
MEMORY, ITRUTH, AND REPR  ALION
AUGUSTINE’S CONVERSION{AREVIEW

The SLOTY of Augustine’s CONnversi1on atholıc Chrıstianıty
recounted In the Confessions has long een the subject of CONLrOVerSY.
Much of that CONLrOVerSYy has centered the Convers1ıon
descr1ibed powerfTully al the end of ook The century-ol debate
inıtiated Dy Harnack and Boilssıier, exiende Dy Alfarıc and oyer,
g1iven NC  < ıfe Dy the researches of Courcelle and olg1anı has
recently een revived Dy Leo Ferrarı ın ser1es of artıcles

27]beginniıng in 1980 ıth hıs °P al the (onversiıon of St Augustine.
0Ug inspıred by Courcelle’s work, Ferrarı 0€Ss Courcelle better
by suggesting that Courcelle 1{070 argely AdSSUTNMNES the general
verisımılıtude ofAugustine’s description of that 1na CONversı1o0n
al the en of o0k For hıs part, Ferrarı WOU 1ke Tea “"the
spe of the Justly famous Conversi1on scene.””“* Ferrarı s argumen 15
that Augustine’s description of the final CONvers1on in the
Miılanese garden 15 fabricatiıon artfully executed that it Continues

be regarded ruthful aCCount of hat actually took place
What PTIODOSC ere 1s aSSESSMENT of Ferrarı 's attempt

dısenchant Augustine’s readers. In al ll be review1ing S1X artıcles
publıshed between 1980 and 111 egın ıth Ferrarı 's master
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theme al the 1987 (Q)xford Patrıstic Conference in a he
summarızed MoOst of the artıcles he had publıshed untıl then and
reiterated hıs claım that he had proved Augustine’s aCCOount of h1s
CONvers1o0n d fabrıcatıon.

“Saıint Augustine’s Conversion Scene: Ihe End of A odern
Dehbate?”?

In hıs master eme al the 1987 ()xford Conference for
Patrıstic Studıies, Ferrarı Seis or hıs OW approac Augustine’s
CONversion ındısputable. Ferrarı 's argumen re thıs
sımple fact Romans 131314} the Paulıne texXt 1C Augustine
claıms entral hıs COnvers10n, rarely ADPDCAaLS In an Yy of the works
that Augustine pr10r the Confessions and eT. Ferrarı rıghtly
wonders why such sılence texT IC changed Augustine’s ıfe
dramatıcally.

For Ferrarlı,: the absence of Romans 132.13.14 ın Augustine’s
early works Can only INCcan ONC ıng the [WO VeEeISCS WEIC NnOTt
instrumental iın the CONversion In 1lan as Augustine’s Came
describe it: and that the latter narratıve in the Confessions merely
attests 8 Augustine’s interests in Paul’s Convers1ı1on In the ate 390s
when Augustine Was wrıting hı1is OW CONvers1o0n narratıve. hıs must
be the CaSC, errarı9 because Augustine betrays such sılence
in the early works and In the Confessions about the impact hıs readıng
of ( 1cero’s Hortens1ius had uDON hım when he W äas eighteen. And for
thıs ICason 06  there 15 eed ımpute the Augustine of 386
the transformed personalıty of that powerftul scene” (p 246)

errarı that the “rea1” CONversiıon C set Augustine
owards wrıting the narratıve found in the Confessions Camnle much
ater, and derıves “from MOMmMmMentoOous even Just pr10r 18 wrıting the
Confessions, whiıich caused thıs wrıiting, together ıth 1fs
dramatıc embellıshments, includıng the CONversion scene” (p 246)
Thıs, he claıms, solves the problem of the {[WO Augustine’s: the
Augustıine of the Cassıcı1ıacum dıalogues and the Augustine of the
Confessions. And “°qalso has the advantage of showıng evolutionary
CONvers1on 88191 Ks ıIn accord ıth the of events in the Vıta of
Augustine’s bıographer, Possidius” (p 246) But how much Possıdius’
narratıve us about Augustine’s ıfe pr10r his CONversıon iın
1lan 1$ OPCH 18 question.

