
Aenigma Salomonis: anıchaean Antı-Genesis
Polemic and the Vitium curlosıtatis

ın Confessions H1

Book I11 of St Augustine’s Confessions depicts the eakes
iın wiıllful and erring ıfe and, in {[WO important places, the first

S1gNs of change 1ın that ıfe er the description of hıs VICIOUS student
conduct in Carthage ıIn 111 1-3, Augustine describes hıs cConversion to

philosophia after readıng (icero’s Hortens1ius (I1 4) hıs turnıng to

scrıpture and aılure understand it (I1II )), and h1is subsequent fall into
Manıchaean sympathıes (I11 6-10) Book 111 concludes ıth the second
sıgn of change, after the Conversion philosophia, the opes expressed 1ın
the dream of Monica and the promıise of the nameless bıshop: fieri ANonNn

poteslT, ul filius Istarum lacrimarum pereal (III 11-12 The narratıve
SiITrUCLUTE of Book 111 thus consısts of the [WO COUTISECS of S1N, al arthage
and the Manıiıchaeans, punctuated by the first conversion and
concluded by the hope of second convers1ion. oug the Conversion

philosophia dıvıdes the [WO COUTSCS, it oe€es not dıissolve the ınk
between them The ınk 1S structural, and it had een establıshed in the
mediıtation the psychology of SIN in Book 11 (I1 4-10)

Book 111 4-5 and Sermo deseribe the iıllumıination and fear that
combıne, for the first tıme, nstıll hope and INOTIC complex of
DUIDOSC in the and successful student Havıng mbıbed the amnlec

of Jesus ıth hıs morther’s 1ılk and determıined that philosophia and
Jesus must be ONC and the Samıc, Augustine scr1ıpture, whose
truth he aıls perce1ve because of ıts ack of Tulliana dignitas. The
student of rhetoric, brought Cicero Dy the requırements of the study of
rhetoric, 1s SLIruC. not by Cicero’s rhetoric, but by hıs MCSSaLC,
and, turnıng tO that place where wiısdom 15 in fact tO be oun m1sses it
because of hıs intellectua unpreparedness and superficıial rhetorical
expectations.

hıs Was ıllustrated by Pıerre COURCELLE, Recherches SUFr les Confessions de saıiınt
ugustin arıs, 60-67, and developed Dy in hıs introduction the
Confessions, (Euvres de saınt Augustin, Vol 3, Les Confessions, livres F VII (Parıs,
BA
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1s wonder that Augustine then uccumbs to the ..
5 >Janguage glıb delırıum ”, and ‘ vaın fables of the Manıiıchaeans. He

o€s not Sa Yy whether they offered ullıana dignitas (although he ater
ment10ons Faustus’ pleasıng peecch), but they certamly offered something
d invıtıng and persuasıve both hıs pride and hıs anxiety *).
Specıiufically, they offered resolution of Augustine’s problem of the
identity of philosophia and Jesus in WaY that dıd NOT dıisturb hıs inability

perce1ve spiırıtual meanıng in scriıpture. They dıscarded, repudıated, 0)8

allegorıze those of scrıpture iCc had Olfende Augustine in 111
and dressed the remaınder and eır OW explanatory wrıitings iın

and myth Manıchaean ‘““solutions’” tOo the problems of the {WO genealo-
gles of rst, the enesI1is creation narratıve, the anthropomorphic
depiction of the eıty, the wıckedness of the patrıarchs, and the dıvıne
and human natures of Christ dIC noted in the Confessions and ın other
early wrıitings of Augustine °). In the Confessions, Book 111 discusses
Manıchaean cosmology and COSM1LOSONY, and I11 consıders Manı-
chaean eodicy.

As Peter Brown has pointed Oul, ..  iın the Confessions| ONe COIN-

stantly SCNSCS the ension between the ‘then’ of the INan and the
NOW of the bishop””*). Book 111 8-10 constitutes Just ON example of the
bıshop's mınd al the time of writing rushing ın deal ırectly wıth the
problems of Justice, goodness, and evıl that anıchaean teachıngs
contaın, 4S ıf it WOIC not satısfıed by the exposition ın the De Gen
Man.., the De moribus Man.., 0)8 other antı-Manıchaean wrıtings Ihe {WO
ına secti1ons indeed ralıise the hope of conversion, approprıiately enough,
not ın the miınd of the Augustine, but in the of Monica and iın
the promıises of Christ and the bıshop.

Of the {tWO COUISCS of SIN dıyıded by the ambıguo0us CONversion of
111 4, the second 15 both INOIC and less Ser10us than the fırst Followıng
the Conversion philosophia, Augustine into greater, because INOTIC

intellectua concerning (GJ0d the Manıiıchaeans, but al the
Same time he 1S al least moving the rıght direction. He 15 seekıng the nıg
ing, philosophia, in the ng place, the ailnlc of Jesus. By long and

Conf. 6; cf. 131
128-9 FOor the {WO genealogıes, SCC Sermo öd: anthropomorphiısm,

De Gen Man 27-8, Conf. I1l the S1Ns of the patriarchs, Faust VI H:
Conf. 1988 I, 19, 24; Creatıion, De Gen Man 198 &: Conf. XI-XII:
and thıs artıcle argucs, Conf. 111

*) etier BROWN, Augustine of 1DDO (Berkeley and Los Angeles,
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CIrCultOuUs he 111 eventually find ıt, and the rest of the Confessions
constitutes deseription and verıfıcatıon (ın the ast three books) of that
Journey.

The approprlateness of the ına three 00 of the Confessions, the
exposıtion of the openıng VeEISCS of GenesıiIs, has een debated ManYy
times. odern scholarly CONSCHNSUS has determined, rıghtly, ın that
the Genesis-exposıition 1S indeed integra part of the work and NnOTL

appendage Thıs study suggest the place of Confessions
111 6, 0)4 rather the events unclearly desceribed thereın, ın Augustine’s
later studıes Genesıis, and in fact ın Augustine’s attıtude toward
enesı1ıs throughout the rest of hıs ıfe 4S Christian hınker and teacher.
Its thesıs 1s that Confessions 1881 6, neıther the clearest NOT the MOst

explıicıt part of the WwOrkK, 15 eritic1ısm and deseription of Manıchaean
attacks enes1is and Christian COSMOSONY and Cosmology, Just as

111 18 clearly crit1que of Manıchaean eodicy.
ere AIC important ın between 111 1-3 and 111 6-7, most

notably in Augustine’s Vvirtuoso usec of the vıtıum CUFLOSLLIALFLS desceribe
both hıs earlıer and later sympathıes and affections. The Manıiıchaeans
aIc, structurally al least, paralle the eVerSoreS, they OO0 AICc "°Over-
urners’’ and “wreckers’. They LOO attract the weak and the morbıd
interest of those who, 1ıke Augustine hımself, Can admıre, ıf NnOoTt

wholeheartedly Jom them The admırer of the eversores and the ° Hearer”
of the Manıchaeans 1S the Samne Man, and the ına ack of commıtment
the former INaYy prefigure eventual ack of commıtment the latter.
ere AIC indeed few IayS of hope ın Book ILL, but they dICc not ManY,
and they dIC nOoTt SOOMN realızed.

