the Lord to Hosea the

1 67. The same story from The Acts ofThomas 6-9 is reported in Augustine' s Answer to Adimantus,

a Disciple ofMani 17. 2 and in The Lord's Sermon on the Mount I, 20, 65.
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prophet: Takefor yourselfa wife who is a harlot, andproduce childrenfrom the

harlot (Hos 1:2). Their impure heart is so blinded by this passage of scripture

that they do not even understand the perfectly plain words in the gospel of the

Lord, who says to the Jews, Prostitutes andpublicans will enter the kingdom of

heaven ahead ofyou (Mt 5:39). Why, after all, is it opposed to the mercy of the

truth, why is it against the Christian faith, if a prostitute gives up fornication and

becomes a chaste wife? And what is so uncharacteristic of and so alien to the

faith of a prophet as his not believing that all her sins were forgiven for the

unchaste woman who was changed for the better? And so, when the prophet

made the prostitute his wife, he took care to correct the woman's life, and he

expressed symbolically a mystery about which we shall soon speak. But who

would not see what it is that especially offends the error of the Manicheans in

this deed? For they usually try to prevent prostitutes from becoming pregnant.

Hence, a woman would please them more by remaining a harlot, so that she

would not bind their God in flesh, than by becoming the wife ofone man in order

to bear children.

81. But what shall I say about Solomon except that he is rebuked more

severely by the testimony of the trustworthy and holy scripture than by the arro

gance and foolish insults of Faustus? For that scripture truthfully and faithfully

declared regarding him both the goodness that he formerly had and the evil that

he did in abandoning the goodness that he first had. I68 But Faustus went with his

eyes closed, or rather blinded, not where the light led him by showing the way;

rather, he rushed where bad will carried him by hurling him headlong. For by

this very fact the holy books conveyed to their devout readers and lovers how

chastely holy men had many wives, because Solomon, who did not have them in

that way but had them to satisfy his lust rather than to propagate children, was

blamed and reprehended by these words, by being called a lover of women. And

the same truth, which shows no partiality toward anyone's person, showed that

he fell from there and was plunged into the depths of idolatry.

82. 1 have now considered all the persons through whom Faustus thought that

he should blame the Old Testament scriptures, and I have given a suitable

account of each of them, by which the men of God were either defended against

the calumnies of heretical and fleshly people or the scripture was shown to be

praiseworthy and venerable because these men were criticized. Beginning now,

following the order in which Faustus mentioned them in his accusations, let us

look at what the deeds of those men also signified, what prophecies they

contained, and what future events they foretold. We have already done this with

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, whose God the God of all creation wanted to be

168. See 1 Kgs 11:1-12; Sir 47:21-22.
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called, as if he were their God alone. 169 He certainly did not give them so great an

honor pointlessly but because he saw in them their sincere and excellent love,

which he alone was able to know perfectly and in the highest manner, and

because in a certain sense he summed up in those three patriarchs the great and

marvelous mystery of his future people. For, by means of their free wives, they

begot children not only into freedom, as they did by means of Sarah, Rebecca,

Leah, and Rachel,170 but also into slavery. In that way Esau was born ofthe same

Rebecca. To him it was said, You shall be your brother 's slave (Gn 27:40). And

by means of maidservants they begot children not only into slavery, as was the

case with Hagar,171 but also into freedom, as was the case with Bilhah and

Zilpah.172 For, in the same way, offspring in the people of God are born of spiri

tual sons not only into freedom, like those to whom it is said, Be imitators ofme

as 1 am ofChrist ( 1 Cor 4:16), but also into damnable slavery, as Simon was the

son of Philip.173 And of slaves according to the flesh not only are those who

imitate them born into damnable slavery but others are also born into praise

worthy freedom. To these it is said. Do what they say, but do not do what they do

(Mt 23:3). Whoever wisely recognizes this great mystery in the people of God

preserves the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace174 by clinging to some and

tolerating others to the end. We also did this same thing regarding Lot, showing

what scripture recounted about him that was praiseworthy, what it recounted

that deserved blame, and what it signified that was to be understood from that

whole episode.175

83. Next, we must consider what the fact that Judah slept with his daughter-

in-law signified for the future.176 But we must first say something by way of

introduction, lest it offend someone who gives only slight consideration to the

fact that in the scriptures certain sinful works of people signify not future evils

but future goods. After all, divine providence everywhere preserves the power

of its goodness. For example, a human child is formed and born from adulterous

intercourse, a good work of God from the evil work ofhuman beings. Similarly,

in the previous discussion we spoke of the fertility of seeds, not of the shameful-

ness of sins.177 So too, in the prophetic scriptures, which recount not only

people's good deeds but also their evil ones, people's evil works also signify

some future goods, because the narrative is prophetic, not by the sinner's doing

but by the writer's. For, when Judah was overcome by his desire and slept with

169. See Ex 3:5.

170. See Gn 21: 1-2; 25:21; 29:30.

171. SeeGn 16:15.

172. See Gn 30.

173. See Acts 8: 13.

174. See Eph 4:3.

175. See Gn 19.

176. See Gn 38.

177. See above 48.
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Tamar, he did not act out the motive of his lust so that his deed would signify

something that had to do with the salvation of human beings. In the same way,

the Judas who betrayed the Lord did not intend that his deed would bring about

something that had to do with the same salvation ofhuman beings. But if from so

evil a work of that Judas the Lord brought about so good a work ofredeeming us

by the blood of his same suffering, why is it surprising if his prophet, of whom

he said, For he wrote about me (Jn 5:46), signified something good by means of

Judah's evil deed in order to teach us something by his ministry? The prophet

who narrated those human deeds, to be sure, gathered them under the guidance

and inspiration of the Holy Spirit, and their insertion did not fail to prefigure the

events that he had intended to foretell.

But it makes no difference for signifying some good things whether the

events that signify them are either good or bad. What difference does it make to

me, when I want to learn something by reading, if I find it written in red ink that

the Ethiopians are black and in black ink that the Gauls are white? But, if I were

looking not at the writing but at a picture, I would undoubtedly find fault with it.

In the same way, in the deeds of persons that are proposed for us to imitate or to

avoid, it is of more interest whether they are good or evil. But, in the deeds that

are spoken of or written down to signify something, it makes no difference what

praise or blame the conduct of the agents merits, provided that they have the

requisite suitability for symbolizing the event in question.

It was the same with the words of Caiaphas in the gospel. In relation to his

harmful and pernicious intention, and then in relation to his words, if you pay

attention in them to the will of the speaker, those words, by which he caused a

just man to be unjustly put to death, were certainly evil. But they signified a great

good, without his knowing it, when he said. It is right that one man die and that

the wholepeople notperish (Jn 1 1 :50). It was said about him, He did not say this,

however, on his own, but, because he was the high priest, he prophesied that it

was necessary that Jesus diefor the people (Jn 1 1:51). In the same way Judah' s

deed was evil in terms of his lust, but, without his knowing it, he signified a great

good. By his own doing he certainly accomplished something evil, but not by his

own doing he signified something good. This point, which I thought necessary

to state by way of an introduction, holds true notjust for this deed ofJudah's but

also for others, should there be any evil deeds of human beings by which the

narrator prophesied something good.

84. In Tamar, the daughter-in-law of Judah, we understand the people of the

kingdom of the Jews, to which the kings from the tribe of Judah were united like

husbands. His name is rightly interpreted as "bitterness." For that people gave

the Lord a cup of bitter wine. 178 But there are two kinds of leaders who do not act

correctly toward the people. Of these one kind is the leaders who are a

178. See Mt 27:34.
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hindrance; the other kind is those who offer no benefit. They are symbolized by

the two sons ofJudah, one ofwhom was evil or ferocious in the sight ofthe Lord,

while the other poured out his seed on the ground in order not to make Tamar

pregnant.179 Nor are there more than two kinds of human beings that are useless

for the human race. One is those who do harm; the other those who refuse to give

any good and who, if they have some good in this earthly life, lose this good, as

though pouring it out on the ground. Because the one who does harm outranks in

evil the one who does no good, the older son is said to be the evil one, and the one

who pours out his seed on the ground is called his follower. The name of the

older son, who was called Er, is translated as "tanner of skins," because the First

human beings were clothed in skins, as though in tunics, when they were

dismissed from paradise into the punishment of their condemnation.180 But the

name of his successor, who was called Onan, is translated as "their grief."

Whose grief but those for whom he does no good, though he has the means to do

good and loses it on the earth? But the evil of a life taken away, which the skin

signifies, is greater than that of a life not helped, which their grief signifies. Yet

God was said to have killed them both.181 This prefigured God's taking the

kingdom away from such men.

But because the third son of Judah was not united in marriage to that woman,

he signifies the time from which the kings of the people of the Jews began not to

be drawn from the tribe of Judah. And so he was the son of Judah, but Tamar did

not take him as her husband. For the same tribe ofJudah existed, but no one from

it ruled the people. For this reason the name of the third son, namely, Shelah, is

translated as "his dismissal." That name certainly did not signify the holy and

just men who lived at that time but nonetheless belonged to the New Testament,

for which they were beneficial because they prophesied it knowingly, as was the

case with David. In that time, of course, when Judea ceased to have kings from

the tribe of Judah, Herod the Elder is not to be counted among its kings, as if he

were a husband of Tamar. For he was a foreigner and was never united with the

people by the sacrament of mystical anointing, as though by the marital cove

nant, but ruled that people as an outsider, for he had received this power from the

Romans and from Caesar, and in the same way so did his sons, the tetrarchs. One

ofthem was named Herod after his father; he was reconciled with Pilate over the

suffering of the Lord.182 These foreigners, therefore, were not considered to be

in that mystical kingdom of the Jews, and consequently the Jews themselves

publicly cried out in their rage against Christ, We have no king but Caesar (Jn

19: 1 5). This was true only by reason of the universal domination of the Romans,

179. See Gn 38:7.9.

180. See Gn 3:21.

181. See Gn 38:7.10.

182. See Lk 23:12.
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and Caesar, ofcourse, was also not properly the king ofthe Jews. But, in order to

deny Christ and to flatter Caesar, they condemned themselves with that cry.

85. At that time, when the kingship no longer belonged to the tribe ofJudah, it

was necessary for Christ, the true savior, our Lord, to come in order not to do

harm but great good. For it had been foretold in that way: There shall not cease

to be a princefrom Judah nor a leaderfrom his loins until he comes to whom the

promise was made. He is the expectation ofthe nations. (Gn 49: 10) For at this

time all the teaching of the Jews and the mystical anointing— from which Christ

got his name— had ceased to exist in accord with the prophecy of Daniel. Then

he came for whom it was destined, the expectation of the nations, and the Holy

of Holies was anointed with the oil of gladness before his companions.183 For

Christ was born at the time of Herod the Elder,184 but he suffered under the

tetrarchy of Herod the Younger.185

When he went to shear his sheep in Timnah, which is translated as "failing,"

Judah prefigured Christ, who came to the sheep that had perished from the house

of Israel.186 For, in addition to all the teaching and anointing of the Jews, there

had already ceased to be a prince from Judah, so that he might come for whom it

had been destined. Judah, however, came with his Adullamite shepherd, whose

name was Hirah, and Adullamite is translated as "testimony in water." The Lord

clearly came with this testimony, having, of course, a greater testimony than

John,187 but he still used this testimony in water for the sake of the weak sheep.

For Hirah, which was the name ofthe shepherd, is translated as "the vision ofmy

brother." John certainly saw him as his brother — his brother in terms of the

offspring of Abraham, in terms of the relationship between Christ's mother,

Mary, and his own mother, Elizabeth, and he saw him as his Lord and God, for,

as he himself said, he received from his fullness.188 He did indeed see him, and

for this reason there arose no one greater than him among those born of

women,189 because, from among all those who foretold Christ, he saw what

many righteous people and prophets desired to see and did not see.190 From the

womb he greeted him;191 he recognized him more perfectly from the dove, and

for this reason he truly bore testimony in the water, like the Adullamite.192 But

the Lord came to shear the sheep, that is, to free them from laborious burdens,

183. See Ps 44:8; Dn 9:24-26.

184. See Mt 2:1.

185. See Lk 23:1-7.

186. SeeMt 15:24.

187. See Jn 5:36.

188. SeeJn 1:16.

189. SeeMt 11:11.

190. SeeMt 13:17.

191. See Lk 1:44.

192. See Lk 3:21-22.
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and on account of them, in the Song of Songs, the teeth of the Church were

praised like a flock of shorn sheep. 193

86. Now Tamar changed her attire. For Tamar is translated as "changing."

And the name "bitterness," of course, remains hers — not that bitterness

wherein she offered bitter wine to the Lord194 but the bitterness with which Peter

wept bitterly.195 For in Latin Judah means "confession." Bitterness, therefore, is

mingled with confession in order to show that repentance is genuine. By this

repentance the Church, which has been established in all the nations, is made

fertile. For it was necessary that Christ suffer and rise on the third day and that

repentance and theforgiveness ofsins be preached in his name through all the

nations, beginningfrom Jerusalem (Lk 24:46-47). For the very attire of a prosti

tute is a confession of sins. Tamar, of course, symbolized the Church that was

called from the nations when she sat at the gate of Aenan, or Aenaim, which is

translated as "fountains."196 For she ran to obtain the seed of Abraham, like a

deer to the fountains of water.197 There she was made pregnant by one who did

not recognize her, because it was foretold concerning her: A people whom I did

not know has served me (Ps 1 8:43). In secret Tamar received a ring, a necklace,

and a staff. She is sealed by her calling, made beautiful by herjustification, and

exalted by her glorification. For those whom he predestined he also called, but

those whom he called he alsojustified, and those whom hejustified he also glori

fied (Rom 8:30). But these things were, as I said, still in secret where she also

conceives an offspring of holy fertility.

The goat that was promised is sent to her, as though to a prostitute, by means

of the same Adullamite.198 The goat symbolizes the rebuking of sin. The

Adullamite upbraids her and says, Brood ofvipers (Mt 3:7). But the rebuking of

sin does not touch her, for she has been changed by the bitterness of confession.

But afterward by the public signs of the ring, necklace, and staff she overcomes

the Jews, who rashly judge her. Judah represented the Jews, who even today say

that this is not the people of the Christ and that we are not the descendants of

Abraham. But when the most certain proofs of our calling, justification, and

glorification are brought forth, they will undoubtedly be thrown into confusion,

and they will admit that we have been justified rather than they. I would more

carefully examine and discuss these points line by line and even word by word,

to the extent that the Lord would help me with what I intended, if my concern to

finish this work, which is already longer than I wanted, did not keep me from

this rather laborious task.

193. See Sg 4:2.

194. See Mt 27:34.

195. See Mt 26:75.

196. See Gn 38: 14.

197. See Ps 42:1.

198. See Gn 38:17.20.
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87. Now I shall sum up with as much brevity as I can what the sin of David

prophetically signified.199 In fact, when translated, the names themselves

also reveal quite well what this deed prefigured. David is translated as "strong-

handed" or "desirable." And what is stronger than that lion from the tribe of

Judah who conquers the world,200 and who is more desirable than he of whom

the prophet says, And the one desired by all the nations shall come (Hg 2:7).

Bathsheba is translated as "well of satiety" or "seventh well," but, whichever of

the translations of this name we take, it is quite appropriate for what we intend to

say. For in the Song of Songs the Church is that wife who is called the well of

living water (Sg 4:15). And the number seven is linked to this well insofar as it

signifies the Holy Spirit, on account of the meaning of Pentecost, on which day

the Holy Spirit was sent and came down from heaven. The Book of Tobit also

testifies that this same day was the feast of seven weeks.201 But to the number

forty-nine, which is seven times seven, there is added one, which signifies unity.

From this meaning that statement of the apostle draws its life: Tolerating one

another in love, striving to maintain the unity ofthe Spirit in the bond ofpeace

(Eph 4:2-3). And so, by the gift of the Spirit, that is, by the sevenfold gift, the

Church became the well of sufficiency, because there came to be in her afoun

tain ofliving water springing upfor eternal salvation (Jn 4: 1 4), and one who has

it shall not thirstforever (Jn 4: 13).

But what else did her husband Uriah signify, by the translation of his name,

than the devil? This most evil marriage had bound all whom the grace of God

sets free, so that the Church might be united to her savior without stain or

wrinkle.202 For Uriah is translated as "my light of God," and Hittite as "cut off,"

either because he did not remain standing in virtue203 but was cut off by reason of

his pride from his light from above, which he had from God, or because in

falling he loses his true strength and yet transforms himself into an angel of

light204 while still daring to say, "My light is from God." This David, of course,

committed a grave and terrible sin, and God charged him with his crime, even

rebuking him by means of the prophet, and he himself wiped it away by his

repentance. That one desired by all the nations, nonetheless, loved the Church,

who was bathing on the rooftop, that is, cleansing herself from the filth of the

world and rising above and trampling upon its house ofclay by spiritual contem

plation. And, after having come to know her through his first encounter with her,

he afterward completely removed the devil from her, killed him, and united her

to himself in a perpetual marriage.

199. See 2 Sm 1 1 .

200. See Rv 5:5.

201. See Tb 2: 1 .

202. See Eph 5:27.

203. See Jn 8:44.

204. See 2 Cor 11:14.
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Let us hate the sin but not destroy the prophecy. Let us love that David who

set us free from the devil by his mercy as much as he should be loved; let us also

love this David who healed so grave a wound in himself by humble repentance

for his sinfulness.

88. Now what shall I say about Solomon? Sacred scripture strongly repre

hends and condemns him and mentions nothing at all about his repentance or

God's forgiveness.205 Nor does it occur to me what good things this deplorable

fall on his part might signify by means of allegory, unless perhaps someone

were to say that the foreign women, whom he loved so ardently, signified the

churches that God chose from among the gentiles. One could perhaps under

stand this without any absurdity, if those women abandoned their gods for Solo

mon's sake and worshiped his God. But, since he offended his God for their sake

and worshiped their gods, there is nothing good that we can conjecture from this.

Yet I do not think that it signifies nothing but that it signifies something evil, as

we said with regard to Lot's wife and daughters.

For we see in the person of this Solomon a marvelous excellence and an

amazing collapse. That, therefore, at different times there was in him first good

ness and then evil is something that is found at a single time in the Church that is

still in this world. For I think that his goodness signifies the good people in the

Church and his sin the sinful people in the Church, as though on the unity of a

single threshing floor. In the same way, in that one man the good are found in the

grain and the evil in the chaff, just as in the unity of a single field the good are

found in the wheat and the evil in the weeds.206 It is possible, ofcourse, that, after

a more careful examination of what has been written about him, something more

probable might become clear about this either for me or for those who are more

learned and better at this, but now we are leaving that issue aside so that an inter

ruption in the sequence of our text might not interfere with our intention to move

on to other topics.

89. Concerning Hosea the prophet it is not necessary for me to say what that

command and deed signifies in the words of the Lord to Hosea, Go and takefor

yourselfa wife ofharlotry, andproduce childrenfrom the harlotry (Hos 1:1), since

scripture itself shows well enough about what and why this was said. For there

follows: Because the land will commitfornication against the Lord. And he went

offand took Gomer, the daughter ofDiblaim, and she conceived and bore a son.

And the Lord said to him. Call him Jezreel, because in a little while I will avenge

the blood ofJezreel upon the house ofJudah, and I will bring down andput an end

to the kingdom ofthe house ofIsrael, and on that day I will shatter the bow ofIsrael

in the valley ofJezreel. And she conceived again and bore a son. And the Lord said

to him, Call him Without Mercy, because I will not continue to be merciful to

205. See 1 Kgs It.

206. See Mt 3: 1 2; 13:30.
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Israel, but I will utterlyforget them, and I will show mercy to the house ofJudah,

and I will save them in the Lord, their God. I will not save them by the bow and the

swordand by wars and horses and horsemen. And she weanedhim who was called

Without Mercy, and she conceived and bore a son. And the Lord said to him. Call

him Not My People, because you are not my people, and I will not be your God.

And the number ofthe children ofIsrael shall be like the sand ofthe sea, which is

beyond measure, and it shall not be counted. And, in the place where it was said to

them, You are not mypeople, it shall be said to them, You are children ofthe living

God, and the children of Judah and the children of Israel shall be gathered

together and shall make one headfor themselves, and they shall rise upfrom the

earth, because the day ofJezreel is great. Call your brothers My People andyour

sister Having Obtained Mercy. (Hos 1 :2-2: 1 ) Since, therefore, the Lord clearly

revealed the symbolism of this command and deed by the same scripture, and

since the letters of the apostles testify that this prophecy was realized by the

preaching of the New Testament, who is there who would dare to say that it was

not commanded and done for the reason for which he who gave the command

explains in the sacred writings that he commanded the action and that the prophet

did it? For the apostle Paul says. In order to make known the riches ofhis glory

toward the vessels ofmercy that he preparedforglory, those ofus whom he called

not onlyfrom the Jews but alsofrom the gentiles, just as in Hosea he says, I will

call Not My People, My People, andNot Beloved, Beloved. And in theplace where

it was said to them. You are not my people, they shall be called children of the

living God. (Rom 9:23-26) Paul, then, showed that this was prophesied about the

gentiles. For this reason, when Peter was writing to the gentiles, he inserted this

prophecy in his words without naming the prophet and said, But you are a chosen

race, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a people belonging to God, so that you

might proclaim the mighty works ofhim who called youfrom out ofdarkness into

that marvelous light ofhis. You were once not apeople, butyou are now thepeople

ofGod. Formerly he did not show mercy to you, but now he shows mercy to you.

(1 Pt 2:9-10) From this it is clearly seen that the words of the prophet, And the

number ofthe children ofIsrael shall be like the sand ofthe sea, which is beyond

measure, and it shall not be counted (Hos 1:10), and those that he added afterward,

And, in the place where it was said to them, You are not my people, it shall be said

to them, You are children ofthe living God (Hos 1:10), were by no means said of

the Israel that is Israel according to the flesh but of the Israel of which the apostle

says to the gentiles, You, then, are the seed ofAbraham, you are heirs according to

the promise (Gal 3:29). But many from that Judea came to believe and shall come

to believe from there. For the apostles were from that Judea, and the many thou

sands who were united with the apostles in Jerusalem came from that Judea,207 and

the churches of which the apostle says to the Galatians, But I was not known in

207. See Acts 2:14; 4:4.
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person to the churches of Judea that are in Christ (Gal 1:22), came from that

Judea. Hence, the apostle interprets our Lord's having been called the cornerstone

in the psalm in this sense, because hejoined in himself the two walls, that is, of the

circumcised and of the uncircumcised, so that he might make the two into one new

man in himself, establishing peace, and so that he might transform the two into one

body for God, slaying the enmities in himself by the cross. And he came and

brought the good news ofpeace to those who were distant and to those who were

near, that is, to the gentiles who were distant and the Jews who were near.

(Eph 2:14-17) For he is our peace, who has made the two one (Eph 2:14).

This prophet was right to have the children of Judah stand for the Jews and

the children of Israel stand for the gentiles. He says, And the children ofJudah

and the children ofIsrael shall be gathered together and shall make one head

for themselves, and they shall rise upfrom the earth (Hos 1:11). And so whoever

contradicts this prophecy, which has been made so clear by the outcome of

events, most arrogantly contradicts not only the words of the prophet but also

the writings of the apostles, and he contradicts not just some writings but even

the events that fulfilled the prophecy and that are bathed in full daylight.

Perhaps, then, the deed of Judah required the attention of a more diligent

inquirer, so that this harlot, who signified the Church that was gathered from the

prostitution of pagan superstitions, might be recognized in the attire of the

woman called Tamar, but here, when the scripture explains itself and has light

cast upon it by the agreement of the writings of the apostles, why do we delay

further over this? And why do we not now see what the remaining deeds of

Moses, the servant of God, signify, to which Faustus objects?

90. For, with regard to the fact that he killed an Egyptian in defending a

brother, to whom does it not quite spontaneously occur that, in defending us,

Christ the Lord killed the devil, who is hurtful to us on this pilgrimage. But, with

regard to the fact that he buried the man whom he killed in the sand,208 it is clear

that the devil's deadly presence now lies hidden in people who do not have a

solid foundation. For this reason the Lord builds the Church upon rock and

compares those who hear his word and do it to a man who builds his house on

rock, so that he does not yield to temptations and collapse. But he compares

those who hear his word and do not do it to a fool who builds on sand, the down

fall of whose house is great when the house is tested.209

9 1 . But, with regard to the fact that he despoiled the Egyptians by the command

of the Lord his God, who only commands what is most just, I recall that I have

already set forth in certain books that I entitled Teaching Christianity210 what these

actions symbolized, as much as it then came to my mind. For the gold, silver, and

208. See Ex 2:12.

210. See Teaching Christianity II, 40, 60-61.

209. See Mt 7:24-27.
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garments ofthe Egyptians signified certain teachings that are learned from contact

with the gentiles through useful study. His deed may signify this, or it may signify

that, from among those very gentiles, precious souls, like gold and silver vessels,

along with their bodies of course, which are signified by the garments, join the

people ofGod, so that they are at the same time set free from this world, as though

from Egypt. Whether it signifies the former idea or this one or something else, for

those who devoutly read these writings it is certain that those things were not

commanded, done, and written down pointlessly or without foretelling what was

to come.

92. Now, concerning the wars that Moses waged, it would take too long to

consider them all. Earlier in this work,2" in which I am replying to Faustus as

much as seemed sufficient for the task that was undertaken, I explained what

that war waged with Amalek212 foretold prophetically and what mystery it

contained; let that suffice. But now let us look at the passage concerning which

the enemies of those writings— indeed, people who are ignorant of all literature

— are accustomed to raise against Moses the charge of cruelty. Faustus of

course did not explicitly pose this objection, although he said that Moses

commanded and carried out many cruel things. But because I know what they

are especially accustomed to toss about in a hateful manner, I myself mentioned

this and defended it earlier,213 so that no Manicheans who are willing to be

corrected and no one else from among the ignorant and impious might think that

there were any crimes involved in that deed.

But now we must inquire about what prophetic meaning the fact has that,

without making any distinction concerning their involvement, he commanded

many of them to be killed who had fashioned an idol for themselves in his

absence. It is easy to understand that the killing of those people signifies the

destruction of the sort of vices because of which they fell into that idolatry.

Indeed, the psalm commands us to rage against such vices when it says, Be

angry and do not sin (Ps 4:5). The apostle commands us to rage against such

vices when he says, Put to death your members that are upon the earth:fornica

tion, impurity, lewd behavior, evil desire, and greed, which is the worship of

idols (Col 3:5).

93. But what did it mean that he first burned that calf with fire, ground it into

small pieces, scattered it on water, and gave it to the people to drink? This requires

greater attention in examining its meaning. For, if he broke the tablets that he had

received, which were written by the finger of God, that is, by the work of the Holy

Spirit, because he judged that the people were unworthy to read them, and if, so

that the calf might be completely removed from them, he burned it, ground it up,

scattered it over the water, and submerged it, why did he give it to the people to

211. See above 75-76.

212. See Ex 17:8-16.

213. See above 79.
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drink? Who is not moved by this fact to inquire into and to understand its prophetic

meaning? The calfreminds attentive minds ofthe body, as it were, ofthe devil, that

is, people in all nations for whom the devil is the head, that is, the source of these

sacrileges. It is gold because the sacrifices of idolatry seem to have been instituted

by supposedly wise men. Of these the apostle says, Knowing God, they did not

glorify him as God and give thanks, but they became vain in their thoughts, and

theirfoolish heart was darkened. Saying that they were wise, they becamefoolish

and changed the glory ofthe incorruptible God into the likeness ofan image ofa

corruptible man, birds, animals, or serpents. (Rom 1 :21-23) From this supposed

wisdom came this golden calf, the sort of handiwork that the leaders of the Egyp

tians and their so-called wise men were accustomed to adore. This calf, then, signi

fied the whole body, that is, the whole society of gentiles devoted to idolatry.