Leo FERRARI,;, *Saılnt Augustine’s (onversiıon Scene: Ihe End of ern
Debate ‘” Studia Patrıstica (1989) 246
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When Ferrarı Augustine’s earher COoNnvers1ıo0n narratıves
he SCS Augustine’s words ın INanner that leaves much In ou
Ferrarı claıms, for instance, that hıs 1eW “makes g00d oOut of
otherwıse inconsıistent sStatement repeatedly made by Augustine and
1gnored, eIr perıl, by the hıstorıicı1ısts. hıs 15 the insıstent
statement that the earlıer works (includıng the dialogues) WeEIC wrıtten
(070 much under the influence of the prıde of the schools” p 246) In
the 1IrSsS place, the Statement o€es NOL refer all of Augustine’s early
works. And secondly, Augustine s COMMENT ou wrıting under the
residual influence of the chools 0€eSs not ICIHNOVCEC the problem of the
"“"tWO Augustines.” er all, in De heata Vıta 1a and in C'ontra
Academicos AAu Augustine speaks of hıs CONvers1ıon
CONvers10n philosophia.
I1 °Paull al the Conversion of Augustine onV, 2 29-30)”

The substance of Ferrarı s posıtıion 1S spelled Ouft in hıis 1980
rticle °Paul al the Conversion of Augustine on VUIL, 12.29-
297 The argumen ollows [WO tracks ırst, the UuUsSscCc of Romans
[ i 0 in the wrıtings pr10r 18 the Confessions, and second, the
cıtations of Paul’s works around the time of the wrıting of the
Confessions, all of thıs nNntiende ShOw hOow the famous tolle lege

has een fabricated
errarı dıstınguıishes the [WO oOpposing hıstoricıiısts

maımntaın that the tolle lege 1S historic fact; ACCUTrate
ACCOUNT of 3 ö really transpıred, exactly dS describe  27 (PpP
6-7) The fictionalısts °claım that the lege 15 wholly
partliy fictional in character” (p 5) Ferrarı that for the
hıstorıicısts the ıdea that Augustine “has Oomıtted DW otherwıse
changed anı y incıdents in hıs cConvers1on-story” (pp 5-9) ralses
OMINOUS question ..  as Just where thıs tamperıng ıth the orıgınal
ACTS WOU en: It therefore becomes unthınkable OW fact be
contamınated ın anı y WdYy Dy Cictiıon Consequently CVCI Y even In the

of the Confessions must ave en place exactly deser1be
p 9 But 1le the hıstorıicısts claım such authenticıty and insıst that
the tolle lege s be regarde “hıstorical fact and therefore
faıthful ACCOUNT of the events exactly they transpıred” (p 9 the
fictonalısts ave such qualms. They ..  Can be represented dS arguıng
that such interpretation loses S1g of the irne nature of the
Confessions” (p 9 The Confessions, Ferrarı AdSSUTECS u ..  1S NOTL
INeTE 1ary of aıly events 1ın the author’s lıfe, but rather work of
lterary whose prıme raLlson P E  etre 15 the rel1g10us edılıcatıon of the
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reader. In such perspective, 111e ere Can be ou  ıng  - the
essentıal elements of the CONvers10Nn-StorY, the author mMust be
permitted tell the in hıs OW WAdYy and ın accord ıth the
ex1igencles of hıs maın PUTDOSC. Consequently, certaın romantıcısıng
of realıty 1S inevıtable” (p 9 Augustine must be lowed certaın
lıterary 1cence invent OT reinvent hıs past ın the hope of provıdıng
edifyıng discourse. eediess SaY, it 15 the fictiıonalısts who SCCIN the
MOST reasonable arbıters of Augustine’s narratıve, ıth the hıstoric1ısts
ookıng 1ke CONservatıve reactionarıes desperate SAa|’VC Augustine
from calumny.