10 be converted ıfe of philosophia ın fourth-century or
TIca,; whether Dy the Hortensius OTr anythıng else, Was fO be converted

WaYy of lıfe, relıg10us callıng free the soul from arthly
attachments that it m1g NOW ıts Lrue nature and tO 1ts
celestia. ome Manıchaeism, 1ıke (imosticısm before it rejecte an y
alternatıve cosmology, partıcularly the Jewısh and Christian cosmology
and COSINO£ON as told ın enesIis and referred elsewhere ıIn scrıpture
and haggadah®). oug Augustine fell In wıth of partıicularly

Augustine, 40-45 ; Anne-Marıiıe MALINGREY, Philosophia. Etude d’un
ZTOUDE de MOLS dans Ia uregrecque des Presocratiques IV: siecle apresz arıs,

Solignac,
ese themes INdaYy be traced iın the work of FESTUGIERE,

ARMSTRONG, Georges and others Much of ıt 18 Cıte ın study, ‘“What Was God
Doing Before He Created the eavens and he Far'! cıted below
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intellectualıst Manıchaeans, hıs SLOTY 15 not warnıng sımply anı Yy
bright INan wıth yearnıng for philosophical wısdom. For
Augustine regarde: hıs CONques Dy the Manichaeans 4S somethıng
16 he Was partiıcularly vulnerable precıisely al the moOoment he met
them The enCcounter, and the beginnıng of the Manıchaean theme that
extends hrough 00 ree, OUur and Fıve, o€es not OCCUDY
S| book, but takes the second part of book that detaıls aft ıts
outset notably distinctive and personal set of experiences, from
Augustine’s return arthage LO hıs fascınatıon ıth the eVersores In
Augustine’s mınd the {[WO episodes ATIC connected. The conversion
philosophia and the prophecıes al the end of the book punctuate, but do
NnOTL dissolve the unıty of consclience and the powerful and aCCUSAaLOFY

of self that works 1ın the book from beginnıng 88 end remaıns
determiıine exactly what kınd of conscıence and of self that
Augustine regarde hımself AS havıng brought, first LO the Convers1on,
and then the Manıchaeans.

close readıng of Book I11 17 reveals hat ıt 15 nOoTt only the SINS of
lust, voyeurısm, and academıc prıde hat Augustine conf{esses, but hıs
OW. psychologıca preparedness for and enjoyment of them ntıcıpa-
tiıng the later sect10ns, 1881 begıns ıth deseription of the
Augustine searchıing ma and unsatisfactorıily for love, d he Was later

search for philosophia. Dreams of love, es and ficti1ons’””, and the
illusıons of the theater reveal INan who 15 guilty not sımply of
lust and voyeurısm, but ONe who 1s attracted these eXpressions of SIN
because of partıcular personalıty hıstory that 1n these 4S the natural
and adequate eXpress1ons of Its au The au in 111 3 18 sacrilega
CUFLOSLLAS, VvICce, ıll 9 that Augustine regards A especlally
characterıstic of hıs OW moral condıtıon, not tO.- the exclusıon of priıde
and concupiscentia Carnıs, but ıIn h1is OW Casc dSs organızıng and
dominant VICEe, ınkıng h1ıs student rioting ıth hıs inabıilıty understand
scrıpture and finally wıth hıs fascınatıon for and vulnerabilıty toward the
fables of the Manıiıchaeans.

Augustine’s cConcept of CUFLOSLLAS 1s the subject of respectable
hlıterature. He WAas, in fact, the Ir Latın wrıter, after Apule1us and
Tertullıan, make extensive UuUsc of the term ’). Arguments derıving

H.-1 ARROU, Saint ugustin el la fin de Ia ulture antıque (Parıs,
50-52; Hans LUMENBERG, ‘“ Augustıns Anteıl der Geschichte des Begriffs der

theoretischen Neugierde’’, Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes (1961), 35-70; iıdem,
""( urL0s1ltas und verıtas. Zur Ideengeschichte VOIl Augustin, Confessiones %ı A Studia
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Augustine’s concept and of the term from either 0)8 both of hıs
fellow or Afrıcan wriıters (whose work he NeW ave not, however,
een uniformly persuasıve. Moreover, most Augustinıan scholarshıp
focuses upDON Augustine’s usc of the term in Confessions 3 where he
finally condemns Manıchaean cosmologiıcal speculatıons ASs ell ASs

astT!onomy generally, and 3D where Augustine emphatıcally
1ın CUFLOSLLAS ıth Concupiscentia CAFNLS and superbia vVitae dSs the three

S1INSs catalogued In John TIhe extensive scholarshıp of Hans
Blumenberg the subject has ocused chiefly uDON Augustine’s COIN-

demnatıon of astrologıica and astronomical speculatıon, and a  oug.
el Oberman has emphasızed the indıvıdual moral dımens1ıon of
CUFLOSLLAS in Augustine and hıs relatıon ın thıs earlıer Christian writers,
Tree and Latın, few wriıters the Augustinıan of CurLo0sitas,
eXxcept for the PUTrpOSC 0)4 cataloguıng Augustine’s of the term,
ave consıdered Confessions 111 and 111 6°)

As hope elsewhere, Augustine’s of CUFLOSLLAS from
ıts first OCCUTEINCE in the De MUSICA (vI 13 39) the concerning
hıs OW you in the Confessions aTe specılalıze: and personal. They MaYy
derıve somewhat from pule1us and Tertullıan (partıcularly the former),
but ın these early works, partıcularly those wriıtten about the Manı-
chaean per10d durıng the Neoplatonist per10d, CUFrLOSLLAS 1s nOot yet the
TOA| vice that it becomes iın later Augustinıan and general Christian

The later bıshop eals ıth the term d Category of moral
heology and describes it In WadYy> that dIC applıcable Christians
generally. But NOTL all, NO MOSstT Christians 11l be a4s vulnerable the
1ice dS Was the Augustine. The spırıtual autobiographer 1s specıfic
and indıvıdual; he knows hımself AdSs he WAas, and the keys hıs OW soul.

TOmM the end of Confessions V, Augustine 1s gulded, fiırst by the
example of Monica and then by the example and preachıing of Ambrose,

Patristica (1962) 294-302; Pıerre COURCELLE, Les Confessions de Saint ugustin dans la
ftradition litteraire arls, 101-109; Hans BLUMENBERG, Die Legitimitä der Neuzeıt
(Frankfurt, Part I11; iıdem, Der TOZESS der theoretischen Neugierde (Berlın,
Heıko Augustinus OBERMAN, Contra curliositatem (Zurich, re ABHARDT,
“"(urLlositas. otes SUuT I’hıstoire d’un MmMoOot ei une notion’”, Museum Helveticum (1960),
206-224, 15 catalogue rather than analysıs. JOLY, Curlosıitas, L’Antiquite Classique

(1961). 33.44 METTE, Curlosıitas, Festschrift Bruno Snell, München, 1956, 2372
And N e10W, 18

An exception In thıs regard 15 Robert O’CONNELL, SE Augustine s arly Theory
of Man, 286-39] (Cambrıdge, Mass.., 146-183 COURCELLE, Les Con-
fessions, 100-109
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urther and urther aWaVY from hıs Manıiıchaean sympathıes, from which
he had originally egun be dıslodged Dy hıs OW iıntellectua abılıties,
critical intelligence, and conscience. oug he confessed tendency
toward CUFLOSLLEAS al later per10ds in hıs lıfe, that CUFLOSLLAS 15 treated INOTEC

AS endency towards dıistraction and thoughtless preoccupatıon,
somewhat generalized intrusion of the SCNSCS uDON the mind”?) Thus,
Augustine be essentially TeEel from the mMOst personal and
destructive CONSCQUENCECS of the vice when he 15 TE from the
Manıiıchaeans. The CUFrLOSLLAS peculıar the Augustine 1s
dominant theme only durıng the ıne between hıs student days al

Carthage and the drawn-out 1na. of the tırıng hearer of the
anıchaeans. ( urLlositas in I11 S 18 nOoTt the later, generalızed vice
applıcable the Tıstı1an Everyman, but the un1ıque sea of mınd and
morals, impress10ns and intellect, of the or Afrıcan
rhetoricıian and pupı of Manıchaean philosophia.