Christ the Lord burned this sacrilegious society with the fire ofwhich he says in the

gospel, / have come to castfire on the earth (Lk 1 2:49). Since there is no one who

can hide from its heat,214 the form ofthe devil is consumed in them by the fire of his

power, when the nations come to believe in him. Then that whole body is ground

up, that is, brought low by the word of truth from the pride of its evil alliance after

having been cut up, and it is cast into the water after having been ground up, so that

the Israelites, that is, the preachers of the gospel, might transfer those people by

baptism into their members, that is, into the body of the Lord. It was said to Peter,

one of these Israelites, concerning these gentiles, Kill and eat (Acts 10: 13). If he

was told, Kill and eat, why was he not also told, "Cut up and drink"? In that way,

by means of the fire of zeal, the sword of the word, and the water of baptism, that

calf was instead devoured by those whom it had tried to devour.

94. If, then, these passages of the scriptures, because of which the heretics

slander the same scriptures, are studied and somehow questioned, they answer

that more wonderful treasures are hidden in them the more obscure they seem.

How much more ought the blasphemous mouths of the wicked to be utterly

silenced when they are choked by the clearest truth! With their breath cut off,

they do not find anything to mutter against that truth, and they wretchedly prefer

to have their mouths shut by its revelation rather than to have their heart filled

with its sweetness. All these passages, therefore, speak of Christ. The whole aim

of those who wrote these truly sacred scriptures was to bring to birth that head,

who has already ascended into heaven, and this body of his, which labors on

earth up to the end. Nor should we believe that anything has been narrated in the

text of the prophetic books that does not signify something to come, except the

things that were set forth there so that they might somehow link together the

passages that foretell that king and his people either in proper or in figurative

terms and events. For, in the case of harps and other musical instruments, not

everything that is touched gives forth a melodious sound but only the strings,

214. SeePs 19:6.
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while the other parts are built into the whole body of the harp so that there may

be a place to fasten and from which to stretch the strings that the musician is

going to tune and strike to produce the sweetness of the melody. Similarly, in

these prophetic narratives the events selected by the prophetic Spirit from

human history either convey something by signifying things to come, or, if they

do not signify something of that sort, they are inserted there so that there may be

a place to attach the passages that do signify something, like the strings that

produce the sounds.

95. If the heretics refuse to accept these allegorical accounts of events as we

explain them, or if they even claim that they signify nothing but what they liter

ally sound like, there is no point in quarreling with people who say, "What you

say is to your taste is not to my taste," provided that the things that God

commands are either believed or understood either to form morals and piety or

to signify something in figures or to do both of these rather than none, provided

at least that those things that are understood to have been said or done figura

tively are referred to those same good morals and piety. And in this way, if

Manicheans or any others are displeased with our understanding or account or

opinion concerning these figurative events, let it suffice that our fathers, to

whose good life and obedience to his commandments God bears witness, are

defended by that rule of the truth, which can be displeasing only to evil and

perverted hearts, and that this scripture, to which the perversity of that error is

opposed, remains blameless and praiseworthy in any deeds of human beings

whatsoever, which it either praised or blamed or merely set forth in a narrative

for us to judge.

96. But what could have been more usefully and more salutarily aimed at or

foreseen for devout readers or hearers of those sacred writings than that they

should set before us not only praiseworthy persons to imitate and reprehensible

ones to avoid but also certain cases of good persons turning away and falling

into sin, whether they are corrected and return to the right path or obstinately

remain there, and also certain cases of evil persons changing and making prog

ress for the good, whether they are going to persevere or again fall back into their

earlier state? For in that way the righteous will not be raised up to pride because

of their security, and the wicked will not be hardened against a remedy out of

despair.

But the deeds of persons that have to do neither with what should be imitated

nor with what should be avoided and are still found in holy scripture are put

there either to connect the events by the occurrence of which scripture arrives at

its necessary points or to give sufficient warning that, because they seem super

fluous, one needs to search out in them the expression of some mystical

meaning. For we are not speaking of these books in which no events or only a

few events or not very many were very clearly predicted by the prophetic Spirit,

and, now that those predictions have been fulfilled, they bear witness to the
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divine authority by the most trustworthy and brilliant light of the truth. Hence,

anyone who thinks that those books said something superfluous or apparently

pointless is an utter fool, since he not only sees that all sorts of people and minds

have been made subject to them but also reads that this was predicted by them

and knows that it has come about.

97. If, then, anyone reads about the deed of David for which he repented

when the Lord accused and threatened him, and if he takes from it an encourage

ment for himself to sin, is that scripture to be blamed? Or should he not be more

severely condemned to the extent that he wanted to use that event, which was

written down to heal and deliver us, in order to wound and kill himself instead?

After all, because people who have fallen into sin neglect the remedy of repen

tance out ofpride or utterly perish out of their despair over receiving salvation or

meriting pardon, the example of such a great man was set before us so that the ill

might be healed, not so that the healthy might be wounded. For it is not the fault

of the art of medicine if either the insane or the wicked kill themselves or others

with surgical instruments.

98. But that scripture bears illustrious testimony to the holiness and piety of

our fathers, the patriarchs and the prophets, and no one denies that God gave it to

us for the salvation of the human race except someone who either does not know

it or has lost all sense of rational thought. Hence, even if our fathers were as

lustful and cruel as the error, or rather the furor, of the Manicheans charges,

would they not be demonstrably better I shall not say than their Elect but even

than that God of theirs? Is it not better for a man to sleep with a woman, a

mistress in addition to his wife, than for the purest light to be defiled even by

being mingled with the darkness? Look, out of greed and for his belly's sake a

man lied, saying that his wife was his sister, and he sold her to have sex with

others. How much worse and more detestable is he who freely subjected his own

nature to be polluted and corrupted by the lust of those who desired it by

disguising it as suitable for them! Now, does not a man who even knowingly has

intercourse with his daughters commit less of a sin than he who unites his own

members to the passions of all such shameful acts and even worse ones? For

what kind of deed do the impure and wicked commit, in which your God, you

Manicheans, is not polluted by all their shameful acts? Finally, if Jacob, as

Faustus says, really wandered like a billy goat among his four wives with a foul

lust, having no interest in producing children but only in enjoying lascivious

pleasure, how much less wretched is he than your God! For he not only suffered

all that disgrace of sexual wrongdoing in him and his four wives, since he is

embedded in all their bodies and movements, but he also endures all that sexual

arousal and ardor in the billy goat to which that dirty Faustus compared Jacob.

And since he is involved everywhere in that shameful condition, he is inflamed

with passion in the he-goat, conceived in the she-goat, and born in the billy goat!

And for this reason, even if Judah not only committed fornication but even
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knowingly committed wicked incest with his daughter-in-law, your God is also

united, defiled, and inflamed in the passion of that incestuous man.

David repented of his sinfulness in making love to another man's wife and in

ordering the death of her husband. But when will your God repent for having

been loved by the princes and princesses ofdarkness from that hellish nation and

for having yielded his members to their passion and killed not the husband

whose wife he made love to but his own children in the members of demons, the

very demons by whom he had been loved? Even if David had not repented and

had not received the good health of righteousness from such a remedy, he

would, even so, have been better than this God of the Manicheans. Let us indeed

suppose that David was defiled by this one action and by any number of other

such actions and by as many as one man could commit. But your God is proven

to be defiled and polluted in all such actions of all human beings because of that

mingling of his members.

Faustus accuses the prophet Hosea of having loved a harlot because he was

captivated by passion and took her as his wife. But you preach that the souls of

them both, of the lascivious lover and the foul prostitute, are parts and members

and the nature of your God. That prostitute (after all, why should I mince words

and not speak plainly?) — that prostitute was your God. For you cannot say that

the holiness of his nature was preserved and not corrupted and that he was not

bound to that prostitute's body but only entered it by being present to it. Rather,

you admit that those members of your God were utterly defiled and hence are in

need of a great purification. That prostitute, then, regarding whom you dare to

accuse the man of God, would be your God even if she were not changed for the

better by a chaste marriage. Or, if you deny this, you at least do not deny that the

prostitute's soul was certainly a particle ofyour God, though a very small one.

In this respect, then, she was better than your God because she was one pros

titute, while, by reason of his condition ofbeing mingled with the nation ofdark

ness, your God is prostituted in all harlots. And, furthermore, in all males and

females who fornicate and corrupt themselves in various ways throughout the

world he rolls about, is released, and is bound, once again to roll about, to be

released, and to be bound in their offspring, until the most impure part of your

God is brought to the last sphere of darkness, like a prostitute beyond redemp

tion. Your God could not ward off these evils, these abominations, these

disgraces from his own members, and he was brought to this condition,

compelled by the violence of the cruel enemy. For he could not slay his hurtful

and violent enemy without the loss of his own citizens or his own parts.

How much better, then, was Moses, who kept his brother unharmed by

killing the Egyptian! And yet, with a remarkable vanity, Faustus accuses him,

and with an even more remarkable blindness, he does not notice his own God.

How much better it would have been that his God took gold and silver vessels

from the Egyptians than that the nation of darkness plundered his members!
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And yet, though he himself waged so unhappy a war, his worshipers raise as an

objection against the servant of our God that, when Moses waged war along

with the people of Israel, he waged wars in which he always triumphed victori

ously along with all his people over his enemies, both men and women, who

were able to be taken captive. Your God would also certainly have done this if he

had been able to. This is not blaming evil persons, therefore, but envying more

fortunate ones.

But what cruelty did Moses display in punishing with the sword the people

who sinned grievously against the Lord? He prayed for the pardon of their sin,

offering himself to God's vengeance in place of them. Yet, even if he had done

this not mercifully but cruelly, he would still be better than your God. For, if he

were victorious, he would afterward in no way condemn any ofhis innocent and

obedient people, who had been sent to break through the enemy line and were

taken captive. But this God of yours is going to do this with a part of himself,

which he will confine in the sphere of darkness because it obeyed his commands

and went forth against the enemy lines in order to preserve God' s kingdom at the

risk of its own death.

But, Faustus says, in the course of the ages, once it had been mingled with and

embedded in evil, it did not obey his commands. Let us ask why. If it was by its

own will, the sin is real and the punishment just. But if the will is sinful, there is

no opposing nature that causes the commission of sin, and in that way the whole

lie of the Manicheans is refuted and defeated. But if it was overwhelmed by the

enemy where it was sent, if it was overcome by an alien evil that it could not

resist, the punishment is unjust and the cruelty great. But in order to excuse this,

they claim that God was under some necessity. Let those who do not want to

worship God worship such a God! Ofcourse it must be admitted that, though his

worshipers are very evil for worshiping such a God, they are still better than that

God, since they at least exist. He, however, is nothing but the product of a lie and

an empty thought.

But now let us look at the rest of Faustus' garrulous ravings.
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1 . Faustus said: Once, when I was debating, a certain person from the large

crowd said in response, "Do you accept that Jesus was born of Mary?"

I said to him, "Which Jesus do you mean? For there were many Jesuses in the

Hebrew world. One was the son of Nun, the disciple of Moses.1 But another was

the son of Jehozadak, the high priest.2 So too, there was another who was called

the son of David.3 But there was still another called the Son of God. Of which of

these, then, are you asking me whether I accept that he was born of Mary?"

He said, "The Son of God, of course."

I said to him, "And from which author or from which teacher am I to accept

this?"

And he said, "From Matthew."

I said to him in return, "Now what did Matthew write?"

And he said, "The book ofthe generation ofJesus Christ, the son ofDavid,

the son ofAbraham (Mt 1:1), and so on."

Then I said, "I had thought that you were going to say, 'The book of the

generation of Jesus Christ, the Son of God,' and I was ready to rule this out. But,

because you correctly recalled the passage, you need only be admonished to

consider what you read. For this Matthew does not say that he has begun to write

the generation of the Son of God but of the son of David."

2. In order, then, to give some credence for the time being to the person who

said this, I admit that the son of David was born of Mary. In this whole text

concerning his birth there is still no mention of the Son ofGod until the baptism.

And in vain do you charge this author with slander, as if he enclosed the Son of

God in the womb of a woman. But this author cries out, as we see, and by the

very title of his work he defends himself against this sacrilege, showing that he

wrote that the son ofDavid and not the Son ofGod would come from that family.

For, if you considered the mind and intention of this writer, he does not want us

to accept that the Jesus who is the Son of God was born of Mary but that he was

later made the Son of God through baptism at the river Jordan. For he says that

he whom he called the son of David in the beginning was baptized there by John

and was then made to be the Son of God after almost thirty years, if we are to

believe Luke. For it was then that that voice was heard4 saying to him, You are

1. See Ex 33:11; Sir 46:1.

2. See Hag 1:1.

3. See Rom 1:1-3; Mk 1:1.
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4. See Lk 3:23.
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my son; this day I have begotten you (Ps 2:7). 5 You see, therefore, that what was

born of Mary thirty years before, as Luke thought, was not the Son of God, but

what was produced by the baptism at the Jordan was the Son of God, that is, a

new man, just as we believe that he is produced in us when we are converted to

God from the error of paganism.

I do not know whether this agrees sufficiently with the faith that you call

Catholic, but for the moment it seems so to Matthew, if these are his words. For

we read that these words, You are my son; this day I have begotten you, or, This

is my beloved son in whom I am well pleased (Lk 3:22), were spoken not when

Mary gave birth but at his baptism at the Jordan. If you also believe that it

happened as Matthew wrote it, you will be a Matthean — for that is what I

should call you — but by no means a Catholic. For we know the Catholic faith,

which is as far removed from this statement of Matthew as it is from the truth,

since your creed has it that you believe in Jesus Christ, the Son of God, who was

born of the Virgin Mary. Your faith accepts the Son of God as born of Mary;

Matthew's faith accepts him as becoming such at the Jordan; our faith accepts

him as born from God. And for this reason Matthew is as opposed to you in this

statement ofhis as he is to us, ifthese are really his words. But he was found to be

a little wiser than you in that he ascribed birth from the female sex to the son of

David rather than to the Son of God. Hence, it is necessary that you say one of

these two things: either it is not Matthew who seems to make these assertions, or

you do not hold the apostolic faith.

3. Of course there is no one who will change our mind about accepting the

Son of God as born from God. Yet, for the sake of argument, let us concede to

the great folly ofbeing brought to believe falsehoods — that Jesus was made the

Son of God for us at the Jordan rather than that he was born from the womb of a

woman. And yet the one to whom Mary gave birth, if there was anyone, is not

correctly called the son of David, unless it is established that Joseph was his

father. Because you deny this, you must also admit that he is not the son of

David, because the genealogy runs from Abraham to David and from David up

to Joseph — that is, through the whole line of Hebrew patriarchs. And because,

as we read, Jesus was not fathered by Joseph, he will not be the son of David, and

it is pure madness for Matthew to state in the beginning that Jesus was the son of

David, when he is going to say that he was born of Mary without intercourse

with Joseph. Since, therefore, he who was born of Mary was not correctly called

even the son of David, because he was not the real son of Joseph, for how much

better reason is he not called the Son of God!

4. Furthermore, the virgin was demonstrably not from this tribe, from which

it is clear that David came — I mean the tribe of Judah, from which the Jewish

5. The verse ofthe Psalm is not found in Luke, as Faustus seems to think, but is applied to Christ

in Acts 13:33 in the context of his resurrection, as well as in Heb 1:5; 5:5.
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kings came — but from the tribe of Levi, from which the priests came. This is

clear because her father was a certain priest by the name ofJoachim, ofwhom no

mention was made in this genealogy. How, then, will Mary be said to belong to

this family of the line of David, in which you see that she has neither a father nor

a husband? And, hence, whoever is born of her will not be a son of David either,

unless you have his mother related to Joseph, so that she is proven to be either his

daughter or his wife.

5. Augustine replied: The Catholic faith and that of the apostles is that our

Lord and savior, Jesus Christ, is both the Son of God according to his divinity

and the son of David according to his flesh. We prove this from the gospels and

from the letters of the apostles, and thus no one can contradict our proofs except

someone who contradicts these writings themselves. We do not prove this in the

way in which Faustus introduced for himself someone or other who said a few

words and afterwards produced no testimonies against the wily sophistries of

the same Faustus. When I have done so, he will have nothing left to say in

answer except those words by which he clearly tries to mock and to escape the

force of the plainest truth in these scriptures, when he claims that lies have been

introduced even into the divine books. Earlier in this work I refuted, as much as

seemed necessary, this madness and insane presumption.6 And, bearing in mind

the bounds of this volume, I do not have to repeat the same things. What need is

there to search through all the scriptures and gather the scattered testimonies in

order to prove by them that he who is called the only-begotten Son of God, God

always with God, is also called the son of David on account of the form of the

servant that he assumed from the Virgin Mary, the wife of Joseph?

Now, for the time being, since Faustus wanted to debate about Matthew, and

since I cannot insert in this volume all of Matthew's book, let someone who is

willing read it and see how Matthew calls him the son of David when he is going

to list his ancestors and as he extends his narrative up to his suffering and resur

rection. He does not say that anyone other than him was conceived of the Holy

Spirit and born of the Virgin Mary. For this purpose Matthew also uses the testi

mony from the prophet: Behold, a virgin shall conceive in her womb and bear a

son, and they shall call his name Emmanuel, which means God With Us (Mt

1:23; Is 7: 14). And when he was baptized by John, the same one who had been

called God With Us, when the virgin bore him, heard from heaven: This is my

belovedson in whom lam wellpleased (Mt 3: 17). Or does Faustus perhaps think

that his being called God is something less than his being called the Son ofGod?

After all, he tried to conjecture from this that Matthew thought that he became

the Son of God only at his baptism, because at that time the voice came from

heaven. This is my son, though the same evangelist also previously used the

6. See above X, 3.
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divine testimony from the prophet where the offspring of the virgin was called

God With Us.

6. We certainly ought to watch and observe this wretch, who chatters away so

insanely and does not pass over a chance to produce clouds of error, even from

the testimonies of the scriptures, for the reader of his foolish writings. For

example, he said that Abraham did not believe God when he promised him a son

from Sarah, since he slept with her maidservant,7 though scripture testifies that

he had not yet been promised a son from Sarah. Or Faustus said that Abraham

lied when he said that his wife was his sister, though he never read in those writ

ings, which ought to be believed regarding this matter, to which family Sarah

belonged. And he said that Abraham's son, Isaac, falsely stated that Rebecca

was his sister, though her family tree is clearly recorded there. And he said that

Jacob's four wives had a daily battle over which one would sleep with him when

he came in from the fields, which is something that he clearly never read there at

all. There you see the sort ofman who boasts that he hates the lying writers of the

divine books and who dares to lie even about the gospel known to everyone

because of the loftiness of its great authority. For, lest he be crushed under the

weight of the apostle's name, he wants people to think that it was not Matthew

but someone else who, under Matthew's name, wrote about Christ what Faustus

refuses to believe and tries to refute with his slanderous cunning.

7. This is my beloved son in whom Iam wellpleased was, therefore, said from

heaven over the waters of the Jordan, just as it was also said on the mountain.8

After all, it is not true that, because the voice sounded from heaven at that time,

he was not the Son of God before that. For he who, though he was in theform of

God, did not think it robbery to be equal to God (Phil 2:6), received the form of a

servant from the womb of the virgin. Moreover, the apostle Paul himself says

perfectly clearly in another passage, But when the fullness of time came, God

sent his son, born of a woman, born under the law (Gal 6:4); that is, in the

Hebrew way of speaking he calls a female a woman.9 He is therefore the Son of

God who is also David's lord according to his divinity, and he is also the son of

David, a descendant from David according to his flesh. If it was not good for us

to believe this, the same apostle would not commend this to Timothy so

earnestly: Remember that, according to my gospel, Christ Jesus, a descendant

of David, rose from the dead (2 Tm 2:8). He warned the faithful with great

care that whoever proclaims another gospel opposed to this deserved to be

condemned.10

7. See above XXII, 5.

8. See Mt 17:5.

9. The Latin mulier signifies a married woman or a woman who has had sexual experience, as

opposed to a virgin.

10. See Gal 1:8-9.
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8. Why, then, should it now trouble a follower of the holy gospel that Christ,

who was born of the Virgin without her having had intercourse with Joseph,

should nonetheless be called the son of David, though the evangelist traces the

series of generations not down to Mary but down to Joseph. For, in the first

place, her husband's person ought to have received this honor on account of his

masculine sex. After all, it does not follow that, because he did not have inter

course with her, he was not her husband. For Matthew reports that Mary was

called his wife by the angel who told Joseph that she had conceived not through

intercourse with him but by the Holy Spirit." If Matthew did not record these

events truthfully, but, as Manicheans think, someone else wrote such lies under

his name, would he also have contradicted himself in matters that are so evident

and in passages so close to each other that he called him the son of David born of

the Virgin Mary without intercourse with any man and then, when listing the

series of his ancestors, traced them without any good reason down to the man

with whom he had said that Mary did not have intercourse? After all, if one

writer listed the ancestors of Christ from David to Joseph and called Christ the

son of David, and if another writer said that he was born of the Virgin Mary

without her having had intercourse with any man and did not call him the son of

David, we should not, in that case, immediately think that these writers contra

dicted each other, so that one or both of them is proven guilty of a lie. For we

ought to think that it was possible that both of them spoke the truth, so that

Joseph was called the husband of Mary and had her as his wife in continence —

not through intercourse but through affection, not by the mingling of bodies but

by the joining of souls, which is more precious — and that for this reason the

husband of the virgin mother of Christ ought not to be excluded from the list of

Christ's ancestors.

It was also possible that Mary herself had some blood relationship to the

family of David, so that the flesh of Christ, though born of a virgin, could still

come from a descendant of David. But one and the same narrator says both of

these and teaches both of these, namely, that Joseph was the husband of Mary

and that the mother ofChrist was a virgin, as well as that Christ was a descendant

of David and that Joseph was in the series of Christ's ancestors coming from

David. Hence, what is left to believe for someone who prefers to believe the

divine gospel rather than the myths of heretics except that Mary belonged to the

family of David and that she was rightly called the wife of Joseph because of the

superiority of his sex and the union of their hearts, although he was not carnally

united with her? And, because of his dignity as a man, Joseph was not to be

excluded from the order of those generations. Otherwise he might for that very

reason seem to have been separated from the woman to whom he was united by

the love of his heart. And otherwise believers in Christ might think that carnal

11. See Mt 1:20.
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union with their wives was something so important in marriage that they would

not believe that they were married without it, whereas instead they should learn

that married believers cling to the members of Christ more closely the more

closely they imitate the parents of Christ.

9. We also believe that Mary belonged to the family of David because we

believe those scriptures that say both of these things, namely, that Christ was a

descendant of David according to the flesh and that Mary was his mother— not

by having intercourse with a man but as a virgin. And so it is clear that whoever

says that Mary was not related by blood to David is opposed to the excellent

authority of these scriptures. Let him, therefore, prove that she did not belong to

the family of David, and let him show this not from just any writings but from

those that are ecclesiastical, canonical and Catholic. Other writings certainly do

not have in our eyes any weight of authority regarding these matters. For these

writings are the ones that the Church, which is spread throughout the whole

world, accepts and holds. That Church was also prophesied by them and has

come to be just as it was promised.

And for this reason what Faustus said about the genealogy of Mary, namely,

that her father was a certain priest from the tribe of Levi by the name of Joachim,

is not canonical and does not put me under any obligation to accept it. But even if

I believed this, I would rather say that Joachim was somehow a blood relative of

David and that either he or some ancestor of his had somehow been adopted into

the tribe of Levi from the tribe of Judah or at least was born in the tribe of Levi

but had some blood relationship with the family of David.

The same Faustus says that it was possible that Mary was from the tribe of

Levi, though it is clear, nonetheless, that she was engaged to a man who was

from the family of David, that is, from the tribe ofJudah, and in that way he says

that Christ could be understood to be the son of David if Mary had been the

daughter of Joseph. Hence, if a daughter ofJoseph had been married to someone

in the tribe of Levi, it would not be absurd to say that whoever was born of her

was a son of David and born in the tribe of Levi. Thus, if the mother of that

Joachim whom Faustus mentions as the father of Mary married someone from

the tribe of Judah and the family of David, it would not be incorrect to say that

Joachim and Mary and Mary's son are truly descendants of David. I would

rather believe this, then, or something of this sort, if I were bound by the

authority of the apocryphal scripture where we read that Joachim was the father

of Mary, than that the gospel lies in which it is written that our savior Jesus

Christ, the Son of God, was both a descendant of David according to the flesh

and born of the Virgin Mary. It is enough for us, then, that the scriptures, which

say this and which we believe, cannot be proven guilty of any falsity by their

enemies.

10. Let him, therefore, not say to me in turn, "Even if I do not show that Mary

did not come from the family of David, show me that she came from that
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family." For I do show this by perfectly clear and very strong proofs, because

scripture of the strongest authority says that Christ was a descendant of David

and that the Virgin Mary was his mother without intercourse with anyone. But

Faustus thought of himself as someone who with great modesty detested some

thing shameful when he said, "In vain do you charge this author with slander, as

if he enclosed the Son of God in the womb of a woman."12 Clearly the Catholic

faith, which believes that Christ, the Son of God, was born of a virgin in terms of

the flesh, does not in any way enclose the same Son of God in the womb of a

woman, as if he were not outside of it, as if he abandoned the governance of

heaven and of earth, as if he withdrew from the Father. But you Manicheans do

not grasp these things at all with that heart with which you can only think of

bodily phantasms. You do not grasp how the Word of God, the power and

wisdom ofGod, while remaining in himselfand with the Father and while ruling

the created universe, reaches from end to end with power and arranges all things

with gentleness.13 With the amazing and ineffable ease with which he arranges

all things, he also arranged a mother for himself on earth and received in her the

form of a servant, that is, a mortal body, in order to set free his servants from the

servitude of corruption. He showed that body that he received, and by his resur

rection he raised up the body that he showed and that was laid low by death, and

he built it up again like a temple that had been destroyed. Yet you, who are afraid

to believe these truths as if they were sacrilegious, do not enclose the members

ofyour God in the womb ofa virgin but in the wombs of all fleshly females from

elephants down to flies. Do you think that the true Christ is more despicable

because we say that the Word was made flesh in the virgin' s womb in such a way

that, without any change in himself, while remaining inviolable in his own

nature, he joined to himself a man as his temple? And is your God precious in

your eyes because, while bound by so many bonds of the flesh and defiled in that

part by which he is going to be confined in the sphere of darkness, he begs for

help in vain and, when completely overwhelmed, is not allowed to beg for it?

12. See above 2.

13. See Wis 8:1.
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1 . Faustus said: Why do you deny in this way that God made men?

We certainly do not utterly deny that God made every sort of man. But we ask

whom he made and when and how. For, according to the apostle, there are two

men, one of which he at times calls the outer but usually the earthly and some

times also the old, while the other he says is the inner, the heavenly and the new. 1

We ask, then, which of these God made, because there are two times of our birth.

The first is that whereby nature brought us forth into this light, enmeshed in

bonds of flesh, but the other is that whereby the truth gives us a new birth for

itself after we have been converted from error and initiated into faith. Signifying

the time of this second birth, Jesus says in the gospel, Unless someone has been

born again, he cannot see the kingdom ofGod (Jn 3:3). When Nicodemus failed

to understand, hesitated, and asked how this was possible — after all, an old man

cannot enter the womb of his mother and be born again — Jesus replied to him,

Unless someone has been born of water and the Spirit, he cannot see the

kingdom ofGod (Jn 3:5), and there follows, What is born oftheflesh isflesh, and

what is born ofthe Spirit is spirit (Jn 3:6). Hence, if there is not merely that birth

whereby we are born in the body but also that other birth whereby we are born

again by the Spirit, it is reasonably no small matter to ask in which of them God

makes us.