Ferrarı spe of “permitting” Augustine 18 tell the SLTOTY he
WOU 1ke do ıt, but ere 15 analysıs of Augustine’s methods and
h1is OW claıms about the tru  ulness of h1is aCCounti, OT CEVECN about the
place of INCINOLY and recollection in hıs attempt g1ve AaCCOUNLT of
h1s past SINS and mısdeeds. To suggest also that Augustıine be
permitte certaın romantıcızıng of realıty in order tell hıs
accord ıth the ex1igencl1es of hıs maın purpose” ADPCAaLS audable, but
In fact 15 mısleadıng, iT Ferrarı overlooks Augustine’s claım be
see1ng In h1ıs experlence the outworkıng of even much 1ıke the

of Antony that he heard (Confessions And 1f Augustine
etells h1s StOTY Dy fabrıcatıng SCEHNESs In order provıde edıfyıng
discourse, ONC WOUuU ave to ask Just hat notion of “edifyıng
dıscourse” Augustine Supports.

1Io mıt certaın detaıls in ellıng 15 not quıte the SAarmne

ıng addıng OT otherwıse changıng hat actually took place The
former INCuUrs lıttle moral dAifficulties ıf in fact OSse detaıls dIiIc deemed
iırrelevant tangentıial. However, 1f they BT the of the
narratıve and make SOTITNCOIINIC 1ıke Augustine ook better than he WAaSs, it

problem urthermore, fAugustine fabrıcates hıs narratıve Dy
addıng embellıshıng h1ıs aCCOUnLT, he places hımself In morally
questionable pOosture For ONC who amente hIıs C266

rhetoriclan. ellıng lıes people who NEW he Was ellıng lıes and
eıng praıised for ıt (Confessions 6.6.9-10), thıs WOU be quıte
achlevement.

Ferrarı SCS the notion of “the romantıcısınz” of Augustine’s
narratıve {O preclude much TNOIC 1111CU problem the VCLY nature of
hıstorical experience and HOW remember and represent the past By
presenting the hıstorıicısts the opponents of ıterary approac
Augustine’s Confessions he SETSs hıstorıical representatiıon VCI agaınst
fiıctıon d the only [WO WaYy>S of lookıng work 1ke the Confessions,
1gnoring 1n the DIOCCSS much earher argumen Dy () Meara_.?
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(O0’Meara AISUCS that the lıterary qualıities of Augustine’s narratıve do
nNnOT detract from the hıstorical facts underlyıng them And rather
than set the lıterary agalınst the hıstorıcal, the narratıve 1s both
hıstorical and 1terary and cshould SG the lıterary ASs undergirding
hıstorıical realıty wıthout 1G ere WOU ave een STOTY

If ere 15 an Yy meriıt al all Ferrarı 's ıt
Romans 13130124 and ıts Car absence in Augustine’s works pr10r
the Confessions. And yel GV thıs potentially fascınatıng problem 15
ost in interpretatiıve matrıx that ea deal of confusıon.
In an y CaSC, ıf Augustine had saıd nothing iın the Cassıc1acum
dialogues Ou eıng converted Dy readıng the Apostle Paul, then the
sılence about Romans 13 1314 would be deafening. hat he D0es
mention Paul demands that be cCaut10us in dısmissıng the role of
the Paulıne PaAaSSapc iın the Convers1ı1on described later In
Confessions Ihe absence of An Y specıfic mentıon of Romans
( E In the early wrıtings, then, should not be construed iın such
sımple IMS Ferrarı ests, especılally because, 1l SCC,

lıttle detaıl Ferrarı provıdes about Augustine’s ommentary
Paul’s eCXTS in the early wrıtings undermıines Ferrarı s thesıs.