The reluctance of SOINC modern COMMEeNntLaALOTrS the Confessions to

appreclate Augustine’s of the character of hıs personal moral
ın Book I11 has somet1imes led LO theır underestimating hıs catalogue of
SINS in Carthage, Just A4AS it has sometimes led underestimatıon of hıs
obsession wıth the of the Augustine, accordıng these
VIEWS, 1s confessing relatıvely trıvial and routine actıons of priviıleged
fourth-century student al arthage, perhaps Out of overscrupulous
converted consclence. But Augustine not be confessing specıfic
acts AS much ASs he con{fesses hıs OW psychological sympathıes wıth the
evıls those acts represent. He 1s drawn hem because of hıs tempera-
ment Hıs temperament creates partıcular attıtude toward them, and
that attıtude and the ensulng vulnerabilıty it creates 1s Augustin;’s
CONCCEIN.

Confessions 111 contaıns Augustine’s indıctment of h1is act1ons
described in the immediately precedıing sect1ons:

Et ceircumvolabat me fidelis onge misericordia [U:  Q& In quanias
Inıquitates distabut el sacrilega curliositate SECCULIUS SUÜU.: ul deserentem

deduceret ad ILMAG infida el eircumventor1a obsequla daemonio-
U, quibus immolabam facta Med mala, el In omnibus flagellabas

ese aTic nOoTt N  S and otherwise unspecıfied S1INS, but the CUFrLOSLLAS
behind the lust, voyeurısm, and academıc prıde that he has already

Conf. 3 E} Augustine, 180
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recounted; these ATC hıs *sacrıfices” demons. Scholarly prıde hes
behind hıs rejection of scrıpture, and scholarly priıde and hunger for
philosophia (an ambıvalent CUFLOSILAS, both g00d and eV1I make hım DICY
tO the CUFLOSLLAS of the Manıchaeans.

ese parts of Confessions 111 aIc, as Courcelle remarked, ..  'DEeU
clair”. But several pomts 0Ug be remembered dSs OMNC approaches
them Irst, all Augustinıan CUFLOSLEIAS scholarship Confessions
and 35 AgICcCS, both the separatıon from Manıcheısm, and the later
convıction of the importance of John dIC assoclated partıcularly
wıth the kınd of CITOIS Manıchaeans make. 1s nOoL, gıven Augustine’s
style and method, unlıkely, then, that the beginnıng of hıs assoclatıon
ıth Manıcheism ll also deal ıth CUFLOSLLEAS and hat CUFLOSLLIAS 15
personal ınk between the S1INs of arthage 1ın the academy and those wıth
the Manıchaeans. Indeed, Confessions 111 already explıicıtly r_

marks the triadıc SIN of John

Haec SUNl Capıta Iniıquitatis, qUAE pullulant principandi el spectandı ef
sentiendi libidine aul UNd AautTt duabus AauTt siımul Oomnibus, el
VIViItur male adversus fr1a el septem, 10)

Wıth these suggest10ns ıIn miınd, and the reference John 16 already
learly set Out in Book I1L, INa Y approac 111 ıth CYC both
CUFLOSLLIAS and the problem of enes1Is.

Augustine, the DTODCI track of philosophia and Jesus, faıled tOo
find wısdom in Scripture, because:

Meus refugiebat modum eIuUSs el ACLles Med AON penetrabat
Interliora eIUS.

Pride dSs cholar and rhetoriclian and intellectua inadequacy combined
deflect Augustine from the PITODCI search for truth For Scripture dıd

not OPDCH ıtself the wısdom of the WOTr. IC Augustine had applıed
ıt, and it concealed deep truths and veıled mysterIles behind

roug exture and sımple narratıve. hus the Manıchaeans became the
perfect guldes for such personalıty, drıven by hona CUFL10SLLtASs and miısled
by mala CUFLOSLLAS. The pride of the cholar 1s indeed superbia, but it O€s
noLt necessarıly ead the OT MmMOSstT characteristic forms of superbia
vitae, the libido dominandı OI principandi of the polıtical INa  - Nor 1s the

10) Evıdence elsewhere In ook 111 1s note: In O’CONNELL, St Augustine s
Confessions : The Odyssey of Soul (Cambrıdge, Mass., 5 ]
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scholar’s lust sımply for the flesh of others. In the academıiıc CUFLOSUS these
become subordinated that ONC of the three VICeSs that mMOSstT

effectively nables them injJure the soul, CUr10SLtAS, the ust for and
prıde in knowledge that points nothıng beyond tself, the desıre
vicarıously experience not merely the flesh, but the emotıons of others,
real OTr imagıned, desirous of earnıng the ecreits of the un1verse and the
soul but iımproperly equıpped and dıscıplıne for learnıng that for which
prıde and ust drıve hım Such Wdas Augustine when he met the
Manıchaeans

Arthur arby ock pominted out SOMNC dgO the interest that
gnOst1Ics and Manıchaeans took, precıisely in those pa  S of scrıpture
whiıich Jewısh scholarshıp had reserved for e study only of those ıth
mafiture minds**). TIhe openıng VEISCS of enes1s, the Vvisıon of Ezekıel,
and other strateg1ic of the Old JTestament WEIC not be discussed
before the unıinitiated 0)4 immature. For these, OMNC required ABC and
experlence. But these WCIC often the VC fiırst Largels of gnostIic and later
Manıchaean exegesI1s. Irenaeus and Tertullıan had cautioned both
Christians and heretics tOo avOo1d putting quest10ons certaın parts of
scrıpture and, in the CAasCc of Irenaeus, leave certaın quest1ons to (G0d
1C someday, perhaps, He MaYy SCC f1t dıvulge humans in another

..  sSo that G0od mMay everlastıngly teach, and men MaYy everlastıngly
lcarn . Augustine’s OW lament in Confessions 111 7-9 1s precıisely
Ver hıs OW intellectua. and spırıtual incapacıty perce1ve the
Manıchaeans) presumptuous and SITONCOUS treatment of these 1111CU
quest1ons and

Augustine’s first observatıon about the Manıiıchaeans theır
prou and carnal talkatıveness. The SNaIcs of the ev1 WEIC ın theır
mouths, and a  oug they mıxed the syllables of the of the
Father, S5OoNn, and Holy pırıt, these WeIC merely m1X1Ings of sounds from
theır mouths, not sentiments from theır hearts. They spoke of Truth, but
truth Was NnOTL ın them, merely word ın theır Man Yy and clever 00
Here Augustine, the prou rhetoriclan, hears hıs OW. unredeemed

ll) Introduction, 26-8
12) Arthur Darby NOCK, “Gnosticısm”, ın NOCK, ESSaAysS Religion and the Ancıent

World, ed Zeph STEWART, Vol 11 (Cambrıdge, Mass., 947-8
13) Adv Haer I1 28 see VAN NNIK, ‘““Theologıcal Speculatıon

and Its Limıits’””, 1n Wıllıam an! Robert WILKEN, eds., Early Christian
Literature and the Classical Intellectual Tradition INn ONnOorem Robert ran (Parıs,
33-44 : and Jean DANIELOU, “Recherche ei tradıtion hez les peres’, Studia Patrıstica
(1975). 6 a}
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Janguage, ın Colısh’’s phrase, echoed ıIn the equalliy fallen language of the
Manichaeans **). And he 1S educed by the latter, 4S he had taken
Improper pride ın the former.