The ways of coming to be born are also twofold — the one proper to passion

and lack of self-control, whereby our parents shamefully conceive us through

lust, and the other characterized by moral goodness and holiness, whereby we

become disciples of faith in Christ Jesus through the Holy Spirit under the teach

ings of good men. For this reason every religion, and especially the Christian

religion, calls infants those who lack instruction regarding the sacrament.2

Signifying this very thing as well, the apostle says, My little children, whom lam

bringing to birth again until Christ takesform in you (Gal 4: 19).

Hence, the question is not whether God makes men but when he makes them

and whom he makes and how he makes them. For, if God forms us to his image

when we are shaped in the womb, as the pagans, the Jews, and you yourselves

would have it, he makes us old men and creates us through passion and lust,

which is something that I doubt is appropriate to his divinity. But if God forms

us when we come to believe and are converted to a better state of life, as Christ,

his apostles, and we hold, God certainly makes us new men and makes us in a

morally good and pure way. What is more fitting than this, or what is more suited

than this to his holy and venerable majesty?

1. See Rom 6:6; I Cor 15:47-49: 2Cor 4:16: Eph 3:16:4:22-24; Col 3:9-10.

2. Here "sacrament" can simply refer to baptism or can mean the mystery ofrebirth in Christ.
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But if you do not reject the authority of Paul, we shall show from him which

man God makes and when and how. He says to the Ephesians, Strip off the old

man, according to yourformer way of life, who is being corrupted by desires

comingfrom error. But be renewed in the spirit ofyour mind, andput on the new

man, who has been created according to God in righteousness and the holiness

ofthe truth. (Eph 4:22-24) You see, then, when a person is created to the image

of God; you see here that another person and another birth and another way of

coming to be born are being described. For when he says, Strip offand Put on, he

is ofcourse signifying the time when one comes to believe. But when he testifies

that the new man is created by God, he indicates that the old one was not formed

by him nor in accord with him. And when he continues, saying that the new man

is made in holiness and righteousness and truth, he points to and indicates that

other manner of birth, which I said is far different from this birth, which sows

our bodies in our parents' frenzied embraces and which he showed does not

come from God, since he showed that only that other birth came from God.

And he said the very same thing again to the Colossians, Strip offthe old man

with his actions, and put on the new, who is being renewed in the knowledge of

God in accord with the image ofhim who created him in you (Col 3:9-10). From

this, therefore, he not only showed that it is the new man whom God makes but

also taught when and in what ways he is formed, that is, in the knowledge ofGod,

by which he signifies the time when one comes to believe. And he also said, in

accord with the image ofhim who created him, so that it might be clear from this

that the old man is not the image of God and was not formed by him. For, when he

says the words that follow, where there is neither male norfemale, neitherJew nor

Greek, neither barbarian nor Scythian (Col 3:11), he shows more and more that it

is not this birth that makes us male and female, Greeks and Jews, Scythians and

barbarians, in which God is at work when he forms a person, but it is that birth

which restores us— after we have been stripped ofevery difference of nationality,

sex, or condition— to oneness in the image ofhim who is one, that is, Christ. In the

same way the same apostle again says, 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 slave norfree, but all are one in Christ. (Gal 3:27-28) A

man, then, is made by God when he is made one from many, not when he is divided

from one into many. But our first, that is, our bodily birth, has divided us; our

second, that is, our intelligible and divine birth, unifies us. And we have thought

that the former must certainly be most correctly ascribed to the nature of the body,

but the latter to the majesty on high.

Hence, the same apostle again says to the Corinthians, / have begotten you in

Christ Jesus through the gospel (1 Cor 4:15), and says of himself to the

Galatians, When it pleased him who set me apartfrom the womb ofmy mother,

so that he might reveal his Son in me, so that I might preach him to the gentiles, I

did not immediately yield toflesh and blood (Gal 1:15-16).
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You see him, therefore, asserting everywhere that we are formed by God in

this, our second, that is, spiritual, birth, not in that earlier obscene and vile one,

which conceived, formed, and begot us in the maternal womb in no respect more

excellently and cleanly than the other animals. If you are willing to pay attention

concerning this, you will find that in this respect we differ from you not so much

in our profession as in our understanding, since you wanted to attribute to this

old, outer, and earthly man his formation by God. But we, on the contrary, have

given and attribute this to the heavenly, inner, and new man, nor have we done

this rashly or without evidence, but we have learned this from Christ and his

apostles, who are shown to have been the first to teach these same ideas in the

world.

2. Augustine replied: Paul the apostle clearly wants us to understand the inner

man as the spirit of the mind but the outer one as the body in this mortal life. But

we do not read in his letters that he ever said that the two of these together consti

tute two persons but one, the whole of which God made, that is, both what is

inner and what is outer. He did not, however, make man to his image except in

terms of what is inner, not only incorporeal but also rational, which is something

that is not found in animals. It is not true, therefore, that he made one man to his

image and did not make the other to his image. Rather, because these two, the

inner and the outer, are together one person, he made this one person to his

image not insofar as he has a body and bodily life but insofar as he has a rational

mind, by which he knows God and is raised above all non-rational beings by the

excellence of reason.

But Faustus concedes that the inner man is made by God, when he says, He is

being renewed in the knowledge of God in accord with the image of him who

created him (Col 3:10). I clearly recognize this statement of the apostle. Why

does he not recognize this other one: Godplaced members in the body, each of

them, as he chose ( I Cor 12:18)? There you see that the same apostle proclaims

that God is also the maker of the outer man. Why, then, does Faustus select what

he thinks favors him, and why is he silent about or does he reject what destroys

the myths of Mani? Likewise, when the same Paul was discussing the earthly

and the heavenly man, distinguishing between the mortal and the immortal,

between that which we are in Adam and that which we shall be in Christ, he used

— from the same law, from the same book, from the same passage — the testi

mony concerning the earthly, that is, the animal body, where it was written that

God also made the earthly man.

When he was discussing how the dead will rise and in which body they will

come, he used comparisons with seeds ofgrain, because bare seeds are sown and

God gives them a body as he wishes, a body proper to each of the seeds. Here,

notwithstanding, he destroys the error of Mani, who says that the nation of dark

ness, not God, creates the grain and plants and all the roots and bushes. And

Mani believes that God is bound in these forms and kinds of things rather than
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that he produces any of them. After he had said this in opposition to the sacrile

gious nonsense of Mani, then, the apostle came to the differences in flesh. He

says. Allflesh is not the same flesh (1 Cor 15:39). From there he comes to the

differences of heavenly and earthly bodies, and from there to the change of our

body, whereby it can become spiritual and heavenly. He says, It is sown in igno

miny; it will rise in glory. It is sown in weakness; it will rise in power. It is sown a

natural body; it will rise a spiritual body. (1 Cor 15:43-44) And from there,

wanting to show the origin ofthe natural body, he says, Ifthere is a natural body,

there is also a spiritual body. Thus scripture says, Thefirst man, Adam, became

a living soul. ( 1 Cor 1 5:44-45) This is written in Genesis, however, where it tells

how God made the man and gave life to the body that he had formed from the

earth.3 But the apostle says that the old man is nothing other than the old life

lived in sin, in which one lives in accord with Adam. He said of him, Through

one man sin entered the world, and through sin death, and in that way it passed

to all men, in whom all have sinned (Rom 5:12).

That whole man, therefore, that is, in his interior and exterior parts, has

grown old on account of sin and has been handed over to the penalty of

mortality. But he is now being renewed in terms of the inner man, where he is

being formed again according to the image of his creator, as he strips himself of

unrighteousness, that is, of the old man, and puts on righteousness, that is, the

new man. But when the spiritual body, which was sown as a natural body, rises,

the outer man will receive the dignity of his heavenly dwelling, so that the whole

which was created might be created again, and so that the whole which was

made might be made again when he who created it creates it again and he who

made it makes it again. Paul explains this in a few words when he says, The body

is indeed dead on account ofsin, but the spirit is life on account ofrighteousness.

If, however, the Spirit ofhim who raised up Christfrom the dead dwells in you,

he will also bring to life your mortal bodies through his Spirit, who dwells in

you. (Rom 8:10-11)

After all, who has been instructed in the Catholic truth and does not know that

some persons are males and others females in terms oftheir body, not in terms of

the spirit of their mind, in which they are being renewed according to the image

of God? But the same apostle again bears witness that God made both of them,

when he says, The woman is not without the man, nor the man without the

woman in the Lord. For, just as the woman camefrom the man, so the man also

comesfrom the woman. But all things comefrom God. ( 1 Cor 11:11-13) What

does the foolish error of people who have been alienated from the life of God

through the ignorance that is in them because of the blindness of their heart

(Eph 4: 1 8) say to this, except that what we like in the letters of the apostles is true

and what we do not like is false?

3. See Gn 2:7.
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That is how Manicheans rave. Let them come to their senses, and let them

cease to be Manicheans. They admit that the inner man is being renewed to the

image of God, and they also bring forth this testimony of their own accord. But

Faustus says that God makes a man when his inner part is renewed in the knowl

edge of God. If we ask them whether the same one who makes him again made

him and whether the same one who renews him created him, they will answer,

"That very one." If we attack that response, asking when God formed the man

whom he is now forming again, they will seek somewhere to hide, lest they be

forced to disclose the disgrace of their myth. For they do not say that he was

formed or created or constituted by God but that he is a part of God' s substance

sent forth against his enemies, not grown old because of sin but taken captive by

necessity and deformed by his enemies, and the other things that it is now both

ersome to state. For he mentioned there the first man, not the one whom the

apostle called earthly from the earth, but someone or other of his own who leaps

out of his chest of lies. Faustus is absolutely silent about him when he proposes

for himself the question about man, fearing that those against whom he is

arguing may somehow come to know of this man.
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1 . Faustus said: Does God have a limit or is he limitless?

If your prayer is not misleading that says, The God ofAbraham and the God

ofIsaac and the God ofJacob (Ex 3:15), God has a limit, unless the one about

whom you are asking is different from the one to whom you pray. Otherwise, the

limit of circumcision, which marks off Abraham and Isaac and Jacob from the

society of the other nations, also sets a limit to the power of God with regard to

them. But a God whose power has a limit does not himself lack a limit. More

over, in this prayer you do not make mention of the ancients who lived before

Abraham. I mean Enoch and Noah and Shem and the others like them, who you

do not deny were righteous without circumcision. But because these same men

lacked the mark of circumcision, you do not want him to be their God but only

that of Abraham and his descendants. Hence, if God is one and limitless, what

does this diligent and careful concern in invoking him mean? For, not content to

call him God, you add whose he is, namely, of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, as

if your prayer were going to wander about in a crowd of gods and would suffer

shipwreck unless it sailed under the sign of Abraham. It is certainly not absurd

that the Jews, as men who have been circumcised, have good reason to pray

these words. For thus they indicate that they are invoking the God of circumci

sion, because they have in mind the gods of those who are not circumcised. But I

do not understand why you do this, since you do not bear the sign that Abraham

had, whose God you invoke.

For, as we are given to understand, the Jews and the God of the Jews are truly

seen to have given one another such marks for the sake of mutual recognition, so

that they would not wander off from one another. And their God, of course,

branded them with the obscene mark of circumcision so that, wherever on earth

they might be, among whatever nations, they might still be recognized as his by

their circumcision. But they in turn designated God by the name of their ancestors

so that, wherever he might be, in however great a throng of gods, he might imme

diately know that he was being invoked when he heard, The God ofAbraham and

the GodofIsaac and the GodofJacob. It often happens in the case ofmany people

who share one name that none of them replies, when called, unless he hears his

family name.

In the same way a shepherd or herdsman brands his animals so that no one may

claim as his own what belongs to someone else. Because you act like them when

you say, The God ofAbraham and the God ofIsaac and the God ofJacob, you

show not only that God has a limit but also that you do not belong to that God, since

you are without his sign and sacrament, namely, the mutilation of your male

member, by which he recognizes his own. Hence, if he is the God whom you

386
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worship, it is surely clear from this that he has a limit. But if you want God to be

limitless, you must first renounce this God and do penance for your past error by

changing your prayer.

We have said this in such a way, of course, so that it may be obvious that we

have defeated you from your own words. Otherwise, if someone asks whether

the sovereign and true God is also limitless or not, the opposition between good

and evil will be able to instruct us briefly about the true God. For, if evil does not

exist, God is of course limitless. But, if evil exists, he has a limit. It is certain,

however, that evil exists. Therefore, God is not limitless. For evils begin to be

where there is a limit to the good.

2. Augustine replied: By no means should anyone who knows you ask you

this, nor should anyone discuss this matter at all with persons such as you! For

you first need to be purified by devout faith and by some slight knowledge ofthe

truth from the figments of fleshly and bodily thoughts, so that you may be able in

some small way to think of spiritual things. As long as you cannot do this, you

would be wise not to involve yourselves in this question, about which you

neither can teach anything true (as is the case with other questions) nor are

capable of learning anything, which you could perhaps do in other matters if you

were not proud and contentious. Your heresy, to be sure, knows only how to

stretch out the body, the soul, and God through either limited or unlimited

stretches of space, though only a body occupies such places or is occupied by

such places.

For, when one begins to ask how God, whom no place contains, has a limit;

how he, the whole of whom the Son knows, is limitless; how a limited God is

beyond measure; how a limitless God is perfect; how a limited God has no limit;

how a limitless God is the limit of all things— all fleshly thinking vanishes. And if

your heresy wants to become what it is not yet, it must first be ashamed at what it is.

Hence, by being silent you would conclude in a better way what you propose about

a limited or limitless God, until you cease to wander so far from the end of the law,

which is Christ. But, concerning the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, since

he is the true God of all creation, we have said enough about why he wanted to

make himselfknown to his people by that name. In the earlier parts of this work we

have also often replied to your ignorant slanders concerning circumcision. If

Manicheans would consider with a Christian rather than a heretical mind how

scripture says, All things are cleanfor the clean (Ti 1:15), they would never mock

this sign given by God on a part of the body in order to symbolize the stripping

away of the flesh. Because what follows is also true, Butfor the unclean and those

who are not believers, nothing is clean. Rather their mind and conscience are

polluted (Ti 1 : 1 5), we gently remind those who mock us and insult us bitterly that,

if according to them circumcision is shameful, they do not have in it something to

mock but something to mourn over. For their God was mingled, bound, and

defiled in the little part that is cut off and in the blood that drips from it.
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1. Faustus said: If Jesus was not born, how did he die?

This is, of course, a guess. But no one resorts to guesses unless he has no proofs.

We shall nonetheless also reply to this, producing examples from nowhere else

than from the sources that you are accustomed to believe. If they are true, they will

support us as well; if they are false, they will destroy you too. You say, then, "How

did Jesus die if he was not a man?" And I ask you, "How did Elijah not die though

he was a man?" Was this mortal permitted to invade the realm of immortality

above his own condition, though the immortal Christ was not permitted to take on

something of death, if that was necessary? And if Elijah lived for eternity contrary

to his nature, why would you not rather grant that Jesus could have died for three

days contrary to his nature, especially since you believe not only of Elijah but also

of Moses and Enoch that they are immortal and were carried off to heaven with

their bodies? Hence, if one correctly infers by this argument that Jesus was a man

because he died, one will be able to infer that Elijah was not a man because he did

not die. But it is false that Elijah was not a man, although he is believed to be

immortal. It will be equally false that Jesus was a man although he is thought to

have died. And, if you are willing to believe me when I speak the truth, the Jews

had a false opinion about both of them— about the death of Jesus and the immor

tality of Elijah. For Jesus did not die, and Elijah did die. But you believe what you

want, and what you do not want to believe you ascribe to nature. Hence, if

someone asks what is proper to nature, it in fact does not want the immortal to die

nor the mortal not to die. But if in God and in man we look for the power to do what

they want, I think that Jesus was able to die rather than that Elijah was able not to

die. For Jesus has more power than Elijah. If you raise the weaker one up to heaven

contrary to what nature allows and consecrate it to perpetuity, forgetting its nature

and condition, why should I not grant that Jesus could have died if he wanted to,

even if I admit that his death was real and not symbolic? For, as from the begin

ning, after he took on the likeness of a man, he feigned all the dispositions of the

human condition, so it was not inconsistent with this if, in the end, he also seemed

to die for the sake of carrying out the economy of our salvation.

2. Besides, it must also be mentioned that, if one asks what nature permits to

anything, he ought to ask this about all the things that Jesus did, not merely about

his death. For nature does not allow a man blind from birth to see the light. Yet by

his power Jesus brought this about with regard to blind persons of this sort, so that

the Jews cried out that from the creation of the world it had never been seen that

anyone opened the eyes of a person born blind.1 To have healed a withered hand;

to have given back speech and hearing to those deprived ofthese by nature; to have
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restored the breath of life, along with the restoration of the body's structure, to

those who had died and were beginning to decay — who would not be astonished

at this? And who would not in some way be compelled not to believe this, if he

weighs what nature permits and does not permit? Yet we Christians commonly

believe that he did all these things, not because of our consideration of nature but

only because of our consideration of the power and might of God. We also read

that, after at one point having been thrown over the edge of a cliff by the Jews, he

walked off unscathed.2 If, therefore, although he was thrown from a high moun

tain, he did not die because he did not want to, why could he not have been able to

die when he did want to? And we have now given this answer in this way because

you like to argue and because you use alien weapons in your desire to debate

by means of dialectics. In any case, for us, Jesus did not die, and Elijah is not

immortal.

3. Augustine replied: We believe whatever the holy scripture, which has been

placed on the highest summit of authority with certain and great proofs of its reli

ability, testifies concerning Enoch and Elijah and Moses, not what Faustus

suspects that we believe. People like yourselves who are in error cannot know

what is in accord with nature and what is contrary to nature. Nor do we deny that

human custom calls that contrary to nature which mortals know is contrary to their

experience of nature. For example, there is what the apostle mentions: Ifyou who

have been cut offfrom the natural olive tree are grafted onto the domesticated

olive tree contrary to its nature (Rom 1 1 :24). He called contrary to nature what is

contrary to the usual behavior of nature that human knowledge grasps, namely,

that when the wild olive is grafted onto the domesticated olive tree, it does not bear

wild olives but those of the domesticated olive tree.

God, the creator and maker of all natures, however, does nothing contrary to

nature. For what he— who is the source of all the measure, number, and order of

nature — does will be natural to each thing. But human beings do not do anything

contrary to nature except when they sin, but they are restored to their nature by

punishment. It belongs, of course, to the natural order ofjustice either that sins are

not committed or that they cannot go unpunished. Whichever is the case, the

natural order is preserved if not by the soul, then certainly by God. For sins trouble

the conscience and do harm to the soul itself when, by sinning, it is deprived of the

light ofjustice, even if pains do not follow. These pains are either inflicted for the

correction of sinners or kept until the end for those who have not been corrected.

But it is not wrong for us to say that God does contrary to nature what he does

contrary to what we know of nature. For we also call nature the usual course of

nature known to us, and, when God does something contrary to it, these actions are

2. See Lk 4:28-30. Luke says that the people from the synagogue at Nazareth threw Jesus out of

the city and brought him to the edge of the mountain on which the city was built in order hurl

him down, but he does not say that they did hurl him down but that he simply passed through

their midst. It is perhaps surprising that Augustine allows this error to go unmentioned.
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called marvelous and miraculous. But God does nothing contrary to that supreme

law of nature which is removed from the knowledge of those who are wicked and

still weak, just as he does nothing contrary to himself. But a spiritual and also

rational creature, to which class the human soul belongs, sees better what is

possible or what is impossible the more it partakes of that immutable law and light.

But the more removed it is from it, the more amazed it is at what is unfamiliar and

the less it discerns what the future holds.

4. And for this reason we do not know what happened to Elijah. Yet we believe

ofhim what the truthful scripture testifies to. Ofcourse we know that what the will

of God holds was done with him, but that what the will of God does not hold

cannot be done with anyone. Hence, if for example I am told that it is possible for

the flesh of this or that person to be changed into a heavenly body, I grant that it is

possible, but I do not know whether it will be the case, and I do not know this

because what the will of God may hold concerning this matter is hidden from me.

But it is not hidden from me that, if this is in the will of God, it will undoubtedly

happen. On the other hand, if I hear that something was going to happen, but that

God brought it about that it did not happen, I will make this answer with complete

confidence: it is rather that God brought about what was going to happen, not that

he brought about something // it was going to happen. God, after all, certainly

knew what he was going to do, and for this reason he simultaneously knew that

what he was going to cause not to happen was not going to happen. And what God

knows, rather than what a human being supposes, is undoubtedly true. Hence,

what is going to be cannot fail to happen, just as what is past cannot not have

happened. For it is not in the will ofGod that something should be false insofar as it

is true. Hence, everything that truly will be will undoubtedly take place. But if they

were not going to take place, they were not going to be. In that way, everything that

is truly past has undoubtedly happened.

5. And so whoever says, "If God is omnipotent, let him bring it about that what

has happened has not happened," does not see that he says, "Ifhe is omnipotent, let

him bring it about that things which are true are false precisely insofar as they are

true." For he can bring it about that something that was is not. After all, he causes

something not to be when he finds that there is something to which he may do this,

as when he makes someone who began to be by being born not to be by dying. For

he finds in existence that to which he may do this. But who would say that he

causes something that now no longer is not to be? For whatever is past is now no

longer, and if something can still be done to it, there is still something to which this

may be done. And if there is, how is it past? Hence, that is not which we truly say

was, but it is true that it was, because it is true in our judgment, not in that thing

which is no more. Thejudgment is true, therefore, by which we say that something

was, because that about which we say this is no more.

God cannot make this judgment false because he is not contrary to the truth.

But, if you ask where this judgment is true, it is first found in our mind when we
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know and state that truth. But, even if it is removed from our mind when we

forget what we know, it will remain in the truth itself. For it will always be true

that that was which was and now is no more. And it will be true that there once

was what was in the same place where it was true that there was going to be what

was not before it came to be. God, in whom there is the highest and immutable

truth, cannot be against this truth, and by his illumination there exists whatever

is true in the souls or minds of any persons.

But when we say that God is omnipotent, we do not believe that he could also

die or that, because he cannot do this, he should be not be called omnipotent. He

alone is clearly said to be omnipotent because he truly exists, because whatever

exists in any way, whether spiritual or corporeal, comes from him alone, and

because he uses the whole of his creation as it pleases him. But it pleases him in

accord with true and immutable justice, which he is unto himself, to change all

mutable things according to the merits of their natures or actions, though he

himself is immutable. Are we going to say, then, that, though Elijah was a crea

ture, he could not be changed either for the better or for the worse or that, in

accord with the omnipotent will of God, he could not be changed in a way that

was unfamiliar to the human race? Who but someone really stupid would say

this? Why, then, should we not believe what was set down about him in the

utterly truthful scripture, unless we think that God can only do what we have

become accustomed to see?

6. If Elijah was a man, Faustus says, and was able not to die, why could not

Christ die, though he was not a man? This is as if someone were to say, "If the

nature of a human being could be changed into something better, why could the

nature ofGod not be changed into something worse?" You fool, it is because the

nature of a human being is mutable, but the nature of God is immutable. After

all, someone equally out of his mind could say, "If it could be granted to a human

being to reign for eternity, why could God not bring it about for himself to be

condemned for eternity?"

"I am not saying this," Faustus says, "but I am merely comparing the death of

God for three days with the eternal life of a human being."

If you accepted the death of God for three days, so that the flesh that he

assumed from the race of mortals died in him, you would clearly be thinking the

truth. For the truth of the gospel proclaims that Christ' s death for three days was

brought about for the sake of the eternal life of human beings. But when you

want us to believe that it is not absurd that the divine nature was dead for three

days without the assumption of any mortal creature, because human nature can

be given immortality, you are certainly being foolish, like someone who knows

neither God nor the gifts of God.

And then how do you avoid saying and holding what I mentioned above,

namely, that God caused himself to be condemned for eternity since that part of
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your God will be confined perpetually in the sphere ofdarkness? Or are you going

to say that a part of the light is light and that a part of God is not God? Finally, 1

want you to hear from us, without any argumentation and by the plain truth of our

faith, why we believe that Elijah, who was born as a man, was carried off from the

earth by God, but that Christ, who was truly born of a virgin, truly died on the

cross. We believe these truths because the holy scripture bears witness to the

former about Elijah and to the latter about Christ, and no one is religious unless he

believes that scripture, while only an irreligious person does not believe it. But you

deny the former about Elijah because you make everything into a fiction.

Regarding Christ, however, you do not say that he could not be born and that he

could die. Rather, you contend that he was not born ofthe Virgin and that his death

on the cross was not real, that is, that there was no death but that it was a pretense to

make a mockery of human perception. And you do this for no other purpose than

that those who believe these things may also pardon you who tell all these lies.

7. But who would propose to you what Faustus proposes to himself, as if from

the lips of a Catholic, "If Jesus was not born, how did he die?" unless he fails to

consider that Adam himself was not born and still died. If, therefore, the Son of

God had willed to form for himself true human flesh from the same material from

which he formed it for that first man, who would dare to say that he could not have

done so, since all things were made through him?3 Secondly, if he wanted to

change a body taken from a heavenly or airy or moist creature into the fully

genuine character of human flesh, in which he could live and die as a mortal man,

would anyone deny that the omnipotent Son of the omnipotent God could have

done this? He would not! Finally, if he had willed to take a body from none of the

bodily elements that he created but willed to create genuine flesh for himself out of

nothing, just as he created all the things that did not exist, who of us would contra

dict this? Who of us would contend that it was not possible?

We do not believe that he was born of the Virgin Mary because he could not

exist in true flesh and be seen by human beings in any other way but because that is

what is written in the scripture. And, unless we believe that scripture, we shall be

unable to be either Christians or saved. We believe that Christ was born of the

Virgin Mary, therefore, because that is what is written in the gospel. We believe

that he was crucified and died because that is what is written in the gospel. And we

believe that he was really born and really died because the gospel is the truth. But

why he willed to suffer all those things in the flesh, which he assumed from the

womb of a woman, lies hidden in his sovereign decision. I would not rashly say

what that reason was. Perhaps he judged that he should thus commend and honor

both sexes, which he had created, by taking the form ofa man and by being born of

a woman, or perhaps there was some other reason. I shall confidently say, nonethe

less, that it did not happen otherwise than the truth ofthe gospel has taught and that

3. SeeJn 1:3.
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it ought not to have happened otherwise than the wisdom of God judged. We

prefer the trustworthiness of the gospel to all the arguments of heretics, but we

praise the decision of God's wisdom above the decision of any creature whatso

ever.

8. Yet Faustus urges us to believe him when he says, "And if you are willing to

believe me when I speak the truth, the Jews had a false opinion about both of them

— about the death ofJesus and the immortality of Elijah," although he says a little

later, "For, as from the beginning, after he took on the likeness ofa man, he feigned

all the dispositions ofthe human condition, so it was not inconsistent with this if, in

the end, he also seemed to die for the sake of carrying out the economy of our

salvation."4 Most wicked and lying man, how am I to believe you, as if you were

speaking the truth, when you say that Christ could have lied about his death? Did

he lie, then, when he said, It was necessary that the Son ofMan be killedand rise on

the third day (Lk 24:7), while you do not lie and say that we should believe you

when you speak the truth? Peter was more truthful, then, when he said, By no

means, Lord! This will not happen. (Mt 1 6:22) And for this he merited to hear, Get

back, Satan (Mt 16:23). And of course Peter did not hear this without benefit, for

afterwards, when he was corrected and made perfect, he preached the truth of the

death of Christ even to the point of his own death.