The rest of Confessions 111 describes the urther ıllusıons of
Manıchaean eachıng. They tell Augustine of the Creator and the first
princıples of creation. eIr alse language taught Augustine Manı-
chaean cosmology, “the SU  —$ and INOON, works of9 but not
YOU, not Evecn the N of yOUr works’”. The Su  — and INOONMN of the
Maniıchaeans aTec compared false food that o0€es not satısfy the real
hunger of the starvıng INa  > The images of SUunMN and MOON, celest1a] lıghts,
alse {00d, and perverte Janguage all suggest that the I11
Manıchaean challenges enes1s’ aCcCount of creation and cosmology

Augustine then applıes hımself the image of the prodıiga SOM in
Luke 16, who desıred ECVCNMN the siliquae 1C swineherds fed
the pP1gS, reference 1C ds ernhar Blumenkranz long dgO showed,
Was consistently interpreted d profane earnıng ıIn both Jewısh and
Christian aggada 15) Augustine twiısts the reference, for he states that
he Was not CVCN able tO eaf the siliquae. That 1S, believe the fables and

14) Marcıa COLISH, The Miırror of Language Study In the Medieval Theory of
Knowledge (New Haven, 24-87)

15) Exegetical erıticısm of worldly learnıng has een traced by ernnar: LUMEN -
KRANZ, “ Siliquae (cf. Luc, X  , 16) L’Exegese medievale eit les scCIeENCES
profanes’’, Melanges56  E. Peters  language, in Colish’s phrase, echoed in the equally fallen language of the  Manichaeans!*). And he is seduced by the latter, as he had taken  improper pride in the former.  The rest of Confessions III. 6 describes the further illusions of  Manichaean teaching. They tell Augustine of the Creator and the first  principles of creation. Their false language taught Augustine Mani-  chaean cosmology, ‘“the sun and moon, great works of yours, but not  you, not even the greatest of your works”. The sun and moon of the  Manichaeans are compared to false food that does not satisfy the real  hunger of the starving man. The images of sun and moon, celestial lights,  false food, and perverted language all suggest that the III. 6 recounts  Manichaean challenges to Genesis’ account of creation and cosmology.  Augustine then applies to himself the image of the prodigal son in  Luke 16, who desired even the siliquae porcorum which swineherds fed to  the pigs, a reference which, as Bernhard Blumenkranz long ago showed,  was consistently interpreted as profane learning in both Jewish and  Christian haggadah*°). Augustine twists the reference, for he states that  he was not even able to eat the siliquae. That is, to believe the fables and  1*) Marcia L. COLISH, The Mirror of Language: A Study in the Medieval Theory of  Knowledge (New Haven, 1968), 24-82.  15) Exegetical criticism of worldly learning has been traced by Bernhard BLUMEN-  KRANZ, ““Siliquae porcorum (cf. Luc, XV, 16). L’Exegese medievale et les sciences  profanes”, Melanges ... Louis Halphen (Paris, 1951), 11-17. Blumenkranz traces the early  medieval exegesis on Luke’s story of the prodigal son’s wishing that he could have even the  slops that a man fed his pigs in terms of the Fathers’ and later commentators’  understanding of the siliquae as signifying profane learning. Ambrose, offering inanis  Philosophia as one possible interpretation of the text (gluttony being the other), probably  derived this suggestion from Origen. Origen may have inspired Jerome as well, although  Blumenkranz suggests that one of Jerome’s Jewish Hebrew teachers my have suggested a  Talmudic text to illustrate the significance. Other Talmudic discussions of this theme are in  I. EPSTEIN, ed., Z7he Babylonian Talmud. Seder Mo’ed. Vol. IV (London, 1938): Hagigah,  trans. I. Abrahams, pp. 59-104. Chapter II of the Hagigah is an important commentary on  Jewish theories of esoteric learning and its place in Talmudic study. The Mishnah states  that ““Whosoever speculates upon four things, a pity for him | He is as though he had not  come into the world. [to wit] what is@bove, what is beneath, what before, what after. And  whosoever takes no thought for the honour of his maker, it were a mercy if he had not come  into the world”’. The defense of esoteric knowledge in this text is emphasized by its citation  (infrequent in the Talmudic literature although popular generally) of Ecclus. 3. 21-22:  “Seek not things that have been permitted thee, think thereupon; thou hast no business  with the things that are secret”. (p. 73). I am grateful to Michael PANITZ of the Jewish  Theological Seminary for discussion of this reference. On food imagery in the Confessions,  see Leo C. FERRARI, ““The ‘Food of Truth’ in Augustine’s Confessions”, Augustinian  Studies 9 (1978), 1-14.LoutLs Halphen (Parıs, \ w Blumenkranz TaCces the early
medieval exeges1s Luke’s SLOTY of the prodıga) son’s wıshing that he COU ave ‚Ven the
slops that INan fed hıs pIgs In terms of the Fathers and ater cCommentators’
understandıng of the siliquae sıignıfyıng profane learnıng. Ambrose, offering INANLS
philosophia ONC possıble interpretation of the texti (gluttony eing the other), probably
derıved thıs suggestion from rıgen rıgen May ave inspıred Jerome well, although
Blumenkranz that ONMNC of Jerome’s Jewısh Hebrew teachers ave suggested
almudıc texi illustrate the sıgnıficance. Other Talmudıc dıscussıions of thıs eme AIc ıIn

PS'  IN‚ ed., The Babylonian Talmud. Seder Del Vol (London, Hagigah,
rans rahams, Chapter I1 of the Hagigah 15 ıimportant commentary
Jewısh theories of esoterıc learnıng and 1ts place in Talmudıc study The Miıshnah states
that ““Whosoever speculates upDOoN four thıngs, DIty for hım He 18 though he had not
(0)0901-> into the WOT'| Ito wıt] hat 18 above, hat 15 beneath, hat before, hat er. And
whosoever es thought for the honour of hıs maker, it WeIC ıf he had not ‚OC
into the world’”’ The defense of esoterıic Knowledge ın thıs texti 185 emphasızed Dy its cıtatiıon
(infrequent ın the almudıc lıterature although popular generally) of Ecclus A DE
“Seek noft thıngs that ave been permitted thee, 1n thereupon; thou hast business
ıth the thıngs that aATe secret . (p 73) gratefu. Michael PANITZ of the Jewısh
Theological Seminary for discussion of hıs reference. On food imagery In the Confessions,
SCC LeoO ERRARI, 00d of ın Augustine’s Confessions’”, Augustinian
Studies (1978), I  IN
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lıes of the writers WOU ave een had enough, but he dıd not
belıeve these But the fables of the Manıchaeans he dıd belıeve

Augustine’s blindness ın Confessions {I11 6-7 15 not sımply the result
of intellectual unpreparedness. er all, he had penetrated LO the
MCSSALC of Cicero’s Hortensius hrough the routine rhetorical CC-
atıons he and others brought LO ıt He pomintedly CoOntrasts hıs scepticısm
toward the lıterary fables of the S ıth hıs succumbıng the fables
of the Manıiıchaeans. He avoılded the trap, pomted out by both Cicero
and St Paul, of fallıng into step ıth ONe another phılosophical school,
and he alms dırectly al philosophia ıtself. ese WeIC consıderable
intellectual achievements in the fourth CENTUTY, A4Ss they WOU. ave een
in the first Augustine’s Aacles Was sufficıent prevent hım from fallıng
into quıte COININON intellectual9 but iıt WAas not sufficıent OPCH the
veıled mysterles of Scripture hım, and thıs partıcular aılure made hım
the DICYV of Manıchaeans. It Was partıcular qualıty of Augustine’s mınd
and spirıt, nOot its intellectual incapacıty, that led LO hıs CIIOIS ın 111 6-
716)

In 00 and there 1s INOTC of thıs In Z Augustine rejects
the advances of who offered hım UCCC”SsS ıIn rhetorical
competition. In he flırted ıth astrology and Ssorltes, but he Was
advısed by friendly physıcıan avo1d the CIIOIS of astrology and dıd
In 16, unlıke others who merely praıise it. Augustine read and
ıgeste Arıstotle’s Categories, A he also read and easıly understood
other works rhetoric, OgI1C, geOMETLTY, MUusIC, and mathematics * ”).
ese ast works MaYy ave een the **scJi1entiıfic o0ks  29 1C Augustine

that he had read and later brought ear ıIn hıs encCcounter ıth
Faustus 3 TIhe authors of these works dıd NnOTt NOW God, and, in
echo of Tertullıan, became obsessed ıth the works of the Creator rather
than adoring the Creator Hımself*®). And yel, CVCNMN these 00 of the
CUFrLOSL COUuU easıly the smooth, but utterly unlearned doctrines
of Faustus (III Fınally, Just before hıs encounter ıth Ambrose

16) IGNAC, Introduction, 85-93
17) Ibıd
18) TERTULLIAN, nal I1 TIhe MmMoOst extensive discussıon of Tertullhan’s uUusec

of the term 15 that of Jean-Claude FREDOUILLE, Tertullien ef Ia Conversion de la culture
antique (Parıs, Fredouille, however, focuses somewhat LOO narrowly uDON
Tertullıan UuUsCc of CUFrLOSLLiAS exclusıvely erıticısm of polymathıy.

19) It should be note: that Augustine appreclates the scholarly of hIs
SOUTCES and their intellectual Competence, 1C Was super10r that of the Manıchaeans.
Hıs erıticısm 1s therefore NOT of learnıng ıtself, but learnıng detached TOM the ultımate
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214 deftly introduced ASs repetition of Augustine’s inıtıal
Counter wıth Faustus), Augustine 1s moved urther from Manıcheism by
hıs interest ın Academıiıc scepticism and by the dexterıity of hıs friend
pıdıus in attackıng Manıiıchaean scriıptural exegesI1s. Throughout the
experlences deseribed in 00 ILL-V, Augustine’s intellectual astuteness

brings hım rewards and recognition: eachıng in arthage, the INOVC

Rome, and the call ılan ese constitute external recognition of
the intellectual skılls 1C WeTIC not only not dulled, but actually
developed (and emphasızed ıIn the Confessions) durıng the per10d of hıs
Manıchaean sympathıes.

Augustine’s wiıts AIC sufficıently sharp and hıs learnıng sufficıently
1TOA! achieve UCCOSS5 In WOT. wıth both V hıgh crıtical standards
and VeErY Man Yy intellectual and spirıtual ese aTIc small
attrıbutes, CVCN though they prevented Augustine from accepting the
teachıngs of Ambrose (VI al fırst, because, a  oUug Ambrose indeed
lıfted the velamentum from Scriıpture (e£ velata myster1ls, 111
Augustine COU not then accept 11Cc  S erıterion for certitudo, and hıs
perplexIity became INOIC intense. In the COUISC of Book VI, however, the
Manıiıchaean per10' 1s OVCI, and the sceptical per10d 18 wanıng. We must
NO turn back the problem of Manıchaean CUFLOSLLAS.

Book 111 6, when set agaınst the problems that Augustine Says the
Maniıchaeans la1ımed ““solve””, SayS nothing about the LWO genealogıes
of Christ, the anthropomorphic representation of the eıty, the SINS of
the patrıarchs, OT the {WO natures of Christ, although, be SUTC, these
AIC considered elsewhere ın the antı-Manıchaean writings“*). It does,
however, deserıibe and erıticıze in figuratıve Janguage SOM aspects of
Manıchaean cosmology, introduced by the reference Manıchaean
eachıng de58  E. Peters  (V. 13-14: deftly introduced as a repetition of Augustine’s initial en-  counter with Faustus), Augustine is moved further from Manicheism by  his interest in Academic scepticism and by the dexterity of his friend  Elpidius in attacking Manichaean scriptural exegesis. Throughout the  experiences described in Books II-V, Augustine’s intellectual astuteness  brings him rewards and recognition: teaching in Carthage, the move to  Rome, and the call to Milan. These constitute an external recognition of  the intellectual skills which were not only not dulled, but actually  developed (and emphasized in the Confessions) during the period of his  Manichaean sympathies.  Augustine’s wits are sufficiently sharp and his learning sufficiently  broad to achieve success in a world with both very high critical standards  and very many intellectual and spiritual traps. These are no small  attributes, even though they prevented Augustine from accepting the  teachings of Ambrose (VI. 4) at first, because, although Ambrose indeed  lifted the velamentum from Scripture (cf. velata mysteriis, IIL. 5),  Augustine could not then accept a new criterion for certitudo, and his  perplexity became more intense. In the course of Book VI, however, the  Manichaean period is over, and the sceptical period is waning. We must  now turn back to the problem of Manichaean curiositas.  Book III. 6, when set against the problems that Augustine says the  Manichaeans claimed to ‘‘solve”, says nothing about the two genealogies  of Christ, the anthropomorphic representation of the deity, the sins of  the patriarchs, or the two natures of Christ, although, to be sure, these  are considered elsewhere in the anti-Manichaean writings?°). It does,  however, describe and criticize in figurative language some aspects of  Manichaean cosmology, introduced by the reference to Manichaean  teaching de te ... sed etiam de istis elementis mundi, creatura tua. Out of  their /ibris multis et ingentibus, the dishes out of which false food was  served, the Manichaeans offered Augustine accounts of the sun and the  moon, pulchra opera tua, sed tamen opera tua, non tu, nec ipsa prima.  Since Schmidt’s discovery of the Kephalaia of Mani in 1930, much of  Augustine’s frame of reference in III. 6 can be understood more  clearly 2!). The pre- and creation-narrative of the Manichaeans was the  purpose of learning. This is the substance of his attacks upon the curiosi in V. 3. Like the  Romans and the earthly city, these thinkers have their value, but it is of a different order  from that seeking which leads to salvation.  2°) . Above; n. 2:  21) There is a large bibliography on the subject, from John P. MAHER, Saintsed etiam de ISELS elementtis mundi, [U:  Q& Out of
theır libris multis el ingentibus, the dıshes Out of iC alse fo0od Wäas

served, the Manıiıchaeans offered Augustine AaCCOU of the SsSu  —; and the
IMNOON, pulchra [UG, sed [UG, AON [U, Nec LDSA prima.

Sınce chmiıdt discovery of the Kephalaia of Manı in 1930, much of
Augustine’s frame of reference in 111 Can be understood INOIC

cClearly “ ”). The DIC- and creation-narrative of the Manıchaeans Was the

PUrpDOSC of learnıng. hıs 1S the substance of hıs attacks upON the CUFrL0SL In ıke the
Romans and the earthly CIty, ese iınkers ave eIr value, but it 1s of dıfferent order
TOmM that seekıng whıich ea| salvatıon.