If Peter, who only thought that Christ would not die, deserved to hear Satan,

what do you deserve to hear who not only deny that he died but also say that he lied

about his death? But, Faustus says, we should believe that he lied about his death

because "he feigned all the dispositions of the human condition." Tell me, who is

going to grant you that, contrary to the gospel, he feigned all the dispositions ofthe

human condition? Certainly, if the evangelist said that Jesus slept,5 if he said that

he hungered,6 thirsted,7 was sad,8 rejoiced,9 and anything else, all those things that

were narrated in that way are true. Hence, it was not written that he feigned all

these things but that he clearly did or exhibited them—certainly not because ofthe

necessity of his condition but because of his desire to teach and because of his

divine power. For human beings are often angry, even if they do not want to be.

They are often sad, even if they do not want to be. They often sleep, even if they do

not want to. They hunger and thirst, even if they do not want to. But Christ did all

these things because he wanted to. So too, human beings are born and suffer not

because they want to or do not want to. But Christ was born and suffered because

he wanted to. And these true things were reliably and truthfully written about him

so that whoever believes his gospel might be instructed by the truth, not mocked by

lies.

4. See above I .

5. See Mt 8:24.

6. See Mt 4:2.

7. SeeJn 19:28.

8. See Mt 26:37.

9. SeeLk 10:21.
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1 . Faustus said: If Jesus was not born, he did not suffer either. But, if he

suffered, then he was born.

Believe me, it does not help you to investigate the course of nature in these

matters. Otherwise, our whole faith will be weakened. For you also believe that

Jesus was born ofa virgin without intercourse with a man, and this will be false if

earlier events must be proven from later ones. For someone could reply to you in

the following way — that, if Jesus was born of a woman, he was fathered by a

man. But, if he was not fathered by a man, then he was not born of a woman. As

you believe, however, he could be born without having had a father. Why, then,

could he not suffer without having been born?

2. Augustine replied: Only someone ignorant whom you are deceiving, not

someone with some learning by whom you might be refuted, proposes to you

what you propose to yourself. For Jesus could both have been born without

having had a father and have suffered without having been born. But he chose

one of them; the other he did not. For he chose to be born without having a

father; he did not choose to suffer without having been born because he suffered

after having been born. You say to me: How do you know? Because I read this in

the gospel. But, if I ask you how you know the things that you say, you hold

before me the authority of Mani, and you say that there is error in the gospel. But

I would not believe Mani when he says these things, not even if he praised Christ

to me for having lied. He does not find this in Christ, but he shows what he

himself loves.
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1. Faustus said: He could not have died if he had not been born.

I reply: Nor could he have been born unless he were not God. Or, if he could

have both been God and been born, why could he not have been born and yet

die? You see, therefore, that it is not very useful to look for logic in these matters

or to rely upon arguments when it is a matter ofthings that have to do with Jesus.

Rather, we must look at what he preached about himself or at what his apostles

preached about him. We must examine his genealogy, then, and see whether it is

consistent with itself and not seek the truth about his birth from a conjecture

about his suffering. For he could have suffered without having been born, and he

could have not suffered though he had been born, especially since you admit that

nothing is impossible for God. And this will be false if it is shown that he could

not have died unless he had been born.

2. Augustine replied: Once again you propose to yourself something that you

do not hear from those who refute you. There is no one who says to you, "He

could not have died if he had not been born." For Adam died though he had not

been born. But we say to you: He was born because the holy gospel, not some

heretic or other, says this. He died because we read this in the holy gospel, not in

a book of some heretic.

But you forbid arguments when it is a matter of things that have to do with

Jesus, and you think that we should look at what he preached about himself or at

what his apostles preached about him. If I begin to read the Gospel of Matthew,

his apostle, where the whole narrative of his birth is recorded, you will immedi

ately say that that narrative is not Matthew's, although the whole Church in an

unbroken succession of bishops from the sees of the apostles up to the present-

day bishops says that it is Matthew's. What are you going to read to me against

this? Perhaps some book of Mani that denies that Jesus was born of a virgin. As I

believe, then, that that book is Mani's because it has been guarded and handed

down by Mani's disciples from the time when Mani lived in the flesh in an

unbroken succession of your leaders, so too believe that this book is Matthew's,

which the Church has carried down from the time when Matthew himself lived

in the flesh to the present time, without a break in the proven succession of the

years.

Tell me which book we ought rather to believe— that of his apostle, who was

close to Christ when he was still on earth, or that of some Persian or other, who

was born so long after? Or are you perhaps going to produce some other book

that has the name of some apostle who was clearly chosen by Christ, and are you

going to read in that book that Christ was not born of Mary? Since, then, one of

these books has to be lying, to which of them do you think that we should give
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our belief? The one that the Church — which was begun by Christ, was carried

on by the apostles, and has spread over the whole earth with a proven line of

succession up to the present times— recognizes and approves as handed down

and preserved from the beginning, or the one that the same Church rejects as

unknown, because it is also produced by people who are so truthful that they

praise Christ for having lied?

3. Here you are going to say, "Let us consider whether the genealogies of the

two books of the gospel are consistent with each other." We have already said

elsewhere in this work what had to be said on this topic.1 For you are bothered

only about how Joseph could have had two fathers. Even if it had not entered

your mind that one begot him and another adopted him, you should not have so

readily pronounced a hastyjudgment against so great an authority. But if now, at

least after having been admonished, you realize how this could have been

possible, simply believe the gospel, and stop arguing so poorly and perversely.

4. Faustus thinks that we should ask instead what Jesus preached about

himself. Who would not think that this is fair? But can we know this in any other

way than from the narratives of his disciples? And, if we do not believe them

when they report that he was born of a virgin, how will we believe them when

they report what he preached about himself? For, if some writing were produced

that was said to be the personal writing of Christ, with no other narrator, how

could it have happened that, if it were really his, it is not read, not accepted, and

not held in the highest authority in his Church, which has been propagated and

spread by him through the apostles and the succession of bishops down to these

present times? For many things that were foretold earlier are already fulfilled in

the Church, and those that remain for the end are undoubtedly coming in the

future. If that writing were produced, we would certainly have had to consider

who produced it. If it came from Christ himself, it surely could have been

produced at the beginning by those who were close to him at that time, and it

could have been passed on to others by them. If that had happened, that writing

would have shone forth with the most solid authority through those successions

ofbishops and peoples that I have mentioned. Who, therefore, would be so crazy

as to believe today that there exists a letter of Christ that Mani brought forth and

not believe that Christ did and said what Matthew put in writing? Or, if he also

doubts whether Matthew wrote these things, who would not rather believe about

Matthew what he finds in the Church, whose history is known from the time of

Matthew himself up to the present time in a proven succession of bishops? And

who would prefer to believe some Persian or other, who comes out of the blue

two hundred or more years later and tries to persuade people to believe him

instead about what Christ said and did. For, if the apostle Paul, whom the Lord

called from heaven after his ascension, had not found apostles still alive with

1. See above III, 4-5.
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whom he might be in communion and with whom he could compare his gospel,

so that he would be seen to be in the same society, the Church would not believe

him at all. But when the apostles recognized that he was preaching the same

gospel as they were also preaching and that he was living in communion and

unity with them, since he was producing the same sorts of miracles as they them

selves were producing, he won authority. For the Lord himselfcommended him

so greatly that even today the apostle's words are heard in the Church as if Christ

were heard speaking in him, as Paul himself said in all truth.2 And Mani thinks

that the Church of Christ ought to believe him when he speaks against the scrip

tures, which are supported by such a great and so well-ordered an authority,

though those scriptures explicitly warn him that anyone who preaches a gospel

other than the gospel he has received should be anathema!3

5. But Faustus says, "I am offering a reason by which to demonstrate that we

should not believe those scriptures." Are you sure that you are not arguing? And

yet in that argumentation you are defeated. All your argumentation comes down to

this, namely, that the soul should at last believe that it is wretched in this world

because by its misery it went to the rescue of its God so that he would not be

deprived of his kingdom. And the soul should believe that God's nature and

substance is so capable of being changed, corrupted, violated, and defiled that a

certain part of it could not even be purified and is punished by him with the eternal

punishment of the sphere of darkness. And yet God knowingly plunged this inno

cent part of his own self into such great contamination, although it committed no

sin against him. This is where all your arguments and myths end up. I wish that

there were an end of them— but in your heart and on your lips, so that you would

at some point cease believing and speaking such despicable blasphemies.

"But," Faustus says, "I prove from these writings that they should not be

believed everywhere because they contradict themselves." Why do you not say

instead, then, that we should never believe them inasmuch as they are like

witnesses who are inconsistent and who attack one another? "But," he says, "I

am choosing what I see is consistent with the truth." With which truth? With

your myth, of course, which has in the beginning God's war, in the middle

God's defilement, and in the end God's condemnation. "No one," he says,

"believes writings that are self-contradictory and opposed to themselves." But

this seems so to you because you do not understand them. For I have shown how

you do not understand whatever you have produced that seems such, and I will

show this no matter what you bring forth. There is, therefore, no reason why we

should not believe those writings that are endowed with such great authority,

and this is clearly the principal reason why we condemn those who preach

another gospel.

2. See 2 Cor 13:3.

3. See Gal 1:8-9.
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1 . Faustus said: And so it was magic that he was seen and suffered, if he was

not born.

The same line of argument is in turn applied to you, so that it was magic that

he was carried in the womb or that he was brought to birth if he did not have a

father. It is clearly contrary to the law of nature that a virgin gave birth — and

much more so that she was found to be a virgin even after giving birth. Why,

then, do you not want this also to be contrary to nature — that, as happened, he

could have suffered because he wanted to, without having experienced birth?

Believe me, as far as the events are concerned, we both admit things contrary to

nature in this matter. But there is this difference — that we do so honorably,

while you do so shamefully. We give some account of his suffering, and a prob

able one; you offer no account of his birth, or a false one. Next, we confess that

he suffered only apparently and did not really die; you hold as something certain

that he was born and was carried in a woman's womb. Or, if that is not so, admit

along with us that it was only a matter of imagination and that he merely seemed

to be born, and our whole dispute will be brought to an end. For the point that

you make so often, namely, that he had to have been born, because otherwise he

could not be seen by or speak to human beings, is ridiculous, since we are shown

so many times, as is proven by our teachers, that angels have been seen by

human beings and have spoken to them.

2. Augustine said: No one says to you that it is magic that someone who has not

been born should die. For we reminded you above that this happened in Adam's

case.1 But, even if this never happened, and if Christ the Lord had wanted to come

in such a way that he was seen — not in flesh taken from a virgin but still in true

flesh — and redeemed us by a true death, who would dare to say that he could not

have done so? But what he did was better. For he was born of a virgin and chose to

commend both sexes for whose deliverance he died by being born in his male

body, procreated by a woman. By this very deed he spoke out against you your

selves in particular, and he demolished you who preach that maleness and female-

ness are not God's work but the devil's.

But there is something like magic in what you assert, namely, that his

suffering and death were only apparent and a false pretense, so that he who did

not die seemed to have died. And from this it turns out that you say that his resur

rection was only pretended, imaginary, and false. For there cannot be a real

resurrection of someone who did not really die. Thus it also turns out that he

showed fake scars to his doubting disciples and that Thomas was not confirmed

by the truth but deceived by a falsehood when he cried out, My Lord and my God
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(Jn 20:28). And yet you try to persuade people that you speak the truth with your

tongue when you say that Christ lied with his whole body.

These are the objections against you who have created such a Christ, of

whom you are not true disciples unless you are also liars. But the flesh of a man

born of a virgin cannot be considered magic because only Christ's flesh was

born in that way, just as it is also not magic that only Christ's flesh rose on the

third day and will never die again. Otherwise all the miracles of God will be

magic because they were unparalleled events. But they truly took place and

revealed the truth. They did not play upon human perception with deceitful

trickery. They are often said to be contrary to nature not because they go against

nature but because they exceed the bounds of nature with which we are familiar.

May the Lord, therefore, drive from the minds of his little ones what Faustus

tries to persuade them of, when he advises us that we should profess an imagi

nary and not a real birth of Christ and that in that way our whole dispute will be

ended. On the contrary, let us continue to struggle against them on behalf of the

truth rather than with them in falsehood on behalf of harmony.

3. But I ask them why, if our dispute is at an end when we have said this, they

themselves do not say this. Why do they say that the death of Christ is not real

but imaginary, while they have chosen not to say that the birth of Christ is imagi

nary but that it did not occur at all? If they were embarrassed by the weight of the

authority of the gospel and, for this reason, did not dare to deny that Christ

suffered, at least in an imaginary way, the same authority of the gospel also bears

witness to his birth. Even if only two evangelists narrated Mary's giving birth,

none ofthe evangelists passed over in silence the fact that Jesus had a mother. Or

did Mani hesitate to proclaim that his birth was a pretense because Matthew and

Luke have different genealogies, on which they seem not to agree? Give me

someone without understanding and he will also think that the evangelists do not

agree with one another on many things that pertain to Christ's suffering. But

give me someone with understanding, and the evangelists are in agreement

everywhere. Or is it because it is honorable to feign death but shameful to feign

birth? Why, then, does Faustus urge us to admit this point so that our dispute

may be ended by it? It will be apparent from the following discussion, in which

we shall reply to another question,2 why I think that you wanted to preach

that the birth of Christ was not even feigned like his death but completely non

existent.

4. By no means should there be anything shameful in the members of the

saints, even in their genitals. These members are called less honorable because

they do not have the same beautiful form as the members that are located in plain

sight. But see what the apostle says when he urges the Church toward love on the

basis of the unity and framework of the members of our body. He says, The

2. See below XXX. 6.
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members ofthe body that seem to be weaker are much more necessary, and the

members ofthe body that seem to be inferior we surround with greater honor,

and our members that are less honorable receive more honor. But our honor

able members do not have this need. God balanced the body, giving more honor

to what lacked it, so that there would not be divisions in the body. (1 Cor

12:22-25)

The use of those members that is forbidden and not subject to the laws of

temperance is shameful, but not the members themselves. Not only do celibates

and virgins preserve them in an excellent integrity, but even holy married

fathers and mothers, by aiming only at generation, use them in such a way that

this natural action is certainly not shameful when it is obedient not to passion but

to reason. How much more, then, in the holy virgin Mary, who conceived the

flesh ofChrist by faith, did those members have nothing shameful, which served

not even for lawful human conception but only for the birth of God! They were

rightly so honorable that, without impairment to her bodily integrity, they

poured forth Christ for us, so that we might conceive him in pure hearts by

believing him and might in some sense give birth to him by confessing him. For,

by being born, Christ would in no way make his mother less good by removing

the glory of virginity from her to whom he had given the gift of fecundity. These

events really happened; they were not illusions. But they were new and unheard

of; they were contrary to the familiar course of nature because they were great,

because they were marvelous, because they were divine and, for that reason,

truer, more certain, and more solidly confirmed.

And angels, Faustus says, have been seen and have spoken, although they

were not born. As if we would say that, unless Christ were born of a woman, he

could neither have been seen nor have spoken! He could have, but he did not

want to. And what he chose is better. But it is certain that he wanted this because

he did it, who, as our God, did nothing out of necessity but did everything by his

will. But we have no doubt that he did this, because we believe not some heretic

but his gospel.
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1 . Faustus said: Long ago Paul wrote about you: Certain persons will with

draw from the faith, paying attention to deceitful spirits, to the teachings of

demons. They will speak lies in their hypocrisy, having a seared conscience,

forbidding marriage, and abstainingfromfoods that God created to be received

with thanksgiving by those who believe. ( 1 Tm 4: 1 -3)

Clearly, I would never grant you that the apostle said this unless you yourself

first admitted that Moses and the prophets introduced the teachings of demons,

were spokesmen of the deceitful and evil spirit, and solicitously taught absti

nence from pork and other meats that they call unclean. You must first deliberate

about these points, therefore, and think long and hard about how these ideas

should be received. Does he who said these things seem to have spoken in God

or in a demon? For to that extent either Moses and the prophets will be

condemned along with us, or we shall be acquitted along with them. For this

present statement of yours is not just. For you think that we are followers of

demons because wejudge that only the priestly class of men in the people should

abstain from meat. But you think that your prophets and even Moses himself,

who first forbade — not merely to the priests but to the whole human race indis

criminately— the flesh of pigs, of rabbits, of hedgehogs, of cuttlefish, of squid,

and the other kinds offish that lack scales, did not speak in a deceitful spirit and

in the teaching of demons but rather in God and in the Holy Spirit. And so,

although for the time being I grant you that Paul said this, I shall not be defeated

by you before you condemn Moses and the prophets. Thus you will be seen to do

for the sake of your belly what you perhaps would never have done when refuted

by reason and the truth, namely, to speak evil of Moses.

2. But there is also another passage in Daniel in your scriptures about the

three boys, by which you will be thrown into deep confusion, if it is established

that to abstain from foods is the worship of demons. For we read that they

abstained not only from foods forbidden by the law but also from those that were

permitted. You are accustomed to admire them deeply and to count them among

the martyrs, although they too followed the teaching of demons, if you accept

that this is the apostle's testimony. Besides this, Daniel himself says that he

fasted for three weeks and neither ate meat nor drank wine when he prayed for

his people. What follows then? Does he also praise himself over the teaching of

demons and seize glory from the lie of a deceitful spirit?

3. But what shall I say about you, that is, about the more Christian among

you, ofwhom some abstain from pork, while the majority abstains from all meat

from quadrupeds, and still others also abstain from absolutely every animal? For

this reason the whole Church looks up to them, and, holding them in the highest
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veneration, thinks of them as just short of gods. In your refusal to learn, you do

not see that, if this testimony is true and was spoken by the apostle, these men

also have been misled by the teachings of demons. But what shall I say about

something that surely no one would prove false or deny? For it is clear that it is

celebrated in the Catholic assembly among all the people and throughout the

world every year and with great fervor. What I mean is Lent. Anyone among you

who thinks that he should correctly observe it must abstain from all these foods,

which this passage says were created by God for us to receive, and Paul, more

over, calls abstinence from the foods that we mentioned the teaching ofdemons.

What, then, do you say, my friends? Do you live in accord with the worship of

demons when you celebrate these mysteries of Christ's Passion? Are you trapped

by the fraudulence of the deceitful spirit, and do you speak lies in hypocrisy and

have your conscience seared? But if you do none of these, then neither do we.

What, then, does this passage mean, or by whom shall we suppose that it was

written? Or against whom was it written, since it confirms neither the traditions of

the Old Testament nor the laws ofthe New? For the New Testament teaches absti

nence from all foods, as is apparent in your own case, but the Old Testament

teaches abstinence at least from certain foods. This statement of yours, however,

wants absolutely all abstinence from meat to be the teachings of demons. If you

also believe it, I shall say the same thing again and again: Condemn Moses;

renounce the prophets; pass the samejudgment on yourselves. For, as they always

abstained from certain foods, you yourselves at times abstain from all foods.

4. Or, if you think that Moses and the prophets seem to uphold the law of God

and not of demons when they discriminate among foods; if Daniel observed the

fast of three weeks in the Holy Spirit; if the boys, Hananiah, Azariah, and Mishael,

preferred to eat greens and vegetables at the prompting of the divine mind; if,

finally, whoever among you practices abstinence does not do so under the guid

ance ofdemons ; if you observe Lent without meat and wine, not out of superstition

but by God' s law — look, I ask you. See if it is not the height of madness to think

that Paul said that in every case abstinence from foods and the prohibition of

marriage are the teachings ofdemons. In the same way he does not say that it is the

teaching of demons to dedicate virgins to Christ. You read this without consider

ation, then, in order to apply other points from that passage to us, and you do not

see that this indicates that your virgins have been taken in by the teaching of

demons and that you are the priests of demons. For by your exhortations you

always vigorously urge them to this profession, such that among you the number

of virgins in all the churches is now almost larger than the number of married

women. Why, then, do you not also cease from such practices now? Why do you

lead people' s poor daughters into this deception if it is not the will of Christ which

is being fulfilled in them but that of demons?

And yet I would like you first to answer us whether it is the teaching of

demons to produce any virgins at all or only to produce them by forbidding
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marriage. If it is by forbidding marriage, it does not pertain to us. For we judge

that it is as foolish to hold back someone who wants to marry as it is wicked and

impious to force someone who does not want to. But if you think that to foster

this idea and not to oppose someone who wants virginity is also the teaching of

demons, for the moment I pass over your peril in silence. I fear now that the

apostle himself might be thought to have introduced the teaching of demons at

Iconium, when by his words he inspired Thecla, who was already engaged to be

married, to a love of perpetual virginity. 1

But what shall we say about Jesus himself, the teacher and source of all sanc

tity and the heavenly spouse of women who make this profession? In the gospel

he listed three kinds of eunuchs — one natural, another artificial, and a third

voluntary — and yet he gave the palm of victory to those who, he said, have

made themselves eunuchsfor the sake ofthe kingdom ofheaven (Mt 1 9: 1 2). He

meant the virgins and young men who cut out from their hearts the very desire to

marry and who live perpetually like eunuchs in his Church, as though in the

king' s house. What, then, do you think? Do you think that this too is the teaching

of demons and was said in a deceitful spirit? And who else will speak in the

name of God if Paul and Christ are proven to be priests of demons?

For I am passing over the other apostles of our same Lord, namely, Peter and

Andrew, Thomas and that blessed John, who among the others was a virgin. In

various ways they proclaimed the profession of this good among virgins and

young men by divine preaching, leaving to us and also to you the model for

producing virgins. But I pass over these, as I said, because you have excluded

them from the canon,2 and with your sacrilegious mind you can easily impute to

them the teachings of demons. Will you be able to say the same things about

Christ or about Paul the apostle, who, it is clear, likewise everywhere and always

preferred in his speech unmarried to married women and also showed this by

deed in regard to the most saintly Thecla? But if it was not the teaching of

demons that Paul preached to Thecla and that the other apostles preached to

others, who could now believe that Paul could have said this, as if persuading

people to holiness were also the will and teaching of demons? It is not, as you

suppose, peculiar to you to produce virgins by exhortations alone and not by

forbidding marriage. For this is what we also hold. And a person should

certainly be considered insane and not just stupid who thinks that what is

permitted by public law can be forbidden by private law. I mean marriage itself.

Hence, we exhort those who are willing to remain unmarried, but we do not

force those who are unwilling to enter upon marriage. For we know what the will

and what the force of nature itself can do against a public law, not to mention

against a private law, to which one is free to answer, "I refuse." If to produce

1 . See "Paul and Thecla," a section ofThe Acts ofPaul.

2. Faustus alludes to The Acts of Peter, The Acts of Thomas, and The Acts ofJohn.
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virgins in this way is not a crime, we too are without guilt. But if it is a crime to

produce virgins in any way, you are also guilty. I do not now see with what inten

tion or aim you quote this passage against us.

5. Augustine replied: Hear, then, what you admit that you do not see, namely,

the intention or aim with which we quote this passage against you. It is not

because you abstain from meat. For our first fathers abstained from certain

meats, as you mention, not in order to condemn them but in order to signify

something that you do not understand, and in the earlier parts of this work I have

said about this as much as seemed sufficient.3 And Christians — not heretics but

Catholics — abstain not only from meat but also from certain produce of the

earth either always, as a few do, or at certain days or seasons, as almost all do

during Lent, to the extent that anyone wants to do or can do more or less, so as to

subdue the body in order to humble the soul more in prayers.

But you deny that this creature is good, and you say that it is unclean, because

the devil produces flesh out of the filthier matter of evil, and for this reason you

reject meat in horror as quite unclean and as a stronger bond upon your God. But

you permit your Hearers, whom you described as distinct from the class of

priests, to eat meat by way of indulgence. In the same way the apostle permitted

to certain persons, by way of indulgence, not every sort of marital intercourse,

even if it takes place for the sake of begetting children, but the intercourse which

results from a lack of self-control, though still with one's spouse. Only a sin,

after all, is permitted by way of indulgence. You hold this regarding the eating of

all meat. You learned this from your heresy, and you teach it to your Hearers.

But to your Hearers, as I said, you permit something that you have to pardon

because they supply your needs. You do not say that it is not a sin, but you grant

pardon to those who sin. But you yourselves abstain from every such food as

from an evil and unclean defilement. And for this reason what follows those

words of the apostle, with which you ended your quotation from this passage, is

precisely what makes us raise this testimony as an objection against you. And I

think that you knew this, and so you did not put those words in the beginning and

said to us at the end, "I do not see with what intention or aim you quote this

passage against us."4 For you preferred to pass over this aim of ours in silence

rather than mention it.

For, after the apostle had said, Abstainingfromfoods that God created to be

received with thanksgiving by those who believe (1 Tm 4:3), he went on to say,

And by those who know the truth. For every creature ofGod is good and nothing

is to be rejected that is received with thanksgiving, for it is made holy by the

word of God and prayer. (1 Tm 4:3-5) This is what you deny; with this mind,

with this will, with this opinion you hold back from such foods because they are

3. See above VI, 7; XVI. 30-31; XVIII, 6; XIX. 10.

4. See above 4.
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evil and unclean not in terms of what they signify but by their nature. And in this

matter you undoubtedly blaspheme their creator. This is what pertains to the

teaching of demons. Do not be surprised, then, that the Holy Spirit foretold this

about you so long ago.

6. Again, ifyou exhorted to virginity as the teaching ofthe apostle does—He

who gives his daughter in marriage acts well, and he who does not give his

daughter in marriage does better ( 1 Tm 7:38) — you would say that marriage is

something good but that virginity is something better, as the Church, which is

truly the Church ofChrist, does, and the Holy Spirit would not have foretold you

when he said, They forbid marriage (1 Tm 4:3). After all, he forbids marriage

who says that it is evil, not he who prefers something better to this good. Finally,

you especially detest the intercourse that alone is moral and marital and that the

marriage laws also approve, which is for the sake of procreating children.

Hence, you do not really forbid intercourse so much as marriage. For a couple

has intercourse for the sake of gratifying their lust, but they marry only for the

sake of having children. Nor should you say that you do not forbid marriage

because, without any impairment to your friendship with them, you tolerate

many of your Hearers, who are unwilling or unable to obey you in that matter.

For you have that prohibition in the teaching of your error, and you have this

tolerance in the demands of your life together. From this there comes the reason,

which I postponed mentioning a little before,5 why you think that you should

preach that the death of Christ, and not his birth as well, is either false or

pretended. Of course you preach and praise death as the separation of the soul,

that is, of the nature of God, from the body of his enemies, that is, from the

handiwork of the devil. And for this reason you believed that death was some

thing fitting that Christ should commend, even if he did not die but pretended to

die. But, because you believe that in birth your God is not released but instead

bound, you did not want to believe that your imaginary Christ was born even as

an illusion. Thus you would not be displeased with Mary, if she had had inter

course and had not conceived, as you are displeased that she did not have inter

course and still gave birth. You see that there is a big difference, then, between

those who exhort to virginity by setting a greater good above a lesser good and

those who forbid marriage by bringing fierce accusations against intercourse for

the sake of having children, which alone is properly marital. There is a big

difference between those who abstain from foods in order to symbolize a

mystery or in order to chastise the body and those who abstain from foods that

God created, saying that God did not create them. For this reason the former is

the teaching of the prophets and of the apostles; the latter is the teaching of lying

demons.

5. See above XXIX, 3.
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1. Faustus said: For the clean all things are clean, butfor the unclean and

those who are defiled nothing is clean, but both their mind and their conscience

are defiled (Ti 1:15).

You must also consider whether it helps you to believe that Paul said this. For

up to this point we have established not only that Moses and the prophets were

driven by demons when they issued so many laws about the differences in foods

but also that they were themselves unclean and defiled in their mind and

conscience, so that the words that follow can aptly be applied to them: They

profess that they know God, but they deny him by their works (Ti 1:16). But

whom does this fit better than the prophets and Moses, who are proven to have

lived far differently than was fitting for men with knowledge of God.

Up to now, however, I had thought that there was nothing else besides adul

teries, deceptions, and murders by which Moses and the prophets seemed to

have had their consciences polluted. But now, as this passage proves, we are also

given to know that they had a mind that was defiled, because they considered

something defiled. How can you even now think that the vision of the divine

majesty could have been granted to such men, since scripture says that only

those who are pure of heart can see God?1 Even if these men had lived undefiled

by forbidden crimes and if, nonetheless, this superstition of abstaining from

certain foods by itself defiles the mind, it could have denied them the vision of

the divinity.