20) OVEe,
21) ere 18 arge bıblıography the subject, {rom John AHER, Saint
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foundatıon of theır dualıstic belıiefs and must ave een asserted, ASs

nostic precreation scenar10s also WEeTIC, agalnst the creation narratıve of
Genesı1ıs and the precreation scenar10s contained ıIn Midrash**). The SU  —

and the INOON aIc the ou  S of the kıngdom of1g created as result
of the first grea battle between representatıves of 1g and darkness,
Out-posts be explaıned and revered by those of the particles of
1vinıty in themselves and of the evıl nature of the dark bodies in 1Cc
those partıcles WeEeIC entombe

ese, then, AIC the phantasmata splendida, the fabula onga el Vand,
the Manıiıchaean alternatıve the enesIis creation narratıve. Here, fOr
the first tıme, Augustine encountered enesI1is hrough the CYCS of ıts
Manıiıchaean opponents. It 15 the Occasıon of hıs fall AaWAaVY from the road

truth and already points toward the redemptive exeges1s ıIn the last
three 00 of the Confessions.

All of thıs C  9 and ın 111 it be the of Manıchaean
antı-Genesı1s polemic, Augustine SaVYS, Came from hıs improper carnal usc

of SCNSCS given all humans by God TIhe usec of the intellect, by 1€
God ntende humans be super10r beasts, Was dıstorted Dy the
SCHNSCS hıs 1S Augustine’s essential definıtion of CUFrLOSLLAS.

At the en of I11 6, Augustine offers strıkıng image that draws
together these earlıer themes and images:

Offendi am mulierem audacem, Iinopem prudentiae aenigma
Salomonis, sedentem sellam INn foribus ef dicentem,
occultos lıbenter edıte, ei dulcem furtiıvam bıbıte, qUaAE
seduxit qula Invenit foris habitantem In oculo CAFNLS Meade ef talia
rumiınantem apud m qualia DEr um

Augustine s Defense of the Hexaemeron agalinst the Manichaeans (Rome-St Meinrad, Ind
and H .-C UECH, Le Manicheisme (Parıs, Francoı1s DECRET, L’Afrique

manicheenne (IV- V siecles). Etude historique el doctrinale, ols (Parıs, CSD. I‚ 239-
352

22) ave consıdered thıs topic in much greater detaıl in study ‘What Was God
o1ng Before He Created the eavens and the Ear' Augustiniana (1984) 53-/4 10
the Augustinıan cıted In that study, must NO add reference Contra Adversarium
egis el prophetarum libri duo, 42, 603-666 hıs work efutes the arguments of book
that Augustine found, concurrentibus turbis periculosa curlositate el delectatione legeretur.
Ihe work attacks Genes!Iis, NOL only, ..  as do the Manıchaeans’ , merely the law and the
prophets, but ın 1ts doectrine of Deum mundı fabricatorem. In Augustine notes

Quaert1t ergo Quo princ1ıpi10 ? elusne quoO iıdem Deus CSSC coepIit, qUO ıllum S5C

VaCUuuUuIln taeduıt ? Cul respondetur, qula nec Deus AWYS coepit, Nec eum VACaLLioNLS SUde taeduilt,
qul aliquando non fuit, Nec cessando torpult, NecCc operando laborayvit Nec sIıne coelo sedis
indiquit, NeC facto coelo sedem tanquam finitis erroribus peregrinus Invenlıt. Augustine

suggest that the work INaYy be of Marcıionıite Or1g1n. grateful James O’Donnell
for providıng ıth thıs reference.
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The text 15 per1cope of TOV 9, 31 (cf. TOV 24-7)
oolısh$ clamorous and full of allurements and knowing

nothıng at all, sat 1n the OOT of her house upDON seal, 1ın the hıgh
place of the CIty, call them who DaSs the WaYy and about
theır OW busıness. “He that 15 lıttle ONC, let hım turn 297  me and
tO the fool che sald, olen waters dIC sweeler, and hıdden Tea 15
INOTITC pleasant’”. And he dıd not NOW that the dead ATC there, and
that her guests AIC in the depths of ell

In the Hebrew teXT,; the 1S OlLY herself, the opposıte of 1sdom,
whose house, banquet and invıtatiıon eal and T1n A

1ignorance aTic escr1De in the paralle texit ın TOV 15 The Aenigma
Salomonis, then, WOU SCCIMN be for Augustine, as it had een for the
wrıters of Proverbs, Dame OILY personified.

But Confessions 111 1s not Augustine’s only of the Ie-

ference“*). In the De Gen CONtra Man I1 41, Augustine refers the
alse food that 1S the fallacia haereticorum and then explaıns the reference

Proverbs

Haereticorum quıppe uperba e Cur10sa cupıdıtas iın TO
Proverbiorum clamat sub mulıeribus imagıne et dicıt Quli stultus
est, divertat ad60  E. Peters  The text is a pericope of Prov. 9, 13-18 (cf. Prov. 7. 24-7):  A foolish woman, clamorous and full of allurements and knowing  nothing at all, sat in the door of her house upon a seat, in the high  place of the city, to call to them who pass on the way and go about  their own business. ‘“He that is a little one, let him turn to me”, and  to the fool she said, ‘“Stolen waters are sweeter, and hidden bread is  more pleasant””. And he did not know that the dead are there, and  that her guests are in the depths of Hell.  In the Hebrew text, the woman is Folly herself, the opposite of Wisdom,  whose house, banquet and invitation to eat and drink so as to overcome  ignorance are described in the parallel text in Prov. 9. 1-6. The Aenigma  Salomonis, then, would seem to be for Augustine, as it had been for the  writers of Proverbs, Dame Folly personified.  But Confessions III. 6 is not Augustine’s only usage of the re-  ference??). In the De Gen. contra Man. II. 27. 41, Augustine refers to the  false food that is the fallacia haereticorum and then explains the reference  to Proverbs 9:  Haereticorum quippe superba et curiosa cupiditas in libro  Proverbiorum clamat sub mulieribus imagine et dicit: Qui stultus  est, divertat ad me ...  Elsewhere he mentions fallax doctrina imagine sedens mulier*?*). In the  Tractatus 97 on the Gospel of John, the woman represents the vanitas  impiorum, as La Bonnardiere suggests, the followers of magicians.  Aenigma was a technical term in Greek and Latin, associated with other  terms designating riddle, parable, allegory, and mystery?°). In scripture,  it was a technique particularly associated with Solomon, especially in  Ecclus. 47. 17 and III Kings 10. 1-10. Confessions III 6 uses this kind of  23) See the references in A.M. LA BONnNnARDIERE, Biblia Augustiniana. A. T. Le  Libre de Proverbes (Paris, 1975), 51-54.  ?7%) Ibid: 52. Cf. 7ract. in ep. I0h. . 13.  ?5) T I. 985-7, s.v. aenigma, citing particularly QUINTILIAN, Inst. 8.6. 52: allegoriae ...  obscurior; TERTULLIAN, Scorp. 11: ut allegoriae, ut parabolae, ut aenigmata. For. general  late antique use, see Jean PEPIN, Mythe et allegorie (Paris, 1976). The pejorative sense of  Quintilian, or the neutral classical usages were perhaps modified by the famous use of the  term in the Greek text of 1 Cor. 13. 12. Augustine’s usage of the term is much wider than  the L’Enfant concordance suggests. Until the full Augustine concordance appears from  Eindhoven, consult particular recent concordances to individual works. For later use of  these images, see the studies collected in Edouard JEAUNEAU, ‘Lectio philosophorum’  Recherches sur l’Ecole de Chartres (Amsterdam, 1973), and Peter DRONKE, Fabula:  Exploration into the Uses of Myth in Medieval Platonism (Leiden-Cologne, 1974), 32-47.Elsewhere he mentions fallax doctrina ımagıne sedens mulier**). In the