Gone, therefore, and destroyed at the same time is that boasting of Daniel and

of the three boys.2 Until this declaration, which regards nothing as unclean, they

were clearly considered in Judaism most chaste youths with good minds. For,

mindful of the traditions of their elders, with utmost zeal they kept themselves

undefiled by the foods ofthe gentiles and especially by sacrificial meat. But now

at last we see that they were defiled in their minds and conscience, especially

since they kept their mouths from blood and from foods offered to the dead.

2. But perhaps ignorance might excuse them. For, since this Christian faith

had not yet appeared, which would teach that all things were clean for the clean,

they themselves might have thought that certain things were not clean. But what

excuse do you have now if you not only abstain, as we said, but also boast about

it, although Paul cries out that nothing is unclean, calls abstinence from foods

the teachings of demons, and says that those who considered anything defiled

1. See Mt 5:8.
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2. SeeDn 1:12.
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are polluted in their minds?3 For you believe that you are more acceptable to

Christ to the extent that you are more abstinent from foods, that is, in accord with

this statement, to the extent that you are more defiled in your minds and more

polluted in your conscience. What are you going to say?

There are three religions in the world that equally locate the purification of

the mind in chastity and abstinence, though with a practice that is highly

different. I mean the Jews, the Christians, and the gentiles. It is impossible to

find from which of these religions the statement comes that teaches that nothing

is not holy. Certainly not from Judaism. Likewise not from paganism, because it

too differentiates between foods. Nor is there any difference except that a

Hebrew disagrees with pagans about certain animals. There remains the Chris

tian faith. If you think that it pertains to this faith to hold that there is nothing

polluted, you must first admit that there is no Christian among you. For all ofyou

think that it is no small source of defilement to eat an animal that died a natural

death or that has been offered to idols, not to mention other things.4 Or if you do

this by the law of Christianity, it is not the view of this religion that completely

does away with all abstinence from what is unclean. How, then, could Paul have

said something that agrees with no religion? For the apostle did not abandon

religion so much as change its practice when, from being a Jew, he became a

Christian. But he who wrote this passage seems to me to have the support of no

religion at all.

3. Hence, if you look for and find anything further from the scriptures to injure

our faith, remember to raise it as an objection for us only when you have clearly

seen that it is not opposed to you. For instance, there is that passage concerning

Peter, which you often quote, as though at some time he saw a vessel lowered from

heaven, in which there were all kinds of animals and serpents. And while he was

astonished and in a state of wonder, a voice was heard saying to him, Peter, kill and

eat (Acts 10: 1 3) whatever you see in the vessel. In reply, he said, Lord, I will not

touch anything common and unclean (Acts 10: 14). And again the voice came to

him, Do not call unclean what I have made holy (Acts 10:15). Although this may

seem to signify something else by way of allegory and not that there is no differ

ence in foods, yet, because you want to understand it in this way, you must there

fore eat indiscriminately all sea animals, vipers, serpents, and all the remaining

kinds of snakes in accord with the opa^a of Peter.5 In this way you will prove that

you are truly obedient to that voice, which Peter is said to have heard, and yet you

will also remember that Moses and the prophets were condemned for this as well.

After all, they thought that many things that God made holy, according to the state

ment of this voice, were polluted.

3. See 1 Tm4:l-3.

5. Faustus uses the Greek word for "vision" from Acts 10:3.

4. See Acts 15:29.
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4. Augustine replied: When the apostle said. For the clean all things are

clean, he wanted us to understand the natures that God created in accord with

what Moses wrote in Genesis, And God made all things, and behold, they were

very good (Gn 1 :3 1 ), not the symbolism in accord with which God distinguished

the clean from the unclean by the same Moses.6 Because we have already said

many things about this in many places,7 it will now be enough to warn you in a

few words. The apostle, therefore, calls unclean and unbelieving those people

who, at the time of the revelation ofthe New Testament, thought that they should

still observe those symbols of what was to come in such a way as to maintain that

without them the gentiles could not receive the salvation that is found in Christ.

For these people thought in a fleshly fashion and did not distinguish the time of

grace from the time of the law. The apostle says that for them nothing is clean,

because they did not use in a holy and righteous way either those foods that they

rejected or those that they ate, just like all unbelievers, but especially like you

Manicheans, for whom nothing at all is clean. For, although you separate with

great care the food that you eat from the supposed defilement of the flesh, it is

not clean for you, since you say that it was created only by the devil. You claim

that, by eating it, you purify your God, who was bound and polluted in that food.

You should at least seem clean in your own eyes, since that God of yours merits

to be purified by your bellies. But you claim that your bodies are the nature and

product of the nation of darkness and that your souls are still defiled by your

bodies. What, then, is clean for you? It is not what you eat, not where you put

what you eat, and not you yourselves, who purify what you have eaten. You see,

therefore, on whose account the apostle uttered that statement. Yet he said what

would include all unbelievers and unclean persons but would especially and

above all prove you guilty.

For the clean all things are clean, therefore, in terms of the nature in which

they were created, but all things were not clean for that first people, the Jews, in

terms of their symbolism. Nor are all things suitable for us either on account of

the health of the body or on account of the customs of human society. But when

all things are given their due and they preserve the order of nature,for the clean

all things are clean, butfor the unclean andfor unbelievers— the sort of people

you especially are — nothing is clean. You yourselves would say in a way

conducive to your salvation the remaining words of the apostle that follow, if

you wanted your seared conscience to be healed. For there follows: But both

their mind and their conscience are polluted.

7. See above VI, 7; XVI, 30-3 1; XVIII, 6: XIX. 10.

6. See Lv 1 1 .
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1 . Faustus said: If you accept the gospel, you ought to believe everything

written in it.

Well, inasmuch as you accept the Old Testament, do you therefore believe

everything that is written everywhere in it? In fact, what you do is pull out only

the prophecies that signify that a king will come for the Jews, because you think

that he is Jesus, as well as a few commandments that it has in common with civil

law, such as, You shall not kill; you shall not commit adultery (Ex 20:13-14).

You omit the rest and think that it is no less than or the same as what Paul

regarded as rubbish. 1 Why, then, is it strange or why is it surprising if, while I

read certain things from the New Testament that are utterly pure and suitable for

my salvation, I also pass over those things that were fallaciously introduced by

your predecessors and that spoil its majesty and grace?

2. Or perhaps the Testament of the Father has some points to which one

should not pay attention. For, in your opinion, the Jewish law stems from the

Father, and we know how many things in it horrify you and how many things in

it embarrass you so much that you have long since judged in your heart that it is

not free from corruption, though the Father himself wrote part of it with his own

finger, as you believe, and the faithful and honest Moses also wrote part of it.

Hence, do you think that only the Testament of the Son could not be corrupted

and that it alone contains nothing that merits disapproval, especially since it is

clear that it was not written by him nor by his apostles but a long time later by

men whose names are uncertain? They were afraid that they would not be

believed, since they were writing about what they did not know. Hence, at times

they put the names of apostles on the first pages of their writings and at times the

names of those who were thought to have followed the apostles, and they

claimed that they wrote what they wrote according to the mind of those men.

By this they seem to me rather to have gravely insulted Christ's disciples,

because they ascribed to them the discrepant and self-contradictory things that

they wrote, and they claimed that they themselves wrote, according to their mind,

these gospels, which are filled with such great errors and such great contradictions,

both in their stories and in their teachings, that they agree neither with themselves

nor with one another. What else, then, is this but to slander good men and to call

down upon the harmonious band of the disciples the accusation of discord?

Because in reading them we ourselves have noticed this with the perfectly sound

gaze of our heart, we have judged it entirely just to accept from them what is

useful, that is, those things that build up our faith and that spread the glory ofChrist

409

1. See Phil 3:8.
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the Lord and of almighty God, his Father, and to reject the other things that do not

fit with their majesty or with our faith.

3. Hence, as I began to say, even you do not believe that you should accept

circumcision from the Old Testament in a fleshly sense, although it is contained

there in that way,2 nor that you should observe the Sabbath in rest and idleness,

although you read that there,3 nor that you should placate God with sacrifices and

immolations, as Moses thought.4 Instead you have held these things in contempt as

alien to and as far removed from Christian practice and as utterly unacceptable.

But some of them you have divided into two, and you embrace one part and reject

the other, such as the Pasch, which is the annual celebration of the Old Testament.

For its celebration the law prescribes that you not only sacrifice a lamb, which is to

be eaten that night, but also abstain for seven days from leaven and be content with

unleavened bread and bitter herbs.5 You accept the Pasch, but you omit the ritual

and practice by which you are taught that it should be observed.

You likewise observe the feast of seven weeks, that is, Pentecost, which Moses

thought was to be accompanied by a certain kind and number of sacrifices,6 but

you reject a part of it, namely, the offerings and sacrifices, because they are not in

accord with the Christian faith. But, concerning the commandment to abstain from

unclean foods, you thought and firmly believed that the flesh of animals that have

died of natural causes or that have been offered in sacrifice is certainly unclean.7

But you have refused to believe the same thing about pork, rabbit, hare, mullet,

cuttlefish, and the other kinds offish that you relish, although Moses testifies that

all of these are unclean.8

4. But there are things from the Old Testament which I believe that you do not

even want to hear about, much less accept, that is, that fathers-in-law sleep with

their daughters-in-law, like Judah; that fathers sleep with their daughters, like Lot;

that prophets sleep with prostitutes, like Hosea; that husbands sell nights with their

wives to their lovers, like Abraham; that one husband has intercourse with two

twin sisters, like Jacob; that rulers of the people and those whom you believe are

especially inspired go to bed with hundreds and thousands of courtesans, like

David and Solomon. And there is likewise that provision in the law concerning

wives in Deuteronomy that a surviving brother ought to marry the wife of his dead

brother, if he died without children, and ought to father children by the same wife

in his brother's place, and that, if the husband refuses to do this, the woman ought

to issue a complaint about her relative's impiety before the elders ofthe people, so

that they may summon him and compel him by their gravity as judges. If he

2. SeeGn 17:9-14.

3. See Ex 31:13.

4. See Lv 1 .

5. See Ex 12.

6. See Lv 23.

7. See Acts 15:29.

X. See Lv 1 1 .
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persists in his refusal, he should not remain unpunished in their midst, but the

aforementioned woman should remove the sandal from his right foot and strike

him in the face. And he should go off, having been spat upon and cursed, to have

this everlasting shame upon his offspring.9

These and other such examples and laws are found in the Old Testament. Ifthey

are good, why do you not imitate them? If they are evil, why do you not condemn

their source, that is, the Old Testament itself? Or, if you also think that these were

falsifications that were inserted into it, as we believe concerning the New Testa

ment, we are in the same position. Stop demanding from us with regard to the New

Testament, then, what you do not observe with regard to the Old.

5. In my opinion, insofar as you chose to believe that the Old Testament also

came from God, it is easier and more excusable for you, who do not observe its

commandments, if you admit that it was vitiated by inappropriate additions than if

you reject it while holding that it is inviolate and uncorrupted. Hence, I have

always had and now have this opinion of you, as often as you are asked why you

transgress the commandments of the Old Testament, namely, that you either

wisely reject its falsity or arrogantly and irreligiously neglect its truth. For the

present, since you are forcing me to believe everything that has been inserted into

the writings of the New Testament if I accept it, you should know that you too in

your heart do not believe many things that are in the Old Testament, although you

profess to accept it. After all, from that same Testament you do not include among

what you admit and find credible the claim that everyone is cursed who hangs

upon a tree,10 for that would also pertain to Jesus. Nor do you accept that the man

who has not raised up offspring in Israel is also held to be among the cursed, since

this also includes all virgins and young men dedicated to God. You do not accept

that he who does not circumcise the flesh of his foreskin will be utterly lost to his

people," because this would also pertain to every Christian. You do not accept that

someone who violates the Sabbath should be stoned to death12 or that someone

who breaks a single commandment of the Old Testament should not be spared. If

you believe all these things and firmly hold that God commanded them, believe

me, you would have been the first to lay hands upon Christ and would not now be

angry at the Jews, who, in persecuting him mentally and physically, fulfilled the

commandments of their God.

6. 1 am certainly aware that you do not dare to say that these things are false

but that they were then commanded for the Jews for that time, that is, up to the

coming of Jesus. Because he came, having been foretold by the same Old Testa

ment, as you claim, let him now teach what we should accept from it and what

we should abandon. But we shall later see whether the prophets foretold Jesus.

9. See Lv 25:5-10.

10. See Dt 21:23.

11. SeeGn 17:14.

12. See Nm 15:35.



4 1 2 Answer to Faustus, a Manichean

For the time being, I must reply to these points. For, if Jesus, who was foretold

by the Old Testament, now distinguishes, proclaims, and teaches that we should

accept a few things from it but should reject most things, then the Paraclete, who

was foretold by the New Testament, teaches us what we should accept and reject

from the same New Testament. When he promised him, Jesus spontaneously

said of him in the gospel. He will lead you into all truth, and he will proclaim to

you all things and remind you of them (Jn 16:15). Hence, may the Paraclete

permit us to do with regard to the New Testament as much as you show that

Jesus permits you to do with regard to the Old Testament. Or do you think that

the Testament of the Son is more valuable than that of the Father, if it is really

that of the Father, so that, though many things are rejected from the Old Testa

ment, nothing from the New Testament ought to meet with disapproval, espe

cially since it is established that it was not written by Christ, as we said, nor by

the apostles?

7. You admit from the Old Testament only the prophecies and those civil laws

that we mentioned before and that pertain to the discipline of our life together, but

you have abolished circumcision, the sacrifices, the Sabbath, its observance, and

the unleavened bread. Hence, why is it strange if we too have accepted from the

New Testament only those things that we found were said to the honor and praise

of the Son of Majesty either by him or by his apostles — but who were already

perfect and believers — and simply ignored the other things that the uneducated

said there naively and ignorantly or that enemies indirectly and maliciously raised

as objections or that those writers unwisely asserted and handed on to posterity?

And by this I mean that he was shamefully born of a woman, that he was circum

cised like a Jew, that he offered sacrifice like a gentile, that he was baptized in a

lowly manner, that he was led through the desert by the devil, and that he was

tempted by him most wretchedly.

With the exception of these things and anything else that was inserted by its

authors from the Old Testament as false testimony, we believe all the other things,

especially his mystical crucifixion, which reveals to our soul the wounds of his

Passion. We believe his salutary commandments, the parables, and all the godly

words, which, especially in presenting the distinction of the two natures, are

undoubtedly his. There is, then, no reason why you should think that I ought to

believe all the things that the gospels contain, since you yourself, as was shown

above, do not touch with the tips ofyour lips, as they say, the supreme liquor of the

Old Testament.

8. Augustine said: We praise all the true and divine scriptures of the Old Testa

ment, as is proper. You attack the scriptures of the New Testament as falsified and

corrupted. We say that the things that we do not now observe from the books ofthe

Old Testament were nonetheless appropriately commanded at that time and for

that people and that the things that we do not observe signified things that we

understand and hold in a spiritual sense. We not only say this but we also show and
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teach this in the writings of the apostles. But you find fault with absolutely every

thing that you do not accept in the books of the New Testament and claim that it

was neither said nor written by Christ or by his apostles. You see, therefore, how

big a difference there is between you and us in respect to this matter. And so, when

we ask you why you do not accept everything in the books of the New Testament

but reject, find fault with, and blame many things in those books, in which you

approve of some things, you maintain that they were inserted in those books by

falsifiers. Do not take as an example for yourselves the distinction between what

we believe and what we observe, but give an account of your presumption.

9. For, if we are asked why we do not worship God with the same ceremonies

with which the Hebrew fathers worshiped him in the time of the Old Testament,

we reply that God gave us other commandments through the fathers of the New

Testament and that this is not contrary to the Old Testament, because it was also

previously predicted in it. For this very thing was foretold by the prophet: Behold,

the days are coming, says the Lord, and I will establish a New Testament with the

house ofIsrael and with the house ofJudah, not like the Testament that Imade with

theirfathers on the day on which I took their hand in order to bring them out ofthe

land ofEgypt (Jer 31:31-32). You see that it was foretold that the former Testa

ment would not last, but that there would be a new one. If it is objected here that we

do not belong to the house of Israel and to the house ofJudah, we defend ourselves

by the teaching of the apostle. For the apostle teaches that Christ is the seed of

Abraham, and he says to us, who belong to his body, You, therefore, are the seed of

Abraham (Gal 3:29). But, if we are asked why we uphold the authority of that

Testament whose practices we do not observe, we reply to this too from the writ

ings of the apostle. For the apostle says. Let no one, therefore, judge you in matters

offood and drink or with regard to a feast day or a new moon or the Sabbaths,

which are shadows of things to come (Col 2:16-17). In that way, of course, he

shows why we ought to read and accept those things, that is, so that we may not

forget the prophecy, because those things were done in order to foreshadow what

was to come, and he shows that we ought not to be concerned about those who

want tojudge us on these matters because we do not now physically observe them.

For he elsewhere said much the same sort of thing : These things happened to them

infigures, but they were written downfor the correction ofus upon whom the end

of the ages has come (1 Cor 10:1 1). When in the Old Testament record we read

something of the sort that in the New Testament we are not commanded or are

even forbidden to observe, we should ask what it signifies, but we should not find

fault with it, since the very fact that it is not now observed proves that it was not

condemned but fulfilled. We have already and often said many things on this

topic.13

13. See above XVIII-XIX .
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10. Because he does not now understand this, Faustus objected to the

commandments of the Old Testament, as if it were a crime that a brother was

commanded to take his brother's wife in order to raise up offspring not for

himself but for his brother and to call by the name of that brother the children

born of this union. What else does this foretell in symbols but that each preacher

of the gospel ought to work in the Church in order to raise up offspring for his

dead brother, that is, for Christ, who died for us, and so that the offspring that he

raises up might bear Christ's name? Moreover, in fulfilling this commandment,

not now in a fleshly way in its previous signification but spiritually in its full

truth, the apostle becomes angry at those whom he says that he gave birth to in

Christ Jesus through the gospel, and he corrects with a rebuke those who wanted

to belong to Paul. He said, Was Paul crucifiedfor you ? Or were you baptized in

the name ofPaul? ( 1 Cor 2: 13) It is as if he were saying, "I gave birth to you for

my dead brother. You are called Christians, not Paulians."

But if a man chosen by the Church refuses the ministry of preaching the

gospel, he is rightly and deservedly condemned by the Church. This is, after all,

why she is commanded to spit in his face, and it is of course as a sign of this

opprobrium that he is stripped of a sandal of one foot, so that he may not be

counted among those to whom the apostle says, Having yourfeet shod in prepa

rationfor the gospel ofpeace (Eph 6:15), and whom the prophet mentions: How

beautiful are the feet of those who announce peace, who bring good news

(Is 52:7). For those who hold the gospel faith in such a way that they both do

good for themselves and do not refuse to do good for the Church are well under

stood to be shod on both feet. But someone who thinks that he has sufficiently

taken care of himself because he has believed, but shirks any concern for

gaining others, will not signify figuratively the disgrace of that unshod man but

will carry that opprobrium in himself in its reality.

1 1 . Why does Faustus object that we celebrate the Pasch and blame us

because we do not celebrate it in the same way as the Jews? For instead we have

the lamb in the reality of the present gospel, not in the foreshadowing of what

was to come, and we point to its slaying both daily and on its annual solemnity

not as something that is about to come; rather, we recall it as something that has

happened. Hence, the day of our paschal solemnity does not coincide with the

day of the Jews' foreshadowing celebration, so that we may give honor to the

Lord's day, on which Christ rose.

But Christians with the correct faith observe the days of unleavened bread not

in terms of the leaven ofthe old life, that is, of malice, but in the truth and sincerity

of the faith,14 not for seven days but on every day. This is signified by the seven

fold number of days by which each day passes on a daily basis. Although it

involves some toil in this world because the way that leads to life is straight and

14. See 1 Cor 5:8.
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narrow, a certain reward is stored away for us.15 This toil is signified by those

herbs, because they are somewhat bitter.

1 2. We also celebrate Pentecost, that is, the fiftieth day from the suffering and

resurrection of the Lord, on which he sent the Holy Spirit, the Paraclete, whom

he had promised.16 The Pasch of the Jews also signified that this would happen,

since, on the fiftieth day after the celebration of the slaying of the lamb, Moses

received on the mountain the law that was written by the finger of God. 17 Read

the gospel and notice that in it the Holy Spirit is called the finger of God.18

Indeed, each year in the Church we celebrate the remarkable and excellent

events that occurred on certain days so that, when the festival is celebrated, it

might preserve their indispensable and salutary memory. If, then, you want to

know why we celebrate the Pasch, it is because Christ was immolated for us at

that time. If you want to know why we do not celebrate it in accord with the

Jewish ritual, it is because that celebration prefigured the truth which was to

come, while ours is a commemoration of what has already been accomplished.

The past and the future, however, are not expressed in the same way, even in our

words. We have already said enough about this in this work. "

13. But, if you also ask why, of all the foods that the former people was

forbidden to eat as a foreshadowing of what was to come, we do not eat the flesh

of a dead animal or flesh that has been offered to idols, listen to this, and at some

point prefer the truth to the slanders of your folly. For the apostle explains why it

is not right for a Christian to eat sacrificed food. He says, / do not want you to be

associated with demons (1 Cor 10:20). Now, he does not criticize the immola

tion that the patriarchs carried out when they prefigured the blood of the sacri

fice by which Christ redeemed us, but he said, What the gentiles sacrifice, they

sacrifice to demons ( 1 Cor 10:20). Then he added, Ido not wantyou to be associ

ated with demons. For, if the nature of the sacrificed flesh were unclean, it would

certainly contaminate even someone who was unaware of this, nor would it be

less unclean to the extent that it was eaten by someone with less knowledge. But

it is avoided for the sake of conscience so that one might not seem to be associ

ated with demons. I think, however, that people's practice did not admit flesh

from a dead animal for food because the flesh of animals that have not been

killed but that die is diseased and is not suited for the body's health, for whose

sake we take food. Most people understand that the commandment about the

15. See Mt 7:13.

16. See Acts 2:1-4.

17. See Ex 17-31. In Questions on the Heptateuch II, quest. 2 on Exodus, Augustine calculates

the number of days from the sacrifice of the paschal lamb to the day on which the law was

given to Moses: "seventeen days of the first month that remain after the fourteenth; then, all

thirty of the second month, which makes forty-seven, and the third day of the third month,

which is the fiftieth from the solemnity of the sacrifice of the lamb."

18. See Lk 11:20.

19. See above XIX, 16.
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draining of the blood was given as a symbol to the ancients, that is, to Noah after

the flood.20 And we have already shown what this signified.21 And in the Acts of

the Apostles we read that the apostles commanded the gentiles to abstain only

from fornication, from sacrificed food, and from blood, namely, by not eating

any flesh whose blood had not been drained. Others do not understand it in this

way but hold that they were commanded to abstain from blood, that is, that no

one should defile himself by murder.

It would take a long time to discuss this, and it is not necessary. For, even if

the apostles commanded Christians then to abstain from the blood of animals by

not eating the flesh of animals that had been strangled, they seem to me to have

chosen something easy for that time and in no way burdensome for those who

observed it. By this practice the gentiles could also observe something in

common with the Jews by reason of that cornerstone which unites in itself the

two walls,22 and they would at the same time show that, when God commanded

this, the Church of all the nations was prefigured in the ark of Noah and that the

prophecy of these events was already beginning to be fulfilled when the gentiles

came to the faith. But at that time in the past, although those two walls — one

coming from the circumcised, the other from the uncircumcised — were in

harmony in that cornerstone, they still stood out as quite distinct with their own

characteristics. But when the Church of the gentiles became such that no

Israelite was found in it in a fleshly sense, what Christian would observe this

commandment by not touching thrushes or small birds unless their blood was

drained or by not eating a rabbit if it was killed by being struck by hand on the

neck without the shedding of blood? And if perhaps there are still a few who are

afraid to touch these things, they are laughed at by the others. Thus in this matter

that statement of the Truth has hold on the minds of all : It is not what enters your

mouth that defiles you but what comes out ofit (Mt 15:11), where he condemns

the nature of no food that human society accepts but the sins that wickedness

commits.

14. We have already shown at sufficient length, while preserving and also

commending reverence for the scripture, why the deeds of the ancients, which

the foolish and unlearned think are sins — though they are not— were written

down, as well as why the deeds that are really sins were written down.23 When

we earlier resolved these objections, we also already replied in the proper place

concerning the curse upon a man who hangs from a tree and upon one who has

not raised up seed in Israel.24 And in addition we defended with one most solid

argument of the truth, which we have derived from the authority of the scrip

20. See Gn 9:4.6.

21. See above XII, 22.

22. See Eph 2:14-16.

23. See above XXII, 26-50.

24. See above XIV. 2-8.13.
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tures, all those points, whether those that we discussed individually in earlier

parts of this work or those which are similar that Faustus put in this passage, to

which we are replying. We praise, accept, and approve all the things that were

written in those books of the Old Testament as having been written with the

greatest truth and the greatest usefulness for eternal life.

But the things commanded in these books that we do not observe in a bodily

manner we understand were commanded then with full correctness, and we

have learned that they foreshadowed what was to come, and we now recognize

that they have already been fulfilled. And for this reason anyone who did not

then observe the works that they were commanded to accomplish in order to

signify something suffered the penalties that God established with his most just

judgment, just as ifanyone now would dare to violate with sacrilegious temerity

the sacraments of the New Testament, which are different in accord with the

time. Just as at that time righteous men, who did not refuse even to die for those

sacraments, are rightly praised, so now holy martyrs are praised, who have died

for these sacraments. A sick person ought not to criticize medical knowledge if it

prescribes one thing for him today and another tomorrow, while it also forbids

what it had earlier prescribed. For that is the way it is with the healing of his

body. In the same way, the human race from Adam to the end of the world, sick

and wounded as it is, as long as the corruptible body weighs down the soul,25

ought not to criticize the divine medicine if in certain matters it prescribed that

the same thing be observed, while in certain others it earlier prescribed one thing

and later another, especially since God promised that he would prescribe

something else.

15. The comparison that Faustus draws is worthless, namely, that the

Paraclete chose for you what you should believe from the New Testament and

showed you what you should reject because he was prophesied by the New

Testament, just as Christ did with the Old Testament, by which he was likewise

prophesied. Now, he would say this with some semblance of truth if there were

something in the books of the Old Testament that we would say was not

correctly said, not divinely commanded, and not truthfully written. We say none

of these things, but we accept everything, whether the things that we observe so

that we may live correctly or the things that we do not observe but which we

nonetheless see were then commanded and observed as prophecies and are now

fulfilled. Furthermore, just as we see that the Paraclete was promised in those

books, none of which you want to accept, so we see that he was sent in the book

that you are even afraid to mention. For we read with perfect clarity that the Holy

Spirit, who also by his work revealed who he was, was sent on the day of Pente

cost. For those who first received him spoke with every language; thus, by this

miracle, he also promised that the Church, which would most truly proclaim him

25. See Wis 9:15.
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along with the Father and the Son, would exist in every language, that is, in

every nation.

16. Say, then, why you do not accept everything from the books of the New

Testament. Is it because they are not the books of Christ's apostles, or is it

because Christ's apostles taught something incorrect? You reply, "It is because

they are not the books of Christ's apostles. For that other answer is the answer of

pagans, who say that Christ's apostles taught something incorrect." What, then,

do you say? How do you show that the apostles did not give us those scriptures?