T ractatus the Gospel of John, the represents the Vanıtas
IMDLOTUM, d Ta Bonnardıere > the followers of magıclans.
Aenigma Was techniıcal term in ree and Latın, assoclated ıth other

desıgnatıng m  ©: parable, allegory, and mystery “>). In scrıpture,
it Was technıque partıcularly assoclated ıth Solomon, especlally in
CCIUS 17 and 188| Ings 8 |  S Confessions 111 sCcs thıs kınd of

23) See the references 1ın BONNARDIERE, Biblia Augustiniana.
Libre de Proverbes arls, 51A58

24) Ibıd CÄM. Fac. In C Icoh H8 13
25) 985-7, aen1igma, cıting partıcularly QUINTILIAN, Inst allegoriae60  E. Peters  The text is a pericope of Prov. 9, 13-18 (cf. Prov. 7. 24-7):  A foolish woman, clamorous and full of allurements and knowing  nothing at all, sat in the door of her house upon a seat, in the high  place of the city, to call to them who pass on the way and go about  their own business. ‘“He that is a little one, let him turn to me”, and  to the fool she said, ‘“Stolen waters are sweeter, and hidden bread is  more pleasant””. And he did not know that the dead are there, and  that her guests are in the depths of Hell.  In the Hebrew text, the woman is Folly herself, the opposite of Wisdom,  whose house, banquet and invitation to eat and drink so as to overcome  ignorance are described in the parallel text in Prov. 9. 1-6. The Aenigma  Salomonis, then, would seem to be for Augustine, as it had been for the  writers of Proverbs, Dame Folly personified.  But Confessions III. 6 is not Augustine’s only usage of the re-  ference??). In the De Gen. contra Man. II. 27. 41, Augustine refers to the  false food that is the fallacia haereticorum and then explains the reference  to Proverbs 9:  Haereticorum quippe superba et curiosa cupiditas in libro  Proverbiorum clamat sub mulieribus imagine et dicit: Qui stultus  est, divertat ad me ...  Elsewhere he mentions fallax doctrina imagine sedens mulier*?*). In the  Tractatus 97 on the Gospel of John, the woman represents the vanitas  impiorum, as La Bonnardiere suggests, the followers of magicians.  Aenigma was a technical term in Greek and Latin, associated with other  terms designating riddle, parable, allegory, and mystery?°). In scripture,  it was a technique particularly associated with Solomon, especially in  Ecclus. 47. 17 and III Kings 10. 1-10. Confessions III 6 uses this kind of  23) See the references in A.M. LA BONnNnARDIERE, Biblia Augustiniana. A. T. Le  Libre de Proverbes (Paris, 1975), 51-54.  ?7%) Ibid: 52. Cf. 7ract. in ep. I0h. . 13.  ?5) T I. 985-7, s.v. aenigma, citing particularly QUINTILIAN, Inst. 8.6. 52: allegoriae ...  obscurior; TERTULLIAN, Scorp. 11: ut allegoriae, ut parabolae, ut aenigmata. For. general  late antique use, see Jean PEPIN, Mythe et allegorie (Paris, 1976). The pejorative sense of  Quintilian, or the neutral classical usages were perhaps modified by the famous use of the  term in the Greek text of 1 Cor. 13. 12. Augustine’s usage of the term is much wider than  the L’Enfant concordance suggests. Until the full Augustine concordance appears from  Eindhoven, consult particular recent concordances to individual works. For later use of  these images, see the studies collected in Edouard JEAUNEAU, ‘Lectio philosophorum’  Recherches sur l’Ecole de Chartres (Amsterdam, 1973), and Peter DRONKE, Fabula:  Exploration into the Uses of Myth in Medieval Platonism (Leiden-Cologne, 1974), 32-47.obscurior; TERTULLIAN, corp allegoriae, ul parabolae, aenıgmata. For general

ate antıque usc, SCC ean N Mythe el allegorie (Parıs, TIhe pejoratıve of
Quintıilıan, the neutral classıcal uSagcSs WEeIC perhaps moOoditl1e': by the famous usec of the
term In the Tree text of (r 13 Augustine’s of the term 1s much wıder than
the nfant cConcordance nl the full Augustine concordance appCAaIs from
Eındhoven, consult particular recent concordances indıvıdual works. For later uUuse of
ese images, SCC the studıes collected In Edouard "Lectio philosophorum’
Recherches Sur !’Ecole de Chartres (Amsterdam, and eier DRONKE, Fabula :
Exploration Into the (/ses of Mytn IN Medieval Platonısm (Leiden-Cologne, AD ET
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terminology INOTC than NC Faılıng understand that scripture 18
“ veıled ın mysterl1es’”, velatam mysterı1ls, Augustine succumbs tOo the
fabulae of the Manıchaeans, and finally becomes the DICY of the Aenigma
Salomonis. Not until hıs enCounter ıth Ambrose (VI ıll Augustine
SCC the velamentum lıfted from scr1ıpture. TIo those whose intellect 15
distorted by the SCNSCS, who seek plerce mysterles ıth the oculus
CAaFrNLS rather than the oculus ment1s, the WOTr. ıll always be full of
deceptive mysterı1es, veıls, fables, and myths*°®).

The Aenigma Salomonis ca images of unschooled chiıldhood,
foolıshness, and deceptive, llusory food DaNnıs absconditus el

furtivae 1C xclude the seeker after wısdom from the banquet
16 i1sdom has prepare ın TOV 1-6 and aAic assoclated ıth the
Manıchaean *°carnal” approac the mysterıes of creation. Augustine
had sed such imagery elsewhere. In the De MUSICGA (VI 39) hıs first
usec of the term CUFrLOSLLAS assoclates ıt ıth the PTOÖCCSS Dy 1C the soul

AaWAaY from eternal thıngs Out of love for VANILSSIMAG cognitio and
sensual thıngs. In the De Gen Man (II DG IL., 30) he

assoclates CUFLOSLIiAS which upDOonNn the serpent, that it
crawl breast and eIHLY and eal earth, ° for whoever eafts earth
penetrates into profoun and shadowy thıngs, empora and earthly””. In
De Verd rel. (I1LL Augustine addresses the CUFLOSL the words of
Cor

Seek not after those thıngs IC aATIC SCCH, but after those 1C dIC
nOot sececnh FOor those 1C ATIeC SCCI] dIC temporal, and those ; ( 64
dIC not SCCTM] ATC eternal.

oug it 1s not possıble demonstrate it here, thıs early and
speclalıze: of CUFLOSLLAS mMaYy be closely elated Augustine’s
Neoplatonic readıngs, partıcularly Neoplatonic explanatıons for the
fallıng AWAaY, descent, and separatıon from the One, OpIC vC close
the center of Plotinus’ coni{lıct ıth gnosticısm. The TeeC applıed
tOo those souls who turn the ensual WOT. tolma, perierg1a,
polupragmosune each CONVCY combination of prıde, audacıty, and
inquisıtıveness that theır Latın equıvalents superbia, audacla, and
CUFLOSLLAS usually do not“ .