You reply, "Because they contain many contradictions among various books

and within individual books." That is absolutely false. You do not understand

them. For we have shown that whatever Faustus produced that seemed false to

you was not false. And we shall teach you that whatever you produce as false is

not false. But who would tolerate a reader or listener who would dare to blame a

writing of such authority rather than the vice of his own slowness? Or do you say

that the Paraclete taught you that those writings are not the apostles' but were

written by other people under the names of the apostles? Prove, at least, that he is

the very Paraclete from whom you learned that these writings are not the apos

tles'. Or will you say, "Christ promised and sent him"? We answer you, "Christ

certainly did not promise and send him." And we at the same time show when he

sent the one whom he promised. Prove, then, that Christ sent that other one. On

what basis do you maintain that he is the person of your founder or rather of your

deceiver? You reply that you prove it from the gospel. From what gospel? The

one that you do not accept in its entirely, the one that you say was falsified. Who,

then, first says that his witness has been corrupted with falsity and then calls him

to testify? For, if we believe the gospel about what you want and do not believe it

about what you do not want, we now believe not the gospel but you. If, however,

we were willing to believe you, we would not require a witness of you. Finally,

the Paraclete was promised in the following words: He will lead you into all

truth (Jn 1 6: 1 3). How will he, who teaches you that Christ is a liar, lead you into

the truth?

In addition, suppose that you demonstrated that everything that you read in

the gospel about the promise of the Paraclete was such that it could never be

understood except of your Mani, just as we show that there are things said about

Christ in the prophets that could never apply to someone else. Yet, since you

produce these proofs from the books that you say were falsified, we would say

that this very point was falsified and that your predecessors, who corrupted the

books, inserted in them what you read in them as written about Mani in such a

way that we could not understand it of someone else. Tell me, what would you

do but shout out that you could never falsify those books, which were already in

the hands of all Christians? But, as soon as you began to do this, you would be

refuted by the truth of the oldest copies. For no one could corrupt the scriptures

for the same reason that you could not corrupt them. For whoever would dare to
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do this first would be refuted by a comparison with many older manuscripts,

especially since the scripture is not contained in one but in many languages.

After all, even now some errors of some volumes are corrected either from older

copies or from an earlier language. Thus, then, you are either forced to admit that

those books are correct, and they will immediately destroy your heresy, or, if

you say that they are falsified, you cannot maintain your Paraclete by their

authority, and you have destroyed your heresy.

17. In addition, those things were said in the promise of the Paraclete so that

they would completely exclude Mani, who came so many years later, from this

hypothesis. For, because the Holy Spirit was going to come immediately after

the resurrection and ascension of the Lord, John said. For the Spirit had not yet

been given, because Jesus had not yet been glorified (Jn 7:39). If, then, the

reason why he was not given was that Jesus had not yet been glorified, there was

undoubtedly reason for him to be given as soon as Jesus had been glorified.

Now, the Cataphrygians26 said that they received the Paraclete, who had been

promised, and for this reason they turned away from the Catholic faith, trying to

forbid what Paul had permitted and to condemn second marriages, which he had

allowed. They laid their snares under the words that scripture said of the

Paraclete, He will lead you into all truth. That is, Paul and the other apostles did

not teach all the truth and left a place for the Paraclete of the Cataphrygians.

They also twisted to this end the words of Paul: For we know in part and we

prophesy in part, but when what is perfect comes, what is partial will be done

away with ( 1 Cor 13:9-1 0). Thus, for example, the apostle said, Let him do what

he wants; he does not sin ifhe marries ( 1 Cor 7:36), because he knew and proph

esied in part. And for this reason the perfection brought by the Paraclete of

Phrygia has done away with it. When it was said to them that they were

condemned by the authority of the Church, which was promised so long before

and has spread throughout the world, they replied to this that what was said

about the Paraclete had been fulfilled in them, namely, that the world cannot

receive him (Jn 14:17). Is this not what you usually claim, namely, that the

passages. He will lead you into all truth, and, When what is perfect comes, what

is partial will be done away with, and, The world cannot receive him, were

predictions concerning your Mani? And, finally, what heresy could arise under

the Paraclete's name that would not dare to apply to itself all these texts with

some semblance of the truth? Is there any heresy that would not call itself the

truth and would not also, the prouder it was, call itself the more perfect truth, so

that it would also promise to lead people into all truth and try to do away with the

teaching of the apostles opposed to its error, as though what is perfect had come

through it? And, since the Church holds what the apostle vigorously taught,

26. See Heresies 26. The Cataphrygians were founded by Montanus in Phrygia in the second

century. Montanus. like Mani. claimed to be the Paraclete.
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namely, If anyone preaches another gospel to you apartfrom what you have

received, let him be anathema (Gal 1:9), when the whole world begins to

condemn a heresy because it preaches another gospel, it immediately says,

"This is what the words of scripture mean: The world cannot receive him

(Jn 14:17)."

18. How, then, will you be able to prove what is asked of you, namely, that he

from whom you learned that the apostles did not write the gospels is the Paraclete?

For we also prove that only the Holy Spirit, who came as soon as Jesus was glori

fied, is the Paraclete. For he had notyet been given, because Jesus had notyet been

glorified. We also prove that he leads us into all truth because one does not enter

into truth except through love. But the love of God has been poured out in our

hearts, the apostle says, by the Holy Spirit, who has been given to us (Rom 5:5).

We also teach that Paul said When what is perfect comes only about that perfection

which will exist when we attain eternal life. For, after he said this, he said, Now we

see through a glass and in an enigma, but then we shall seeface toface (1 Cor

13:12). Here, at least if you do not want to be clearly insane, you will admit that

you do not see God face to face. That which is perfect, therefore, has not come to

you. For in this way the apostle explained quite well what he thought on this

matter. And this will not be the case for the saints except when there has come

about what John says, We are children ofGod, and it has notyet appeared what we

shall be, but we know that, when he appears, we shall be like him, because we shall

see him as he is (I Jn 3:2), when the Holy Spirit, whose pledge we have already

received, will lead us into all the truth. But the words, The world cannot receive

him, were said about those who are usually called in the scriptures lovers of the

world or impious or fleshly. Of these the apostle says, The animal man does not

perceive what pertains to the Spirit ofGod (I Cor 2: 14). These people are said to

belong to this world because they cannot know that there is anything more than

these bodies, which they have become aware of in the world, just as you do not

know anything more. For, because you admire the light of the sun and the moon,

you have imagined everything divine to be of this sort, under the inspiration of that

charlatan whom you, who are both deceived and deceivers, call the Paraclete.

Hence, since you are unable to show how he is the Paraclete, there is no way in

which you can prove by some very solid authority that you have found out that

these gospels, from which you do not want to accept everything, were not written

by Christ's apostles. It remains for you to say that you have found this out by

reason, because there are the sort of things in them that detract from the glory of

Christ— because, for example, they report that he was born ofa virgin, that he was

circumcised, that sacrifice was offered for him, that he was baptized, and that he

was tempted by the devil.

19. With the exception of these events and the testimonies from the Old

Testament that have been inserted into those writings, you admit that you accept

the rest in accord with the words of Faustus, "especially his mystical crucifixion
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by which there are shown to" your "own soul the wounds of his Passion." Then

he adds, "his salutary commandments, the parables, and all the godly words

which, especially in presenting the distinction of the two natures, are undoubt

edly his."27 You see, therefore, that you act in such a way as to remove all

authority from the heart of the scriptures and to make each person his own

authority for what he approves or disapproves of in any scripture. That is, each

person is not subject to the authority ofthe scriptures for his faith but subjects the

scriptures to himself, with the result not that something is pleasing to him

because he finds it written in their lofty authority but that it seems correctly

written because it has pleased him. To what do you entrust yourself, you

wretched soul, who are weak and wrapped in fleshly clouds? To what do you

entrust yourself? Remove authority, then. Show us. Remove authority. Give us

a reason. Does your reason not lead you to the point that, unless you believe that

the nature of God can be violated and corrupted, that long myth of yours cannot

find an end to its drama?

Finally, how do you know that there are eight earths and ten heavens, that

Atlas bears the world, that the Splendorous One hangs it, and many other such

things? How do you know these things? "Obviously," you say, "Mani taught

me." But, unhappily, you believed him. For you did not see these things. You

made yourself subject to a little-known and utterly insane authority for the thou

sands of mythical phantasms by which you are disgracefully weighed down, so

that you might believe all these things, because they were written down in the

books that in your miserable error you judged you should believe, though

nothing was proven to you. Why, then, do you not rather make yourself subject

to the authority of the gospel, which is so well-founded, so strong, so renowned

in glory, and handed down from the times of the apostles up to our present times

through most certain successions of bishops? In that way you would believe,

live, and learn that all those things that offend you offend you because of that

vain and perverse opinion. You would learn instead that it is true that the immu

table nature of God assumed something of a mortal creature and that, while

existing in it mutably, he truly, not falsely, does and suffers whatever it was

fitting that the same creature does and suffers for the salvation of the human

race, from which that creature was taken, rather than believing that the nature of

God can be violated and corrupted and, after having been defiled and over

whelmed, cannot be wholly set free and purified but is condemned to eternal

punishment in that sphere of darkness by the supreme necessity of God.

20. But, you say, I believed what Mani did not show me because he clearly

showed me the two natures, that is, of good and of evil, in this very world. This,

you poor fellow, is the source of your deception. For, as in the gospels, so in

this world, you were unable to think of any evil except that which offended your

27. See above 7.
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fleshly senses, such as a snake, fire, poison, and the like, or ofany good except that

which delighted those same fleshly senses of yours with some pleasure, such as a

pleasant taste, a lovely scent, the appearance of this light, and whatever else was

likewise attractive to your ears, eyes, nose, or palate. But, in order to attribute it to

God as its author, you should first look at the whole of creation as if you were

reading a kind of large book of the nature of reality. And in that way, if something

in it offended you, you would more safely believe that the reason for it could

escape you, inasmuch as you are a human being, rather than dare to criticize

anything in the works of God. And you would never fall into the sacrilegious

nonsense and blasphemous fictions whereby, because you do not understand

where evil comes from, you try to fill God with all evils.

2 1 . If you ask us here how we know that these writings are by the apostles, we

shall briefly answer you that we know this in the same way that you know that

those writings are by Mani which you in your wretchedness prefer to their

authority. For, if anyone questions you about this and causes you some annoy

ance when speaking against you, by saying that the books of Mani that you

produce were not written by him, what will you do? Will you not rather laugh at

the madness of the man who utters these impudent words against a fact

confirmed by so great a series of connecting links? It is certain that those are

Mani's books, and he should be utterly mocked who, born so long after, comes

out of the blue and contradicts it for you. In the same way it is certain that Mani

or the Manicheans should be mocked or even mourned over when they dare to

say something of the sort against an authority that is so well founded and that has

been preserved and maintained from the times of the apostles down to these

times by their true successors.

22. And so we need to compare the authority of Mani to the authority of the

apostles. For it is as certain that these are the writings of the apostles as it is that

those are his. But who would compare Mani with the apostles except someone

who separates himself from Christ, who sent the apostles? Or who ever found in

the words of Christ two natures contrary to each other and coming from their

own principles, except someone who does not know the words of Christ? The

apostles, therefore, as disciples of the truth, proclaim the birth of Christ and his

true suffering. But Mani boasts that he leads people into all truth, and he wants to

lead them to a Christ of the sort whose suffering he declares a falsehood. They

proclaim a Christ who was circumcised in the flesh that he received from the

seed of Abraham; he proclaims that he was cut off by the nation of darkness in

his own nature. They proclaim a sacrifice that was offered for the infant flesh of

Christ, such as was then piously done; he proclaims a member not of the flesh

but of the very substance ofGod that was handed over to the nature of the enemy

nation to be immolated to all the demons. They proclaim a Christ who was

baptized in the Jordan in order to give us an example; he proclaims a God who

was himself submerged in the contamination of darkness and did not wholly
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emerge, and that whatever of him cannot be purified will be punished with

eternal damnation. They proclaim the flesh ofChrist tempted by the leader ofthe

demons; he proclaims a part of God held captive by the nation of demons. And

they proclaim that it was tempted in order to teach us to resist the tempter; he

proclaims that it was held captive so that it could not be restored to the Father,

not even when the Father is victorious. Finally, Mani proclaims another gospel

from the teaching ofdemons so that he may appear more eminent, but the apos

tles tell us from the teaching of Christ that whoever preaches another gospel is

anathema.28

28. See Gal 1:8-9.
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1 . Faustus said: It is written in the gospel: Many will comefrom the east and

from the west and recline with Abraham and Isaac andJacob in the kingdom of

heaven (Mt 8: 1 1 ). Why, then, do you not accept the patriarchs?

Far be it from us to begrudge it to any mortal that God would look upon him

in his mercy and ever bring him back to salvation from perdition. But we of

course attribute this to the clemency of him who showed mercy, not to the merit

ofone whose life you cannot deny was evil. And for this reason, if this testimony

of Christ about them that you bring forth is certain, although the fathers of the

Jews— that is, Abraham and Isaac and Jacob— were themselves most wicked,

as Moses, their descendant, or whoever is the creator of the history called

Genesis indicates, which describes their lives for us as most deserving of hatred

and detestation, they themselves may nonetheless be in the kingdom of heaven.

They may be in the place that they never believed in and never hoped for, as is

clearly seen from their books. Yet it must be granted, as you also admit, that they

were delivered by Christ our Lord after a long time from the awful and penal

prison of hell, where their merits confined them, that is, they were able to attain

this by his mystical suffering, if they did attain what scripture said of them. Nor

would anyone begrudge this to the thief or be able to be so inhumane as to be

displeased at this act of great kindness, that our Lord also delivered a certain

thief from the cross and said that he would be with him on the same day in his

Father's paradise.1 But we shall not say, nonetheless, that the lives and conduct

of thieves ought to meet with our approval because Jesus granted forgiveness to

the thief or because he forgave the mistakes of publicans and prostitutes and said

that they would also enter the kingdom of heaven before those who acted

proudly.2 For he absolved a certain woman caught in injustice and adultery,

whom the Jews accused, and commanded her to cease from sinning.3 Hence, if

he did something of the sort with respect to Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, we

are thankful to him. It is right that he who makes his sun rise over the good and

the evil and sends rain upon the just and the unjust4 should act in such a way

toward souls.

But this one point in your position is still troublesome to me, namely, why

you hold this idea only about the fathers of the Jews and not also about the other

patriarchs of the gentiles, who at times felt this grace of our deliverer, especially

since it is clear that the Christian Church is composed more of their children than

1. See Lk 23:43.

2. See Mt 21:31.

3. See Jn 8:3-1 1.
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4. See Mt 5:55.
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of the seed of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. But you of course say that the gentiles

worshiped idols, while the Jews worshiped the omnipotent God, and for this

reason Jesus was concerned only about them. Did the worship of the omnipotent

God thus thrust them into hell and require the help of the Son, who worshiped

the Father? But that is your concern. Let us, I say, agree to this extent— that they

were brought back to heaven not because they merited this but because the clem

ency of God conquered the power of sins.

2. Yet the very difference between the writers makes us dubious and uncer

tain about whether Christ said this. For, the two evangelists, Matthew and Luke,

both tell the story of a certain centurion whose servant was ill and on whose

account Jesus was thought to have said this, namely, that he had not found as

great a faith in Israel as he found in that man, though he was a gentile and a

pagan.5 For the centurion said that he was not worthy that Jesus should enter

under his roof, and he only asked that he give a verbal order and his servant

would be healed. But only Matthew adds that Jesus went on to say: Truly, I say to

you that many will comefrom the east andfrom the west and will recline with

Abraham and Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom ofheaven, but they will send the

children of the kingdom into outer darkness (Mt 8:11-12). He signified, of

course, that the many who would come were pagans, on account of the centu

rion, who was himself a gentile, in whom, nonetheless, he had found great faith.

But he called the Jews the children of the kingdom, in whom he had found no

faith.

Though Luke also thought that he should put this into his gospel as some

thing necessary and memorable among the miracles of Christ, yet he makes no

mention there of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob. But if someone says that he

passed it over because what Matthew said was sufficient, why then does he

mention that deed concerning the centurion and his servant, which Matthew's

diligence had conveyed to us just as well? This is an interpolation. For, with

regard to the request for Jesus to come, Matthew says that the centurion himself

came to ask him for a cure, but Luke says that he himself did not come but sent

the elders of the Jews to Jesus, lest, as a gentile, he be spurned by Jesus. For they

recognized that Jesus was clearly a Jew. Hence, they went to persuade Jesus,

saying that he was worthy of being granted this favor because he loved their

nation and had himself built a synagogue for them, as though it were a matter of

concern to the Son ofGod if the Jews deserved to have their synagogue built by a

pagan centurion. And Luke did not entirely pass over this saying, I suspect,

because he thought that it might be true. But he nonetheless changes its location

and applies it to a certain situation that is quite different, that is, where Jesus says

to his disciples, Strive to enter by the narrow gate. For many will come seeking

to enter, and they shall not be able. But when, he says, the head ofthefamily has

5. See Mt 8:5-13; Lk 7: 1-10.
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entered and closed the door, you will begin to stand outside and knock, saying,

Lord, open for us. And in reply he will say, I do not know you. Then you will

begin to say, We ate and drank in your presence, and you taught in our streets

and synagogues. And he will say to you, I do not know where you come from;

depart from me, all you workers of iniquity. Then there will be weeping and

gnashing ofteeth when you see that Abraham and Isaac and Jacob and all the

prophets are entering the kingdom ofGod but that you are being cast out. And

they will come from the east, the west, the north, and the south, and they will

recline in the kingdom of God. (Lk 13:24-29)

Matthew too did not leave out this point that many will be excluded from the

kingdom of God, namely, those who have borne the name of Christ but did not

do his works, but he made no mention at all of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob.6

Likewise, Luke also wrote about the centurion and his servant, but neither does

he bear any witness whatsoever concerning Abraham and Isaac and Jacob.

Hence, because it cannot be established with certitude where this was said,

nothing prevents us from believing that it was not said.

3. It is not without merit that we never listen to such passages from the scrip

tures, which are so discordant and different, without exercising judgment and

using our reason. Rather, considering them all and comparing them with one

another, we weigh whether or not Christ could have said any of them. For many

things that bear his name but do not agree with his faith have been inserted into

our Lord's sayings by your predecessors, especially since, as we have already

proven frequently, neither he nor his apostles wrote these writings. Rather, long

after their death some semi-Jews or other, who did not agree with one another,

compiled them from rumors and opinions. And they imposed on them the names

of the Lord's apostles and of those who were thought to have followed the apos

tles, and with their lies they claimed that they wrote their own errors and lies in

accord with their inspiration. But that is your concern. For the time being I

would not, as I say, quarrel with you too much over this passage, since what I

stated earlier and what you are not allowed to deny is enough of a defense for

me, namely, that before the coming of our Lord all the patriarchs and prophets of

Israel lay in the darkness of hell in accord with their merits. If they were ever set

free from there by Christ and brought back to the light, what does that have to do

with the odiousness of their life? For we hate and reject not what they were,

namely, human beings, but the sort ofhuman beings they were, that is, evil ones,

nor do we hate what they now are, that is, purified, but what they once were, that

is, impure. And for this reason, however you want to interpret it, this passage

presents no obstacle to us, since, if it is authentic, it commends to us Christ's

mercy and goodness, and, if it is an interpolation, the crime belongs to its

authors. Either way we are safe, as always.

6. See Mt 7:21.
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A. Augustine replied: How are you safe, you wretch? How are you safe, you

who say that you hate the impure patriarchs and still bewail your impure God?

At least you granted that, after the coming of Christ, those patriarchs were

offered purification and given a blessed repose. But, even after the coming ofthe

savior, your God still lies in darkness, is still submerged in all sorts of shameful-

ness, is still tossed about amid every kind of impurity. Thus not only was the life

of those persons better than your God, but even their death itself was happier. In

what abodes those righteous persons dwelt who left this life before Christ came

in the flesh and whether the suffering of Christ also improved the state of those

who not only believed in him who was to come, suffer, and rise, but also foretold

this, as it had to be foretold, is something that needs to be searched out in the holy

scriptures, if it can in any way be searched out and clarified. And on this we

should not follow the rash opinions ofjust any persons nor the perversities of so

detestable a heresy of those who wander very far from the truth.

In vain does Faustus indirectly promise himself that after this life something

can be given to a person that he has not in this life merited to have given him. It is

good for you to abandon this error, while you are living this life, and to acknow

ledge and to hold the truth of the Catholic faith. Otherwise, what the unjust man

promises himself will be far otherwise when what God threatened for the unjust

begins to be realized.

5. Concerning the life of the patriarchs, however, I have replied at length to

this slanderous man as much as I thought sufficient.7 The Lord bore witness in

favor of those men, who were certainly not corrected in death or justified after

his Passion. He bore witness to them when he taught the Jews that, if they were

the children of Abraham, they would do the works of Abraham,8 that the same

Abraham desired to see his day and rejoiced when he saw it,9 and that the angels

carried that suffering poor man, who was despised by the proud rich man, into

Abraham's bosom,10 that is, into the great and hidden recess of an indescribable

peaceful happiness.

What shall I say of the apostle Paul? Does he perhaps praise Abraham as a

man who was made righteous after death because he believed God before he was

circumcised and it was credited to him as righteousness?1 1 He considered this so

important that he says that we who were not propagated from his flesh became

Abraham's children for no other reason than that we followed his footsteps in

faith.

7. See above XXII.

8. See Jn 8:39-40.

9. See Jn 8:56.

10. See Lk 16:23.

11. See Rom 4:3.
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6. But what shall I do with you? Sinfulness has made you so deaf to the testi

monies of the scriptures that you dare to say that whatever is brought forth

from them against you was not said by the apostle but was written by some

interpolator or other under his name. The doctrine ofdemons, which you preach,

is clearly so far removed from Christian doctrine that you are in no way able to

defend it under the name of Christian doctrine, unless you say that the writings

of the apostles have been falsified. O you unhappy enemies of your own soul!

What writings will ever have any weight of authority if those of the gospels, if

those of the apostles, will not? About what book will it be certain who its author

is, if it is uncertain whether the writings that the Church, which was propagated

by the apostles and has been known throughout all the nations by reason of its

great eminence, says and holds are the writings of the apostles are really the

writings of the apostles? And will it be certain that the apostles wrote the writ

ings that heretics produce, which are opposed to this Church and are named after

their authors, who existed so long after the apostles?

But even in worldly writings there were well-known authors under whose

names many works were produced later, and they were repudiated either

because they did not agree with the writings that were certainly theirs or

because, at the time when those authors wrote, these writings did not merit to be

recognized and to be handed on and commended to posterity by them or their

friends. Not to mention others, were not certain books that were produced under

the name of Hippocrates, the highly renowned physician, rejected as authorita

tive by physicians? Nor did a certain similarity of topics and language offer

them any help. For, compared to the books that it was clear were really Hippoc

rates' books, they were judged inferior, and they were not known at the same

time at which the rest of his writings were recognized as truly his. But how is it

proven that these books are really his when, compared to them, the books

brought forth out of the blue are rejected? How is it proven so that, if anyone

rejects this, he is not even refuted but laughed at, except because a series of

physicians, from the time of Hippocrates down to the present time and there

after, has commended them, so that to have any doubt about them is the mark of

a madman? How do people know that the books of Plato, Aristotle, Varro,

Cicero, and other such authors are their works except by the same unbroken

testimony of the ages following one upon another?

Many authors have written extensively on the Church's writings, not, of

course, with canonical authority but with some desire to be helpful or to learn.

How is it determined who wrote what except by the fact that, in the times in

which each author wrote them, he made them known and published them for

those for whom he could, and from them they were passed on to future genera

tions, one after another, with unbroken knowledge that was quite widely

accepted, down to our times, so that, when asked whose book is whose, we do

not hesitate what we ought to reply? But why should 1 go far into the past? Look,
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if, at some point after our own life' s span, anyone denies concerning the writings

that we have in our hands either that those are Faustus' or that these are mine,

how is he proven wrong except because those people who now know them also

pass their knowledge on to those far in the future by the unbroken succession of

future generations? Since that is the case, who, then, is blinded by such great

madness — unless he has been corrupted by agreeing with the wickedness and

fallacies of lying demons— as to say that the Church of the apostles, so faithful

and so numerous a harmony of brothers, could not have merited faithfully to

transmit their writings to future generations, though the sees ofthe apostles have

been preserved down to the present bishops in an utterly certain line of succes

sion, especially since this is so much the case with any people's writings,

whether outside the Church or even in the Church?

7. But their writings, Faustus says, are found to contradict one another. As

malicious people, you read with a malicious intention; as fools, you do not

understand; as blind men, you do not see. After all, what great problem did it

pose to look at them carefully and to discover the great and salutary harmony of

the same authors, if contentiousness had not perverted you and if piety had

helped you? For who has ever read two historians writing about one incident and

thought that both of them or one ofthem is either deceiving or is deceived, if one

of them said what the other omitted or if one of them briefly summed up some

thing, only preserving the same idea whole and entire, while the other spelled

out everything, piece by piece, so that he made known not only what happened

but also how it happened? In the same way Faustus wanted to undermine the

truth of the gospels because Matthew said something that Luke passed over

when he narrated the same event, as if Luke were denying that Christ said what

Matthew wrote that he said. There was never any question about this at all, nor

can this objection be raised except by people who are complete fools and

unwilling or unable to consider any of these points.

That question is, of course, often asked among believers and raised as an

objection by unbelievers, but only by those who are either only slightly educated

or excessively contentious, provided that they do not come to their senses when

admonished. For Matthew said, The centurion approached him, asking him and

saying (Mt 8:5), but Luke said that the centurion sent the elders of the Jews to

him to ask that he heal his servant who was ill, and, when Jesus approached the

house, the centurion sent others by means of whom he said that he was not

worthy that Jesus should enter his house.12 How, then, did the centurion,

according to Matthew, approach him, asking and saying, My servant lies para

lyzed in my home and is tormented terribly (Mt 8:5-6)? We understand, there

fore, that Matthew expressed this true and complete idea in a few words, saying

that the centurion approached Jesus but not saying whether he approached him

12. See Lk 7:2-7.
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in person or by means of others and not expressing whether what he said to Jesus

about his servant he said to him in person or by means of others.

What follows then? Is ordinary human speech not filled with such expres

sions when we often say that someone approached a person for something,

though we do not say that he got to him? Do we not very frequently say that even

getting to someone, to which it does not seem that anything further can be added,

is accomplished by means of others? For we often say, "He pursued his case; he

got to the judge," or, "He got to that man or to someone having that power,"

though one generally does this by means of friends without in fact seeing the

person whom one is said to have got to? For this reason such persons who by the

art of lobbying somehow approach the unapproachable minds of the powerful,

whether in person or by means of others, are commonly said to have got to them.

What follows, then? When we read, do we forget how we are accustomed to

speak? Or was God's scripture going to speak with us in another manner than

what we are accustomed to? This is what I would reply to the stubborn and

turbulent about the common practice of speaking.

8. But let those who do not ask in a quarrelsome way, but in a peaceful and

believing way, approach Christ not by the flesh but by the heart, not by bodily

presence but by the power of faith, like that centurion. Then they will see better

what Matthew said. For the psalm says to such people, Approach him and be

enlightened, andyourfaces shall not be ashamed (Ps 34:6). For this reason that

centurion, whose faith he praised so much, approached Christ more closely than

those by means of whom he sent his words.

The words of the Lord, Someone touched me (Lk 8:46), are like this. He said

them when the woman who suffered from bleeding touched the hem of his

garment and was healed. For the disciples thought it surprising that he said, Who

touched me? (Lk 8:45) and, Someone touched me, since the crowd was pressing

in on him. Then they answered him, The crowds are pressing in on you and you

ask, Who touched me? (Lk 8:45) Just as they were pressing in on him, but she

touched him, so those servants were sent to Christ, but the centurion approached

him more closely. In that way Matthew preserved a form of speech that was not

completely unfamiliar and conveyed a mystery. But Luke showed how the

action was done by not forcing us to notice how Matthew had expressed that

point.

I certainly wish that one of these foolish Manicheans, who slanderously raise

such petty questions as objections to the gospel — as if they were important —

would himself narrate the same event twice, not falsely and not deceptively, but

absolutely intending to convey and explain it, and I wish that his words would be

taken down in writing and would be read back to him. Then we would see

whether he would not say something more or less or in a different order not only

of words but of events, or whether he would not add an opinion of his own, as

though someone else were saying something that he did not hear him say but that
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he clearly knew that he wanted to say and had in mind. Then we would see

whether he would not briefly sum up the truth of some idea, after he had previ

ously stated explicitly the individual parts of it. These and other points could

perhaps be summed up in rules about how it happens that, either in two persons'

individual accounts or in one person's two accounts of the same event, we find

many diverse aspects of the same event, but none that are opposed, and many

different points, but none that are contradictory. In that way there are solved all

the problems by which these wretched Manicheans strangle themselves by

holding the breath of their error within themselves and admitting no breath of

salvation from the outside.

9. Hence, after having refuted all the slanders of Faustus, at least of these

Chapters of his, to which I have replied sufficiently and at length, in my opinion,

as much as the Lord deigned to help me, I briefly warn you who are caught up in

so wicked and detestable an error that, if you want to follow the authority of the

scriptures, which is to be preferred to all the others, you should follow the

authority that has come down to these times from the time of Christ's presence,

that has been preserved, handed on, and glorified in the whole world through the

ministries of the apostles and through the certain successions of bishops in their

sees. For in them you will see that even the obscure parts of the Old Testament

are revealed and its predictions fulfilled. But, if what moves you is some sort of

rational argument, you should first consider who you are and how unfit you are

to grasp the nature I shall not say of God but ofyour own soul, to grasp it, I mean,

as you say that you want or wanted to, by a fully certain reasoning, not by an

utterly foolish credulity. Since you will not be able to do this — for, as long as

you are such people, you will in no way be able to — at least believe that idea,

which is naturally implanted in every human mind, at least if it is not disturbed

by the wickedness of a perverse opinion, namely, that the nature and substance

of God is utterly immutable, utterly incorruptible, and you will immediately no

longer be Manicheans, so that sometime you might also be able to be Catholics.

Amen.
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Roman numerals refer to books;

Arabic numerals refer to sections of books.

Abel, XII:9-13;XXII:17

Abimelech. XXII:33, 38

aborted fetuses, Vl:8; XXI: 12

Abraham, XXII:82

See also patriarchs

God's promise to, XII:6; XV: 1 1

and Hagar, XXII:25, 82

and Isaac, XII:38; XXII:73

and Sarah, XXII:5, 30-40

two wives of, XXII:5 1

In your descendant all the nations ofthe

earth will be blessed XII:6, 41

abstinence, dietary. See dietary beliefs and

practices

abstinence, sexual. See continence

Acts of the Apostles, XIX:3 1 ; XXXII: 15

Adam, XXII:4

birth and death of, XXVI:7; XXVIII:2

commandment given to, XXII :4, 14

and Eve, XII: 38

sin of, XXII:78; XXIV:2

Adimantus, 1:2; VI:6; XVI:6, 30-31

Adonai, XV:9

adoption, 1II:3; XXII:32

children of God, II1:3

Joseph, two fathers of. Revisions II, 7

(34): 2; II1:3

Adullamites, XXII:85-86

adultery, XV:7; XIX:3, 21, 23; XXII:2

Africans, XIII:2

Africanus, Revisions II, 7 (34): 2

agapes, XX:20

air, II:3

alien gods, XV:4

See also idolatry; individual names

of Manicheans, XV:6

allegorical interpretation of Old Testament,

XXII:88, 94-96

See also specific people, topics, and

events; symbolism

altars. See sacrifices

Amalek, XXII:92

amen, XV:9

ancestors of Christ. See genealogies of Jesus

Andrew, XII:4; XIV: 1 ; XVII: I ; XXX:4

angels, XVI:20

as forbidding own adoration, XX:21

Jacob wrestling, XII:26

and light, XXII: 10

as not born, XXIX: 1

as seen by humans, XXIX: 1

Seraphim, XII:48

stairway from earth to heaven, XII: 26

successor of Moses as, XVI: 1 9

anger. XIX:3, 20, 28

and murder, XIX: 3

Old Testament God and, XXII: 14

animals

See also dietary beliefs and practices;

meat; specific animals

killing, Manichean beliefs regarding, VI:5

in nation of darkness, XXI: 10-13

Noah and the ark, XII: 14-24

animal sacrifice, VI: 1 ; XVIII:6

toidols.XXXI:2;XXXH:13

anointing with oil, XVI:23

Apocalypse, XX:21

apocryphal books, XI:2; XXII:79

apostles

See also disciples; Paul; individual names

authority of, XXXII:22; XXXIII:6

Mani describing himself as, XIII:4
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martyrdom of. XXII:76

truth, as teachers of, XXXII:22

twelve, XXII:63

arguments. XXVIII:2, 5

Aristotle. XXXIII:6

the ark, XII: 14-24, 38-39

ark of the covenant, XV:4

ass, XII:42; XV:6

ox and, Vl:9

astronomy, II:5

Atlas, XV:6; XX:9, 12; XXXH:19

Augustine:

as former Manichean Hearer, XV:7

other writings of (see specific titles)

Augustus, Octavius, XVIII:5

authority:

of apostles. XXXII:22; XXX1II:6

of the Catholic Church, XXI:3

ofgospel,XXVI:ll, 14;XXVII:2;

XXXII: 19-22

legitimate, XXII:74-75

of Old Testament, VIII:2 (see also Old

Testament)

of scriptures, XX:3; XXI:2, 4-6;

XXXII: 1 9-22; XXXIII:9

Babylon, X1I:36; XX:21

baldness, VI:9; XII:35

baptism, XII: 1 9; XXII:93

ofJesus.XIX:14;XXIII:5-7

and salvation, XI:7-8

Barnabas, XX:21

Bathsheba. XXII:87

beatitudes, V:3, 7

beauty, XX1:6

See also Rachel: Sarah

of Manichean gods and goddesses, XV:7;

XX:6

belching, of Manichean Elect, II:5; V 1:4; V: 10

believers. See Christians

Bema (Manichean feast), XVIII:5

Bible. See scriptures

Bilhah, XXII:54, 82

birds, XVI:6; XXI: 11

See also animals; specific birds

birth, Manichean beliefs regarding, XXIV: 1;

XXX:6

two births, XXIV: 1-2

birth of Jesus, XVI: 15; XXIII: 10: XXVI: 1, 7

See also genealogies of Jesus

and divinity, question of, XXVIII: 1

and magic, XXIX: 1-4

Manichean rejection of, II-III; V; VII; XI;

XXIII; XXVI-XXIX; XXVIII:2;

XXXII:7, 22

and suffering, XXVII: 1-2; XXIX: 1-2

births, regulation of (Manichean), XV:7;

XXII:30

See also procreation

bishops: succession of, XI:2, 5

black, XXI: 11

body, bodies

See also resurrection of the body

all members of, God as making, XXI:8

bodily phantasms, V: 1 1 ; XXIII: 1 0

death of body vs. soul, XIV: 1 2

harmony of, God as source of, XXI:6

Manichean belief in Hyle as fashioner of

bodies (see Hyle)

senses of the flesh, XXXII:20

and soul or spirit, XXII:27; XXIV:2

bread, XV:7

See also dietary beliefs and practices

consecrated, XX: 1 3

living bread, Christ as, XII:29

manna, XII:29

unleavened, Vl:9; XXXII: 11

brightness. See light

brother:

"his brother's keeper," XII: 10

taking wife of deceased brother,

XXXII: 10

Caesar, Julius, XVIII:5

Caiaphas, XVI:23; XXII:83

Cain,XII:9-13

Calvary, XII:9

Canaan (land of), IV: 1 ; X: 1 ; XV:4

Canaan (son of Ham), Revisions II, 7 (34): 3;

XII:23-24

canonical scriptures, XIX:31

of Old and New Testaments, XXI:5

truth of, XXI:2, 5-6; XXIII:9

vs. non-canonical writings, XX1II:9

Cataphrygians, XXXII: 17

Catholic Church, Catholics, XIII: 15, XVIII:7

See also Christianity; Church; specific

topics, e.g., faith; Old Testament

authority of. XX1:3

called "semi-Christians" by Faustus, 1:2-3

Mani as leading astray, XV:3-4

and scripture, XXVI:3

Catholic beliefs and teachings

See under specific topics, e.g., dietary

beliefs and practices; Jesus Christ: as

human and divine

celibacy. See continence; virginity

centaur, XV: 1,9

the centurion, XXII: 13, 74; XXXIlI:7-8

Ceres. XX: 13

Chapters (Faustus), XXXIII:9

chastity. See continence; virginity

children

See also parents; procreation

of the Catholic Church (the true spouse of

Christ), XV:3

of God by adoption, II1:3

procreation of, XXX:6

property and, X:l

choice, free, II:5; XXII:22. 28. 78
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Chosen (Elect), Manichean. See Elect

Christ

See also Jesus Christ; specific topics

the title, XII:44; XIII:2, 4

Christianity, Christians

See also Catholics; specific topics

converts from Judaism, XIII: 1

converts from paganism, XIII: 1-1 7

early, XIX: 17

"pseudo-Christians," I:3

"semi-Christians," 1:2-3

spread of, II1:2; XII: 15; XIII:3, 7;

XV1:21,27

Church

See Catholic Church; Christianity

chastity of, preserving, XV:4

Christ's love for, XXI:7

good and bad people in, XII: IS

tolerating sinners in, XIII: 16

as true spouse of Christ, XV:3, 8-1 1

unity, XV:4

Cicero, XXXIII:6

circumcision, VI: 1-3; XVI:29; XVIII:2;

XIX:6;XXV:l-2

All things are cleanfor the clean, XXV:2

Catholics and, XXXII:3

Christians and, XIX:9

Galatians reverting to, VIII: 1

of Jesus, Manichean rejection of,

XXXII:7

Moses as teaching, XVI:6, 28

as prophecy about Christ, XVI:29

of Timothy, XIX: 17

civil law, XXXII: 1

clean: All things are cleanfor the clean, VI:6;

XXV:2; XXXI: 1-4

meaning of, XXXI:4

cleverness, 1:1

clothing. See garments

commandments

See also Decalogue; law; Old Testament

antedating Mosaic law, Christ and,

XIX: 19

goal (end) of, XX:23

against killing, adultery, and false

swearing, XIX:3; XXII:2

the law is good, and the commandment

holy, XV:8

life, commandments that regulate vs.

commandments that symbolize,

VI:2; 1X:2

love and, V:5

of love for God and neighbor, XV:4-7

new, XXXII:9, 19

of Old Testament, VI: 1-2

two stone tablets, XV:4-5. 7-8

commandments of Mani, V:5-7

concupiscence, VI:3; XXII:50

See also lust

passions contrary to temperance, XXII:29

pleasures, mortal, XXIL28

Confessions (Augustine), 1: 1

conflict. See war

conscience, XX:23

consecrated bread, XX: 1 3

Constantius, V:5

contemplation. XXII:27, 53-54, 58

continence, XIV: 13

See also virginity

Corinthians, First Letter to, XXI:8

Corinthians, Second Letter to, XI: 1, 4, 7-8

courtesans, XXXII:4

See also prostitutes

coveting the property of others, X: 1 , 3; XV:7

creator, God as:

of men, XXIV: 1-2

of nature (all natures), XXVI:3; XXXI:4

worshiping creature instead of, XIV: 1 1 ;

XX:19,22

the cross, XVI: 17; XXXIIL2

sign of, XII:30

crows. XXI: II

the crucifixion, XII:43; XX: 1 1; XXXIL7, 19

cruelty, XXIL74

Cupid, XX:9

curses, XXXII: 14

on anyone who hangs from a tree,

XIV:l-8, 12-13; XVI:5, 22-24

on Canaan (grandson of Noah), XIL23-24

as companion of sin, XIV:5

upon Cain, XII: 11

for worshiping sun and moon, XIV: 1 2

cuttlefish, XXII:3

Cyprian, V:8; XIII:4

Daniel, XII:44; XV:6; XXX:2; XXXI: 1

darkness, II:3

See also darkness, kingdom of, below

God as first living in (Manichean belief),

XXII:4, 8, 11-12

of ignorance, XXIL22

the Manichean God and, XXIL22;

XXXIII:4

darkness, kingdom of (Manichean concept),

X:3; XIII:6, 18; XIX:24; XX: 17

See also evil nature or substance

animals in, XXI: 10-13

and kingdom of light, IV:2; XIII:18;

XXI: 14-16

part of God as mingled with, II:6; VI:8

war with. II:3; XXI: 15

David, XXII:5

See also genealogies of Jesus

as king, XII:33

sins of, XXIL66-67, 87, 97

death

See also individual names, e.g., Adam

of body vs. soul. XIV: 12

for the faith. XXIL76
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God as bound in the flesh (Manichean

belief in), XXX:6

Manichean beliefs regarding, XXX:6

sin and, XIV:3-4

and the soul, XXX:6

death of Jesus. XIV:4; XXVI: 1-8;

XXVIII: 1-2; XXIX: 1-3

See also cross; crucifixion; Passion

Manichean rejection of, XIV: 12; XXVI:2,

6; XXVIII:2; XXIX: 1-3; XXXII:22

Decalogue. XV:4-5, 7-8

See also commandments

demons

See also Hyle; idolatry

as confessing Christ, XXII:68

feeding the demon of the Jews (Faustus

on), XVffl:2

Manicheans as worshipers of, XIV: 10-1 1;

XV:5

people paying attention to teaching of,

XXX: 1-5

sent into pigs, XXII:72

worship, in pagan religions, XX:21

devil, I:2-3

See also serpent

Christ as killing, XXII:90

meat as created by (Manichean belief),

XXXI:4

Paul handing man over to, XXII:79

Peter called Satan by Christ, XXVI:8

dietary beliefs and practices

See also drunkenness; fasting; gluttony;

meat

All things are clean for the clean, VI :6;

XXXI: 1-4

of Catholics, XX: 1 3; XXX:5; XXXII: 1 3

of Christians, XXX:5

Daniel and, XXX:2; XXXI: 1

distinction of foods, XVI:6, 28, 30;

XIX: 10

God as bound up in food (Manichean

belief), XX: 13

Manichean, VI:5-8; XX: 13; XXX: 1-2, 5;

XXXI:4

Moses and the prophets and, XVI:6;

XXX' 1 ' XXXI* 1

our first fathers and, VI:7; XVI:30-3 1 ;

XVIII:6;XIX:10

Timothy I and. XXX: 1

digestive processes, "divine nature" as

escaping through, II:5; V:10; VI:4;

X1II:18;XV:7

disciples of Christ, V:6; VI:6; XI:3; XIV: 1;

XVI:31;XXII:77

See also apostles; individual names;

specific topics and events

all nations as becoming, XVI:21

and marriage, XIV: 1

disciples of Mani, 1:2

See also Adimantus

discipline. See punishment

disorder, avoiding, VI:9

"divine nature"

as escaping through digestive processes of

Manichean Elect, II:5; V:10; VI:4;

XIII:18;XV:7

divine providence, XXII:78

divorce, XIX:26

dogs, 1II:6; XXII:79

donkey, VI:9; XII:42; XV:6

dove, XII:20

dress. See garments

drinking. See dietary beliefs and practices;

drunkenness; wine

drunkenness, XV:9; XXII:44

ofLot,XXII:44,60

at martyrs' memorials, XX:2I

ofNoah,XII:23

earth

See also world

as alive (Manichean belief), XV:4

as conceiving Jesus (Manichean belief).

XX: 11

eating. See dietary beliefs and practices

edifice, spiritual, I:3

Egypt, XII:28

exodus from, XII:29-31

flight into, XXII:36

Egyptians:

God's command to despoil, XXII:71-72

Moses and, XXII:90-93

Moses killing the Egyptian, XXII:69-70

Elect, Manichean, V:6; VI:4-5; XX: 1 1;

XXII:23, 98

See also Manicheans

"divine nature" as escaping through

digestive processes of, II:5; V: 10;

VI:4;XIII:18;XV:7

Hearers, treatment of, V: 10-1 1

elements, five, II:3; XX:9

Elijah, XII:34; XVI:16; XXVI:l-6, 3, 8

Elisha, XII:35

Elizabeth, XXII:85

Emmanuel, XXIII:5

See also Jesus Christ

enemies:

hatred of, XIX:24

love for, XIX:3, 24

of Manichean God, II:6; VI:8; XXII:22;

XXIV:2

victory over, XXII:76

Enoch, XVI:3; XIX:3. 20; XXVI:3

Ephesians, XXIV:l

Epicureans, XX: 10

Er(sonof Judah), XXII:84

Esau, XXII:82

eternal fire. See hell
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eternal law, XXII:27, 30, 43, 70, 73

eternal life, IV:2; V:3-^t; XVI:6; XIX:31

eucharist,XII:28;XIX:14

eunuchs, XXX:4

Eve, XII:38; XV:9

evil

See also good and evil; sin

desire to do harm, XXII:74

Manichean God as unable to defend

against, II:6

evil land. See darkness, nation of

evil nature or substance, Manichean concept

of, XXX-XXXHI

See also darkness, kingdom of

excrement, II:5

eye for an eye, XIX:25

faith, XX:23

love and, V:5

power of, XXXIII:8

of righteous of old and Christians today,

XIX:15

simple faith, need for, XII:46

false testimony, XV:7; XIX: 18

See also perjury; swearing

fasting

See also dietary beliefs and practices

Daniel and, XXX:2

Lenten, XXX:3

fate, the Fates, II:5; XX:9

Father, God as. See God; Trinity

fathers, fatherhood

See also parents

Do not call anyone on earth father,

XXII:39

Joseph, two fathers of. Revisions II, 7

(34): 2-3; II1:3

regarding Jesus, XXIII:3

Faustus of Milevis, 1: 1 ; Revisions II, 7 (34): 1

basis for believing in Christ, XIII:5

beliefs about the Father, Son, and Holy

Spirit, XX:2

Chapters, XXXIII:9

Judaism, near-conversion to, XIX:5

fear:

as evil, XXI: 15

grace vs., XV:4

feast of tabernacles, VI:9; XIX: 10

fetuses, aborted, VI:8; XXI: 12

Fever, XX:9

fighting. See war

fire, II:3

in the bush, XV:6

Christ as casting on earth, XXII:93

eternal (See hell)

the final, II:5

"first man," II:3-5; XI:3; XX:9, 12

fish, XVI:6, 9; XXII:3

five elements. See elements, five

no one ever hates his own flesh, XXI:7

Paul, and knowing Christ according to the

flesh, XI:7-8

the term, XI:7

flesh (meat)

See under dietary beliefs and practices; meat

the flood, See Noah

food

See also dietary beliefs and practices

God as bound up in (Manichean belief),

XX:13

foreshadowing. See under Old Testament: as

foreshadowing what was to come

forgiveness, XII:42; XIX:25

of others, XIX:25

sacrament of, XII: 16

of sin, XX:22

fornication, XII:31; XIX: 18

Fortune, XX:9

The Foundation (Mani), XXI: 16; XXII:22

freedom. Christian, VIII:2

free will, II:5; XXII:22, 28, 78

fruit, VI:4, 6

See also dietary beliefs and practices

mandrakes, XXI:56

Galatians,VIII:l-2;XII:6

garments:

of linen and wool, VI:9

Moses despoiling Egyptians, XXII:91

new patch on old, VIII: 1-2; XV: 1 -2

patching linen with purple, VI:9

gehenna, XIX:20

See also hell

genealogies of Jesus:

both son of God and son of David,

XXIII: 1-10

fatherhood, question of, XXIII: 1-10;

XXVII: 1-2

gospel and, II: I

Manichean rejection of, II-III; V; VII; XI;

XXIII; XXVI-XXIX

Matthew and Luke, consistency of,

1II:1-4; XXVIII:3; XXXIII:2, 5-8

tribe of Judah, XXII:64, 83-86

gentiles, IX: 1-2; XIL23-24, 28; XVI: 1;

XIX: 17, 19;XXII:88

See also specific topics

as children of Israel, XXIL89

and the Old Testament, XVI:20

glorification, XXIL86

gluttony, XVI:30

goats,XXI:13;XXII:86

God

See also Trinity; specific topics, e.g.,

obedience

as creator of men, XXIV: 1-2

God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob,

XXV: 1-2
flesh. See also body; lust
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image of, XXII:27; XXIV:l-2

love for, XV:4

as omnipotent, XXVI:5

promises of, XII:5; XIX:7-8

testing God, XXI1:36

will of, V:3; XXII:27

worship of, XXXII:9

God, Manichean, XX-XX1; XXIV-XXV

See also specific topics

as able to be defiled, XX:9; XXXII: 19

as corruptible, XX:9; XXI: 14

enemies of, II:6; VI:8: XXII:22; XXIV:2

evil, as unable to defend against, II:6

God as enclosed in wombs of all carnal

females, 1II:6; XXIII: 10

ignorance, as subject to, XXI: 15; XXII:4,

22

knowledge of God, XXIV:2

as limited, XXV: 1

as mutable. XX:9; XXVI:6

necessity, as subject to, XXI: 14

substance of. XX:9; XXII:22; XXIV:2

asviolable, XXXII: 19

God-man, XIII:8

See also Jesus Christ

god of this world. XXI: 1-2, 10

gods, alien, XV:4

See also idolatry; individual names

of Manicheans, XV:6

gold, XIII:9;XXII:91

Gomer. See Hosea

good, XV:8

the highest good, XXI: 16

good and evil, XXXII:7, 19

Manichean concept of, II:3; XXXIII:7,

19-20

Manichean principles of, XXI: 1-16

good news. See gospel

gospel. XVI: 11

See also Matthew; Mark; Luke; John;

New Testament; scriptures

accepting and belieing, II:1-6; V: 1-1 1;

XXXII: 1

authority of, XXVI: 1 1, 14; XXVII:2;

XXXII: 19-22

canonical gospels, XXIII:9

genealogy and, II: 1

as "good news," II:6

spread of (See under Christianity: spread

of)

grace of God, XVI:9; XXII:78

and the law, XV:4, 8; XIX:7-8, 27;

XXII :6

grains. XX: 13, 23

See also dietary beliefs and practices

corn gathered on Sabbath, V:6

day of the harvest. XIII: 1 5

wheat, XII:28

grapes, XII:3 1,42: XX: 13

See also dietary beliefs and practices

Hagar, XX1I:25, 82

hair:

baldness. VI:9; XII:35

unruly, VI:9

Ham (son of Noah). Revisions II, 7 (34): 3;

XII:23-24

See also Noah

hare, XXII:3

harlots. See prostitutes

harm

See also evil

desire to do, XXII:74

harmony, XXI:6

hatred, XIX:25

See also anger

of enemies, XIX:24

Hearers, Manichean, V:6, 10; VI:4-5; XXX:5

Augustine as former, XV:7

heaven

See also eternal life: kingdom of heaven

"second man" from, XI:3

heaven, kingdom of. See kingdom of heaven

heavenly bodies. See moon: stars; sun

heavenly Jerusalem. XV: 1 1

Hebrew people, XXII:24

See also Jews; Old Testament; specific

topics

law of, XIX:2

Heli, Revisions II, 7 (34): 2; X1I:32

hell, XIV: 12; XIX:20; XXI: 16; XXXIII:3

heresies, heretics, XII:24; XIII: 12: XVI:25

Manicheans as, XVIII:7; XXII:94-95

schisms, XX:3-4

Hermes, XIII: 1, 15,17

Herod the Elder, XXII:85

Herod the Younger, XX1I:85

highest good, XXI: 16

See also God

Hippocrates. XXXIII:6

Hirah, XXII:85

holiness: sacraments as visible signs of.