26) On thıs dıstinction, SCC, most recently, Karl MORRISON, * From Form into
Form’ Mımesıs and Personalıty ın Augustine’s Historical Thought’”, Proceedings of the
Amerıican Philosophical Society, 1 24 (1980). 276-294, 281

27) See O’CONNELL, Early Theory of Man,
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Sınce Augustine’s other usSagcs of the figure of the Aenigma
Salomonts identity her; nOot ASs OUNY, but sometimes d the of
heret1cs, fallax doctrina, and the VAanıtas ImMDLOruUM, hıs cıtatıon of the
figure in Confessions 111 somewhat INOTC specıalıze: INCall-

ing than personified OlLYy TOom pule1us Tertullıan, CUFLOSLLAS had
een assoclated ıth magıc and heresy Earlıer, Augustine had accused
hımself of CUFLOSLLAS during hıs student days, and CUFLOSLLAS had entangled
hım ıth Manıchaean fables and mY Summıing hıs you  u and
then hıs Manıchaean CITOIS, Augustıine evokes the image of the aenigma
in TOV 9, suggesti, ASs CUFrL0Sa Cuplditas, concupiscentia oculorum,
CUFLOSLLAS, ]verting those who mınd theır OW: busıness (a tradıtional
s1gn of periergia and polupragmosune in Greek), promisıng wısdom the
unlearned, offerıng banquet of alse f00d, and sıttıng al the doorway,
nOoTt of the seven-pillared mansıon, but of the house ofea Augustine,
after uftfarc. and Apule1us, thus contributed strıkıng image tOo the
early iconography of CUFLOSLLAS 28)

YIhıs VICe, developed uriıng hıs student days al arthage, strength-
ened and redirected in hıs search for philosophia and hıs presumptuous
misreadıng of scr1ıpture, led hım straıght into the INaz of Manıchaean
fables, from which he Was take iıne extricate hımself. In the
CONCepL of CUFLOSLLAS, 1C had longer Tee than Latın hıstory and
possessed consıistent meanıng OTr importance most of the Latın
Fathers after Tertullıan, certamly not Arnobius, Lactantıus, OT

Ambrose. Augustine OoOun OMNC of the keys hıs grea dılemma, the
condıtıon and character of h1is mınd and ıfe before the conversion in
Milan *?). served hım ell It also served hım un1quely, because hıs
later treatment of the vice broadened ıts SCNSCS ASs make it
applıcable MoOTe aspects of Christian ıfe than sımply hıs OW

experlence. TOM SOINC of hıs later works, and partıcularly from the
hought of John Cassılan, CUFLOSLIAS entered the vocabulary of monastıc

28) Interesting USCc of the image has een made by Rıchard KAY, Dante WL and
Strong (Lawrence, Kan.., 300-306 For SCcC the Metamorphoses; for
LUTARCH, Moralia ere 1s arge lıterature both works; SCC the study of
ABHARDT (above, and ILOIC recently, PENWILL, “Slavısh Pleasures and
Profitless Curlosity: all and Redemption ın Apule1us’ Metamorphoses’’, Ramus (1975),
49-872

29) RNOBIUS, Adv Nat I1 AMBROSE, De Int TIob el David 28
ADEC, aın Ambroise el la philosophie arlıls, 177-246, CSpP 8i} In work ın
,Rıchard NEWHAUSER and ıllu the hıstory of the ıdea and term CUFLOSLLAS
from ıts Tee Or1g1ns the nıneteenth
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psychology, where ıt generally remaıned untıiıl the eology of St Anselm
and the Ne  S intellectua ciırcumstances of the welfth and thırteenth
centuries restored it SOMNC of ıts earlıer Augustinian features 30)

Augustine Was areful and systematıc wriıter. Lookıng back from
the time of wrıting the Confessions, after the of ınkıng about the
ıfe they descr1bed, he perce1ived hıs OW satısfactıon hat had
happened hım and why hıs ıfe had taken the shape ıt had us10n,
deception, a  C and myth WeIC the early lot of 0)41> who Was unprepared,
unınstructed, and possessed of prou and concupiscent spiırıt. And thıs
lot Was introduced, nOot only by the partıcular qualıties of hıs rotous
lıving al arthage, but by the of the Manıiıchaeans, by theır eodicy
in 111 7R but mMOSsT dramatıcally and cruclally in theır COSMOSONY and
cosmology in 111 The mMan who faıled to perce1ve the e1l of
scrıpture Was trapped in yel other veıls. At the en of hıs anıchaean
per10d Augustine COUuU freely ACCUSC hımselft and the Manıchaeans of
CUrL0SLLAS, not merely because of eXCessIve attention learnıng about the
created WOT and nNnOoTt about 1ts CTeatOT, but INOIC profoundly, ın that
combinatıon of 1gnorance, wiıllfulness, and desıre that necessarıly PIC-
vents the soul from approachıing God

At the end of the Confessions, the exposıtion of the openıng VEISCS of
enesı1is testified the redemption of thıs part of hıs ıfe enesI1is became
clearly the OOTr T1ıstı1an belıef and, ASs ıt had een fOor 1lo, the
beginniıng of wisdom **). 10 repalr the CITOIS about enes1is that
Augustine and the Manıchaeans had made ın Confessions 111 6, the first
chapter of enes1is and ıts PTODCI exposıtion had perhaps become
credo, 0)4 rule of al particularly important in the Casc of former
hearer of the Manıchaeans whose first recorded contact wıth them had
led ırectly into SYymMpatlhy for theır alse and °°Carnal” antı-Genesıis
polemic and theır substiıtute COSMOSONVY. For the Christian Augustine,
scrıpture W das “the COU  ce of Go and when, ın the De Irinitate,
Augustine urge hıs readers wıth hım “*enter the path of charıty, in
search of Hım of whom it 1s sald : Seek Hıs face evermore’’, both seekıng
and the COUN  Cce WeIC ntended be conducted and understood iın

30) See Rıchard NEWHAUSER, °““Towards Hıstory of Human Curlosıity:
Prolegomenon ıts Medieval Phase’”, Deutsche Vierteljahrschrift (1982) 559-575

31) De opif. MundL. 54 ; Pierre GEOLTRAIN, “Quelques lectures Julves el
chretiennes des premiers versets de la Genese, de Quomran OUVEAaUuU Testament”, 1ın In
princıplo. Interpretations des premiers verselts de la Genese, Centre d’Etudes des relıgı1ons du
lıvre (Parıs, 47-60
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of the propcer exposition and understanding of scrıpture, the place
where COU  ce WAas be oun but wıth the oculus ment1s,
nOoTt the oculus carnis**). Curiositas had blocked that OOr NCC for
Augustine, and earthly sclences had een able OPCH ıt For they
LOO, unless conducted in the nıg spirıt, weTie also manıiıfestatıions of
CUurLOSLLAaS. Like the earthly cıty, theır knowledge pominted nothıng
beyond itself. Setting out ın search of 1sdom, indeed, invıted by Cicero
and St Paul her banquet and house ul upOonNn pıllars,
Augustine had mistaken for her the aenigma Salomonits and had mistaken
the book of enes1is for roug and offensıve acCcount of 1gnorance.
Following the prophecıes and Vvisıon al the end of Book ILL, the
remaınder of the Confessions 1s aCCount of how long and complex Was

the Journey the house of 1sdom and how far from the rıght road
Augustine, misled by CUrLOSLLAS, had orıginally wandered.

Edward PETERS
Universıty of Pennsylvanıa

32) ROWN, Augustine of Hippo, 162, 262-3,