XIX: 12

Holy of Holies. XIII: 15

holy scriptures. See scriptures

Holy Spirit, XII: 15, 30; XV:4; XIX:27, 30;

XXXII: 17

See also Paraclete; Trinity; specific topics

and gift of love, XIII: 15

Pentecost, XXXII: 12

honey, XV: 1-2; XXI: 13

hope:

salvation only in, XI:7-8

source of, XIII:8

Hosea, XXII:5, 80, 89

human person

See also man; specific topics

God as creator of, XXIV: 1-2

in image of God, XXII:27: XXIV: 1-2

life on earth as temptation, XXII:28
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human race, six ages of, XII:8, 18

husbands

See also marriage

love for wives, XX:7

serving two husbands, XV: 1

Hyle, XX:14;XXI:1,4,9-13, 16

idols, idolatry

See also pagans; specific topics and events

handmade idols, XIII:9

Jews as abandoning, XX:22

of Manicheans, XIV: 10-11

Moses and, XXII:79, 91-93

ignorance:

darkness of, XXII:22

evil of, XXI: 15

human, XXII:78

Manichean God as subject to, XXI: 15;

XXII:4, 22

image of God, XXII:27; XXIV: 1-2

the incarnation. Revisions II, 7 (34): 1 ;

XXII :64

incest, XXII:3

Judahand, XXII:60-61, 64

Lot and, XXII:5, 41-45

inner man and outer man, XXIV: 1-2

intelligence, 1:1

intercourse, sexual. See sexual intercourse

interpolations, Manichean accusations of,

XXII:15;XXXIII:6

Isaac,XII:37,41;XXII:46.82

See also patriarchs

Abraham and, XII:38; XXII:73

Isaiah, XII:43; XIII:9; XIV:13

See also specific topics

Ishmael, XII:37; XXII:25

Israel

See also specific topics and events

children of, XXII:89

exodus from Egypt, XII:29-31

raising up offspring in, XIV: 1

Jacob, XII:41; XV:6; XXII:82

See also patriarchs

angel, wrestling with, XII:26

Joseph and, Revisions II, 7(34): 2; 1II:3

and Judah, XII:42

wives of, XXII:5, 47-59

James, XVII: 1

Jamnes. XIII: 12

Janus, XVIII:5

Japheth. See Noah

jealousy, XXII: 14. 18,21

Jeremiah, XII:36; XIII:8; XXXII:9

See also specific topics

Jericho, XII:31

Jerusalem, heavenly, XV :1 1

Jesus Christ. XIII:8

See also Trinity; specific topics, e.g.,

Church

baptism of, XXIII:5-6

birth of (see birth of Jesus)

crucifixion of, XX: 1 1; XXXII:7, 19

death of (See death of Jesus)

as fulfilling promises of God, XII:5;

XIX:7-8

as fulfilling the law, XVIII:4. 7;

XIX:7-31

genealogy of (See genealogies of Jesus)

as human and divine, II1:6; V:4; VII:2;

XXIII:5

the incarnation, XXII:64

life of, as taught by the New Testament,

XXII:76

Moses as foretelling, XII; XIII: 1-18;

XIV;XVI:9, 11-31

Old Testament as foretelling, XII:37-38;

XVI:20; XXXII:6, 9

Passion of (See Passion of Christ)

prophets as foretelling, XII:4-6, 23, 30,

45-46; XXXIII:4

resurrection of (See resurrection of Jesus)

as servant, II1:6

suffering of (See suffering of Jesus)

temptation of, XXXII:7

as truth, V:5; XVI: 11

Jesus as Son of God, V:4; VII:2; XXIII:1-10

See also genealogies of Jesus

baptism and, XIX: 14; XXIII:5, 7

Jesus Christ, Manichean beliefs regarding,

II:2-5; XXXII:22

basis for Faustus' belief in, XIII:5

as brought forth in all trees and plants,

XX: 11

earth as conceiving, XX: 1 1

as son of "first man," II:4

Jesus, Joshua as called. See Joshua

Jewish rites. See rites

Jews, Judaism, IX:2; XXXI:2

See also Old Testament; specific topics,

e.g., circumcision

as children of Judah, XXII:89

converts to Christianity from, XIII: 1

Faustus' near-conversion to, XIX:5

God and, XXV: 1

as prophetic of Christ and Church,

XXII:24

John, Gospel of, II:6; II1:1; XVII: 1, 3; XIX:8;

XXXII: 17

See also gospels; specific topics

John the Baptist, V:l; XVI:31; XXII:74, 85

John the evangelist, XII:30; XV:6; XIX:23;

XXX:4

See also John, Gospel of; specific topics

Joseph (husband of Mary), XXIII:8

See also genealogies of Jesus

regarding fatherhood of Jesus, XXIII:3

Joseph of Arimathea, XX: 1 1

Joseph (son of Jacob), XII:28
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sold into slavery, XXII:61

two fathers of, Revisions II. 7 (34): 2; II1:3

Joshua, XII:31; XVI: 19

Judah, XXII:60-64; XXIII:9; XXXII:4

children of, XX1I:89

Jacob and, XII:42

Jesus as from tribe of, XXII:64, 83-86

Judas, XIV:8; XXII: 14, 63

judges, time of, XII:32

judgments by God, XXII:78

as hidden, XXII:78

Juno, XVIII:5

Jupiter, XX:9

justice

mercy and, XXI:3

and punishment, XXI:2-3, 9

justification, XVI:29; XXII:86

killing

See also murder

of animals, Manichean beliefs regarding,

VI:5

commandments against, XIX:3; XXII:2

kingdom of darkness. See darkness, kingdom

of

kingdom of heaven, IV:2; V:3; X:l; XXII:76

the expression, XIX:31

making selves eunuchs for sake of,

XXX:4

patriarchs in, XXXIII: 1

prostitutes entering before Pharisees,

XXI:80

kingdom of light. See light, kingdom of

kings, XIII:2

time of, XII:32-33

knowledge of (knowing) God:

Manichean error regarding, XXIV:2

lamb. VI:7; XII:30: XVI: 15; XIX: 10;

XXXII: 12

land of darkness/land of light. See darkness,

kingdom of; light, kingdom of

latria, XX:21

law

See also commandments

civil. XXXII: 1

eternal, XXII:73

fulfillment of, XVII:6; XVIII:4. 7;

XIX:7-31

of gentiles, XIX:2

as good, XV:8

grace and, XV:4, 8; XIX:7-8, 27; XXII:6

of Hebrews, XIX:2

the law is good, and the commandment

holy, XV: 8

love as fulfillment of, XVII:6

Mosaic, XVI:6: XIX:7, 19

of nature, XXI:5

righteousness of law fulfilled in us, XIX:7

sacraments and, XXII:6

three kinds of, XIX:2

of truth. XIX:2

law and the prophets

See also Old Testament; prophets

Christ as fulfilling. XVIII: 1-7

Manichean rejection of, XVII-XIX; XXII

Leah, XXII:47-59, 82

Lenten fast, XXX:3

leper, VI:5

Letter of the Foundation (Mani), XXI: 16;

XXIL22

Liber, XX: 13

lies, lying. See false testimony

life: commandments that regulate vs.

commandments that symbolize, VI:2;

IX:2

light

See also good and evil, Manichean

doctrine of

different lights, Manichean failure to

distinguish, XX:7; XXII:8

God as, XX:7

made by God on first day, XXII: 10-1 1

by which the mind knows intelligible

things, XX:7

light, kingdom of. XIII:6, 18; XXI: 14

See also darkness, kingdom of

and kingdom of darkness, II:3; IV:2;

XIII:18;XXI:14-15

linen. See garments

Lord's Prayer, XIX:25

"lord," the term, XV:9

Lot, XXII:5. 35,41-45.60,88

love. XX:23

commandments of, XV:4-7

for enemies, XIX:3, 24

faith and, V:5

gift of, XIII: 15

forGod,XV:4

Holy Spirit and, XIII: 15

of husbands for wives, XXI :6

and the law, XVIL6

for neighbor, XV:4. 7; XIX:24

Luke. Gospel of

See also genealogies of Jesus; gospels;

New Testament

and Matthew, III:I-4; XXVIH:3:

XXXIII:2-3, 5-8

Lupercalia, XVIII:5

lust, XV:7

See also concupiscence

as adultery, XIX:21, 23

birth and (Manichean beliefs), XXIV: 1

and Manichean gods and goddesses,

XV:7; XX:6

patriarchs and, XX1L25

pleasures, mortal, XXIL28

and purpose of intercourse, XXII:30-31



Index 449

scripture as criticizing, XXII:81

Lycaonia, XX:21

lying. See false testimony

Maccabees, XIX: 14

Magi, II:5

magic, XXIX: 1-4

Maia, XVIII:5

Mambres,XIII:12

man: men

See also human person; specific topics,

e.g., husbands

"first," or primal man (see "first man")

inner and outer, XXIV: 1-2

two men (Manichean belief in),

XXIV: 1-2

woman as helper for, XII:38

mandrakes, XXII:56

Mani, XIII:2, 4

See also specific topics

apostle of Jesus Christ, as calling himself,

XIII:4

commandments of, V:5-7

The Foundation, XXII:22

as leading Catholics astray, XV:3-4

the name, XIX:22

Paraclete, as claimed to be, XIII: 1 7 (see

also Paraclete)

Treasury, XV:4

vs. authority of scriptures, XXXII: 19-22

writings of. XIII: 18; XV:4, 6; XXII:22

Manichean God. See God, Manichean

Manicheans, Manicheanism, V: 10-1 1;

XIII:3-4

See also Elect; Hearers; Mani, specific

topics and teachings, e.g., good and

evil; Paraclete

Augustine as former Hearer, XV:7

beliefs of, XIII: 1 8

the Bema, XVIII:5

Catholic objections against,

XXX-XXXIII

dietary beliefs and practices of (see under

dietary beliefs and practices)

evil nature, concept of ( see evil nature)

as heretics, XVIII:7; XXII:94-95

Jews vs., IX:2

Moses as foreseeing, XIV:6

myth of, II:3-6; XIII:6, 18; XXII:22

and paganism, XVI:10; XX:1-10, 14-23

Paul as foretelling, XV: 10; XXX: 1

as "pseudo-Christians," 1:2-3

two substances, belief in (see darkness; light)

manna, XII:29

Mark, Gospel of, II:1, 6; II1:1

See also gospels; specific topics

marriage

See also under Church: as true spouse of

Christ; husbands; procreation;

wives; individual names, e.g., Jacob:

wives of

disciples of Christ and, XIV: 1

divorce, XIX:26

as good, XXX:6

Manichean prohibition of, XIX:26;

XXX: 1,6

Paul on, XXX:6

and procreation, XXIX:4

Mars, XVIII:5; XX:9

martyrs, XIV: 1; XX:21; XXI:28; XXII:76

Catholic reverencing, XX:21

drunkenness at memorials. XX:21

Mary, III: 1 ; XX: 1 1 ; XXIII: 1 -4, 8-10;

XXVI:7; XXIX:4

See also birth of Jesus; genealogies of

Jesus

genealogy of, XXIII:8-9

matrimony. See marriage

Mattarians, V:5

Matthew, Gospel of, II:1, 6; XVII: 1-4;

XXH:64; XXIII: 1-10; XXVIII:2

See also genealogies of Jesus; gospel;

New Testament

authorship of, XXIII:6

and Luke, 1II:1-4; XXVIII:3;

XXXIII:2-3, 5-8

meals. See dietary beliefs and practices

meat

See also dietary beliefs and practices;

pork

Manichean beliefs regarding, VI:5-8;

XXX:5; XXXI:4

mediator, Jesus as, XIII:8

Melchi, Revisions II, 7 (34): 2

men. See human person; man

Mercury, XVIII:5

mercy, XIX:29; XX:20; XXI:2

and justice, XXI:3

Messiah, XII:44

See also Jesus Christ

metaphor, Revisions II, 7 (34): 3

mind

See also soul

knowing intelligible things, XX:7

Minerva, XX:9

ministry of preaching, XXXII: 10

miracles, XIII:6; XXVI:2; XXIX:2

monarchy (the single principle), XX: 19

Montanists, XXXII: 17

months of the year, XVIII:5

moon, Manichean worship of. XIV: 1, 11-12;

XX' 2 8 11

Moses, XVI: 1-33; XXII:5: XXVI:3

See also law; patriarchs; specific topics

and events

curse by, XIV:1-8, 12-13; XVI:5, 22-24

dietary beliefs and practices, XXX: 1;

XXXI: 1

as foreseeing Manicheans, XIII:6
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as foretelling Christ, XII: XIII:1-18; XJV;

XVI:9, 11-31

and idolatry, XXII:79, 91-93

killing the Egyptian, XXII:69-70, 90

raising bronze serpent, XII:30

robbing Egyptians, XXII:69, 71-72, 91

staff becoming serpent, XII:28

teaching of, XVI:6

the two stone tablets, XV.3-4, 7-8

mothers, motherhood

See also parents

mother of Jesus, Mary as (see birth of

Jesus; genealogies of Jesus; Mary)

mullet, XXII:3

murder. XIX: 18, 23

See also killing

anger and, XIX:3, 23

Manicheans and, V:6; XV:7

mustard tree, XII:36

myth: of Manicheanism, II:3-6; XIII:6, 18;

XXII:22

See also Manicheans

nakedness, XII:23

Nathaniel, XII:4, 26

nations:

the expectation of the nations, XXII: 85

spread of Christianity among (see under

Christianity: spread of)

In your descendant all the nations ofthe

earth will be blessed, XII:6, 41

nations of darkness/light. See darkness,

kingdom of; light, kingdom of

nature, XXVI:3

God as creator of all natures, XXVI:3;

XXXI:4

miracles and, XXVI :2

nature, law of, XXI:5

nature of God. See substance of God

natures, two. See two natures

Nazareans, XIX :4, 17

neighbor

See also specific topics, e.g., coveting

love for, XV:4, 7; XIX:24

"new man," XXIV: 1-2

New Testament, XXII:76

See also gospel; Old Testament;

scriptures; specific Books and topics

interpolations, passages thought by

Manicheans to be, XXII: 15;

XXXIII:6

Manicheans as accepting only parts of,

XXXII: 1-8, 15-16

Old Testament as in harmony with,

XXH:76-77, 79

teachings accepted by Manicheans,

XXXII:7, 19

teachings rejected by Manicheans,

Noah, XII: 14-24, 38-39

Ham as son of, Revisions II, 7 (34): 3:

XII:23-24

as tenth from Adam, XII: 14

non-believers. See unbelievers

nuns, XX:21

oaths. See swearing

obedience to God:

vs. one's own initiative, XXII:73-74

Octavius Augustus, XVIII:5

oil, anointing with, XVI:23

"old man" (as opposed to "new man"),

XXIV: 1-2

Old Testament, XVIII-XIX

See also commandments; New Testament;

patriarchs; prophets; scriptures;

specific Books, topics, and people

allegorical interpretation of, XXII:88,

94-96

authority of. VIII:2

Catholic acceptance of, IV: 1-2; VI: 1-9:

XXXII: 1-14

Christ's teaching and, XIX:28

as foreshadowing what was to come.

XXXII: 14

foretelling Jesus, XII: 1-46; XXXII:6

gentiles and, XVI:20

Manichean rejection of, IV; VI; VIII-X;

XV

New Testament as in harmony with,

XXII:76-77, 79

sacrifices (see under sacrifices: Old

Testament)

sin in, XXXII: 14

symbolism in (see symbolism; specific

people and events)

olive trees, IX:l-2; XII:20; XVI:15; XXI:13;

XXVI*3

Onan (son of Judah), XXII:84

order, XXI:6

avoiding disorder, VI:9

of civil peace, XXH:75

of nature, XXII:30-31

organization, XX1:6

original sin. See under sin: of Adam

Orpheus, XIII: 1-2, 15, 17

outer man, inner man and, XXIV: 1-2

ox. VI:9

pagans, paganism, XXXI:2

See also idolatry; specific topics

beliefs of, XX: 10

Christians as learning from, XXII:91

converts to Christianity from, XIII: 1-17

Manicheanism and, XV1:10; XX:1-10,

14-23

pagan prophets, XXIII: 15

XXXII:7
worship by, XX:5
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pain. See suffering

Pallor, XX:9

palm trees, XII:30

palm branches, XV:6

parables, XXXII:7, 19

Paraclete, XV:4

See also Holy Spirit

Mani as claimed to be, XIII: 17

Manichean beliefs regarding,

XXXII:15-18

Manicheans as swearing by, XIX:22

and the New Testament, XXXII:6, 15-16,

18

parents

See also children; genealogies of Jesus

Honor thyfather and mother, XV:7;

XIX: 18

Manicheans and, VI:8; XV:7; XXIV: 1

of princes of darkness, trees as, VI:8

parricides, XXII:22

partridges, XIII: 12, 15-16

Pasch, Passover, XII:30; XV:4; XVI: 15;

XIX:10;XXXII:3, 11, 12

Passion of Christ, XII:30, 35, 39; XV:4;

XIX: 10; XXII: 17

passions (concupiscence). See concupiscence

patching. See garments

patience, XIII: 13:1 6; XIX:29

patriarchs, XXII

See also Old Testament; individual

names; specific topics

as in kingdom of heaven, XXXIII: 1

Manichean beliefs regarding, XXII:98;

XXXIII:l-3

the three great, XXII:82 (See also

Abraham; Isaac; Jacob)

twelve. XXII:63

Paul, XI: 1-8; XVI: 1 1,17

See also New Testament; specific topics

and Books

actions of, XXII:36

and Barnabas, XX:21

handing man over to Satan, XXII:79

and knowing Christ according to the

flesh, XI:7-8

people wanting to follow Paul instead of

Christ, XXXII: 10

peace: waging war to preserve. XXII:74-76

Pentecost, XXII:3, 87; XXXII: 12

people. See human person; man

perjury, XIX:23

persecution, V:8; XIII:7; XIX: 14

Peter, XIV: 1; XV:4; XVI: 16; XVII: 1;

XXII:89; XXX:4

See also specific topics

called Satan by Christ, XXVI:8

confessing Christ, XXII:68

denying Christ, XXII:34

drawing sword to defend Jesus, XXH:70,

vision of, XII:22; XV:6; XXXI:3

phantasms:

bodily, V:ll; XXIII: 10

of thought, XV:6

Pharaoh, XXII:33

Pharisees, XVI:29; XVJJ:5; XIX:31

prostitutes entering kingdom of heaven

before, XXII: 80

Philip, XII:4

Philo, XH:39

pigs, 1II:6; VI:7

See also animals

demons sent into, XXII:72

plants, XII:36

See also trees; vegetables; specific plants

Jesus as brought forth in (Manichean

belief), XX: 11

Plato, XII:39; XX:9; XXXIII:6

pleasures, mortal, XXII:28

poison, XXI: 13

pork, VI: 1 ; XVI:6; XVIII:2; XXII:3; XXX: 1

See also dietary beliefs and practices;

meat

poverty, V:5, 9

power:

offaith,XXXIII:8

ofGod,XVI:17;XXII:76

human (through free will), XXII:78

lust for domination, XXII:74

Manichean God as lacking, XXII:22

of the prince of darkness, XXI: 14

of the Son, Manichean beliefs regarding,

XX'8

Powerful Spirit, XX:9, 12

prayer,XX:17;XXX:5

the Lord's Prayer, XIX:25

preaching, ministry of, XXXII: 10

priests, XIII:2, 15; XVI: 10; XX:22

Jesus as high priest, XII: 36

primal man. See "first man"

princes of darkness, VIII:2

first, trees as parents of, VI:8

procreation, XXX:6

See also marriage

and Manichean regulation of births,

XV:7; XXII:30

marriage and, XXIX :4

sexual organs and, XXIX:4

prodigal son, XV:6

property, V:9; X: 1

Moses despoiling Egyptians, XXII:91

of others, coveting, X:l, 3; XV:7

prophecies. See Old Testament; prophets

prophetic books, XXII:94

prophets, XII: 1-48; XIX:2, 8; XXII

See also law and the prophets; Old

Testament; individual names;

specific topics

as foretelling Christ, XIl:4-6, 23, 30,

77 45-46;XIII:1-18;XXXIII:4
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"impure," XXXIIl:3-4

Manichean rejection of, XIII-XIV; XVI

pagan prophets, XXIII: 15

patriarchs and, XXII:76

prostitutes, prostitution:

courtesans, XXXII :4

with demons (Augustine accusing

Manicheans of), XV:5

entering kingdom of heaven before

Pharisees, XXII:80

Hosea marrying (see Hosea)

at Jericho, XII:3 1

in Manichean marriages, XV:7

Tamar donning garb of (see Tamar)

providence, divine, XXII:78

Psalms, Book of, XII:43; XXII:45

punishment:

Christ as taking on our, XIV :4

eternal. XXI: 16

justice and, XXI: 2-3, 3, 9

just vengeance, XIX:25

sin and, XIV:3-4

purple. See garments

quadrupeds, XVI:6

rabbit, XVI:6; XXII:3

Rachel, XXII:4, 47-59, 82

rational action and rational contemplation,

XXII:27

rational soul. See soul

reason, XIII:6; XXII:27; XXVIII:3

Rebecca, XX1I:46, 82

repentance, XXII:66-67, 97

reproduction. See procreation

resurrection of Jesus, VI:3: XI:3, 8; XIV:2;

XVI:29; XXIX:2

Manichean beliefs regarding, XXXII:22

resurrection of the body, XI:8; XVI:29;

XIX:31;XXIV:2

Revelation of John, XV: 1 1

revenge. See vengeance

riches. See property

righteousness, human, XX:23; XXII:78

rites, XIX: 17-18

See also animal sacrifices; circumcision;

Old Testament: pork, abstinence from;

Sabbath rest; sacraments

as symbols foretelling what was to come,

VI:2;XIII:15

Romans, Letter to, XI: 1, 4; XII:2

Romulus. XVIII:5

Ruben. XX1I:64

rulers (legitimate authority), XXII:74-75

Sabbath, Sabbath rest:

Catholics and, VI: 1, 4; XVIII:2

Christians and, XIX:6, 9

corn gathered on, Christ allowing, V:6

and pagan god Saturn, XVIII:5

as prophecy about Christ, XVI:29

sacraments, XXIV: 1

See also rites; specific sacraments, e.g.,

baptism

of the Church, XIII: 15

of old law, cessation of, XIX: 1 3; XXII:6

as visible signs of holiness, XIX: 12

sacrifices

See also animal sacrifice

Abraham and Isaac, XII:38; XXII:73

Jesus as offering, Manichean rejection of,

XXX1I:7

and Manichean God, XX: 15-1 8; XXII:22

Manicheans and, VI:5

Old Testament, VI:5; XX: 18-23;

XXII: 17, 22

pagan, XX: 18-23; XXII: 17

Sadducees,XVI:24;XIX:31

saints. Revisions II, 7 (34): 3

See also individual names

and sexual organs, XXIX:4

salvation, VIII: 16; XII:36; XV:2; XIX: 17;

XXVI: 1

baptism and, XI:7-8

faith and, XII:46

grace and, XII:42

hope and, XI:7-8

Samson, XII:32

sanctification, XIII: 15

Sarah. XXII:5, 30-40, 82

Satan. See devil

Saturn,XVIII:2,5;XX:13

Saul, king, XII:32; XXII:67

Saul (Paul). See Paul, the apostle

savior, XII:36; XIII:8

See also Jesus Christ

schisms, XX:3-4

See also heresies

scribes. XVI:29

scriptures, XIII: 18

See also canonical scriptures; gospel: New

Testament; Old Testament; specific

Books and topics

apocryphal books, XI:2; XXII:79

authority of. XX:3: XXI:2, 4-6;

XXXII: 19-22; XXXIII:9

Catholic acceptance of, XXII:62

Catholics and, XXVI:3

Catholics as not praising all actions in,

XXII:62

people and lives in, XXII:96

prophetic books, XXII:94

value and importance of, XIII: 18

sects, XX:3

seers, XIII: 1

See also prophets

Seneca, XX:9

senses, sensation, XXXII:20

Moses as teaching, XVI:6, 28-29
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See also body

serpent, 1:2-3; XXXI:3

See also devil

deceiving Eve, XV:9

Moses raising in desert, XII:30; XV:6

Moses' staff becoming, XII:28; XV:6

servant

See also specific topics and names

Jesus as, 1II:6; X1II:8; XXIII: 10

Seth. XIX:3, 20

sexual abstinence. See continence

sexual intercourse, XXX:6

See also lust; procreation

births, regulation of (Manichean), XV:7;

XXH:30

meat as unclean product of, Manichean

belief, VI:8

purpose of. XXII:30-31

sexual organs:

and procreation, XXIX:4

saints and, Revisions II, 7 (34): 3; XXIX:4

sexual passion. See concupiscence; lust

sheep, XII:43: XXII:85

Shelah (son of Judah), XXII:84

Shem. See Noah

Sibyls, XIII: 1-2, 15, 17;XX:23

silver, XIII:9; XXII:91

Simon Magus, XIX: 12

sin

See also evil; punishment; repentance;

individual topics or names, e.g.,

David

ofAdam,XXII:78;XXIV:2

and death, XIV:3^l

forgiveness of. XX:22

loving the sinner but hating the sin,

XIX: 24

in Old Testament, XXXII: 14

and punishment, XIV:3-4

sinfulness, XXII:78

sinners in Church, tolerating, XIII: 16

what it is, XXII:26-27

six ages of the human race, XII:8, 18

slavery, Joseph sold into, XXII:61

smoke, II:3

snakes. See serpents

Sodom, XXII : 1 4. 4 1 ^15. 60-6 1

Solomon, XXXII:4

wives of, XXII:8 1,88

Song of Songs, XV:6; XXII:38

Son of God, V:4; VII:2

See also Jesus Christ

Son of Man, 1II:6; V:4;VII:2

See also Jesus Christ

soul, souls:

body and, XXII:27; XXIV:2

at death, XXX:6

death of the soul (Augustine on), XIV: 12

Manichean beliefs regarding, V:10;

XX:17;XXII:22;XXV:2

of Manichean Hearers thought to return in

vegetables, V:I0

as part of God (Manichean belief). XX: 17

reason and, XXII:27

space: nature of God and, XXV:2

sphere of darkness. See darkness, kingdom of

spirit

See also soul

body and, XXIV:2

the Splendorous One, XX: 12; XXXII: 19

stairway from earth to heaven, XII:26

stars, II:5

stealing. See theft

stones: as alive (Manichean belief), XV:4

stone tablets, the two, XV:3-4, 7-8

substance of God, XX:9; XXII:22

inner man as part of. XXIV:2

substances, two. See two natures

suffering of Jesus, XXVIM-2; XXIXM-2

Manichean rejection of, XX:2, 11-12;

XXXII:22

sun, Manichean worship of, XIV: 1, 11-12;

XX:2, 8, 1 1

swans, XXI: 11

swearing, XIX:3, 22-23; XXII:2

perjury, XIX:23

symbols and symbolism, Old Testament,

IV:2-9; XIX: 1 1; XXXI:4; XXXII:9

See also allegory; specific people and

events

foretelling by means of, XVIII:7

Jewish rites as, VI:2-4

Symmachians, XIX:4

See also Nazareans

tabernacles, feast of, VI:9; XIX: 10

tablets, the two stone, XV-3-4. 7-8

Tamar, XXII:61, 64, 83-86; XXXII:4

Teaching Christianity (Augustine), XXII:91

temperance, XXII:29, 50

temples, XII:36; XX:22

Manichean God as dwelling in, XX: 15, 18

New Testament and, XVI: 10

restoration of the temple, XII:36

temptation, XXI:9; XXII:28

of Jesus, XXXII:7

Ten Commandments. See commandments;

Decalogue

Tertullian, XIII:4

testing God, XXII:36

Thecla, XXX:4

theft, XV:7; XIX: 18

Thomas, XVI:33; XXII:79; XXIX:2; XXX:4

the three times (Manichean belief), XIII:6

Timothy, II:2; XIX: 17

First Letter to, XXX: 1-6

Tobias, XXII:35

Treasury (Mani), XV:4

trees

See also specific trees, e.g., olive trees

as alive and having feelings, XV:4
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curse on anyone who hangs on a tree.

XIV:1,2,6, 12;XVI:5,24

and grafting, IX: 1-2

Jesus as brought forth in (Manichean

belief), XX: 11

Jesus on, XX:2, 1 1

mustard tree, XII:36

as parents of first princes of darkness,

VI:8

Trinity, XII: 19; XV:6;XX:7

See also God; Holy Spirit; Jesus Christ

beliefs of Fausrus/Manicheans regarding,

XX:2, 12

Trismegistos, XIII: 17

truth:

apostles as teachers of, XXXII:22

Christ as, V:5; XVI: 11

two births (Manichean belief in), XXIV: 1-2

two natures (substances), Manichean concept

of. XXXII: 19-20

See also darkness; evil substance; light

unbelievers, XXI:2, 9; XXXI:4

unclean vs. clean. See clean: All things are

clean for the clean

unity, XXI:6

Church, XII:20; XV:4

unleavened bread, VI:9; XXXII: 1 1

Uriah, XXII:87

Varro, XXXIII:6

vegetables, V:6; VI:4, 6

See also dietary beliefs and practices

souls of Manichean Hearers thought to

return in, V:10

vengeance:

cruelty in, XXII:74

just, XIX:25

Venus, XX:9

Vestals, XX:21

vinegar, XV: 1-2

vineyards, XII:23. 36; XV:6

violence. See war

vipers, XXXI:3

See also serpents

Virgil, XXII:25

virgin birth, XXIII: 10; XXVIII:4; XXIX: 1

See also birth of Jesus; Mary

virginity, XIV:13;XX:21

See also continence

Paul as regarding. XXX:4, 6

virgins dedicated to Christ, XXX:4

Vulcan, XX:9

war, XXII:74-78

with kingdom of darkness, II:3; XXI: 15

and "turning the other cheek," XXII:76

what is blameworthy in, XXII:74

water, waters, II:3-4; XXII:85

wheat, X1I:28

See also grain

white, whiteness, XII:42; XXI: 1 1

widow, widows:

Elijah fed by, XH:34

taking wife of deceased brother,

XXXII: 10

will, free, II:5; XXII:22, 28, 78

will of God, V:3;XXII:27

wind, II:3

wine. XII:42; XX: 13; XXII:84

See also dietary beliefs and practices;

drunkenness

wise men, the three, II:5

witness, false. See false testimony; perjury

witness, witnesses:

believing in Christ without, VII: 1-2;

XII: 1-2, 45

Christians and, VIII:2

Jesus bearing witness to himself, XVI:2,

13

wives

See also marriage

of Abraham, XXn:51

having multiple wives, XXII:47

husbands' love for, XX:7

of Jacob, XXII:47-59

in the Old Testament, 35-59 (see also

under individual names/patriarchs)

taking wife of deceased brother,

XXXII: 10

woman: as helper for man, XII:38

wombs, Manichean God as enclosed in. II1:6;

XXIII: 10

wool. See garments

Word of God, VII:2

See also Jesus Christ

In the beginning was the Word, II:6

world

See also earth; nations; specific topics,

e.g., Christianity: spread of

end of (Manichean belief), II:5

god ofthis world, XXI: 1-2, 10

six ages of, XII:8

The world cannot receive him,

XXXII: 17-18

worms, VI:8; XX:7

worshiping creature instead of creator,

XIV:11;XX:19,22

worship of God, XXXII:9

worship of idols. See idolatry

writings:

of Augustine (see specific titles)

in general, XXXIII:6-7

ofMani, XV:4,6

Zechariah, XII:36

Zerah, XXII:64

Zilpah, XXII:82
wealth. See property
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