errarı pomnts Out that 1n the early works “Augustine 15 found
be astonıshıingly sılent CVOen the mMOoOost provocatıve OCCAaSI1ONsS. ere
aAIc rapturous exeges1s of Romans- 118 be ounAUGUSTINE’S CONVERSION SCENE  81  O’Meara argues that the literary qualities of Augustine’s narrative do  not detract from the historical facts underlying them. And so rather  than set the literary against the historical, the narrative is both  historical and literary and we should see the literary as undergirding a  historical reality without which there would have been no story to tell.°  If there is any merit at all to Ferrari’s argument it rests on  Romans 13.13-14 and its near absence in Augustine’s works prior to  the Confessions. And yet even this potentially fascinating problem is  lost in an interpretative matrix that leads to a great deal of confusion.  In any case, if Augustine had said nothing in the Cassiciacum  dialogues about being converted by reading the Apostle Paul, then the  silence about Romans 13.13-14 would be deafening. That he does  mention Paul demands that we be cautious in dismissing the role of  the Pauline passage in the conversion described years later in  Confessions 8.12.29. The absence of any specific mention of Romans  13.13-14 in the early writings, then, should not be construed in such  simple terms as Ferrari suggests, especially because, as we will see,  every little detail Ferrari provides about Augustine’s commentary on  Paul’s texts in the early writings undermines Ferrari’s thesis.  Ferrari points out that in the early works “Augustine is found to  be astonishingly silent on even the most provocative occasions. There  are no rapturous exegesis of Romans XIIL,13-14 to be found ...  Indeed, as far as I have been able to ascertain, there is scarcely one  reference to these verses in his works of that period. This is strange  when one considers the general atmosphere of enthusiasm which  permeates these writings” (p. 12). “It is even stranger, when one takes  account of some of the particular works involved,” Ferrari continues.  He writes that while Augustine wrote De vera religione to  Romanianus in the hope of converting him from Manichaeism  Augustine does not mention Romans 13.13-14. Ferrari finds this  surprising, given the similarities of their experiences and the ‘“well-  known closeness of the two friends” (p. 12). But why is this  necessary? Ferrari does not indicate that in the epistolary sections of  the much earlier Contra Academicos, sent to Romanianus from  Cassicliacum (386/387), Augustine mentions the reading of Paul as the  > J. J. O’MEARA, “Augustine’s Confessions: Elements of Fiction”, in Augustine:  From Rhetor to Theologian, ed. Joanne McWilliam (Waterloo, Ontario: Wilfrid Lau-  rier University Press, 1992), 77-95.  ° Cf. Henry CHADWICK, “History and Symbolism in the Garden at Milan”, in  From Augustine to Eriugena: Essays on Neoplatonism and Christianity in Honor of  John O’Meara, eds. F. X. Martin, O.S.A and J. A. Richmond (Washington, D.C.: The  Catholic University of America Press, 1991), 42-55.Indeed, far ave een able ascertaın, ere 15 Scarcely ONEC
reference ese VeEeISCS in h1s works of that per10d. hıs 15 Strange
when ONC Consıders the general atmosphere of enthus1asm which
TmM!  es these wrıtings” p 12) 81 1S CVCN Stranger, when OMNlC es
aCCount of SOTINC of the p  ı1cular works ınvolved,” Ferrarı continues.
He wrıtes that whıle Augustine De Verd religione
Romanıanus in the hope of converting hım Irom Manıchaeism
Augustine 0€Ss NnOTt mention Romans 13.13-14 Ferrarı fınds thıs
surpris1ıng, gıven the simılarıties of theır experlences and the well-
known closeness of the L[WO frıends” (p F2) But why 1Ss thıs
necessary? Ferrarı o0€es NOT indıcate that 1ın the epistolary sections of
the much earher Contra Academıicos, sent Romanı1anus from
Cassıc1acum (3806/387), Augustine mentions the readıng of Paul dS the

O’MEA "Augustine’s (C’onfessi0ons: Elements of Fiction”, in Augustine:
From Rhetor I’heologian, ed Joanne McWıllıam (Waterloo, Ontarıo: ılfrıd Lau-
rier Universıity Press, FF93

(T Henry Hıstory and 5Symbolısm iın the (Jarden al Mılan”
From Augustine Eriugena: ESSays Neoplatonism and Christianity In Honor of
John O’Meara, eds Martın, 0N and Rıchmond (Washıngton, The
Catholic Universıty of merıica Press, i
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even whiıich lıberated hım from the Platonıists and returned hım the
Catholı1c Church of h1ıs youth. Augustine o0€s noft specifically
hatE irom Paul he read.

errarl, however. finds “more revealıng” Augustine’s COMM!
in the Expostitio quarumdam propositionum Epistola ad Romanos,
wrıtten in 304

Here: ONC would 1ın 1S instance where Augustine cannot
avo1d expatliatiıng upDON Romans XL, 13-14 Such
expectation 15 nOot entirely doomed disappoıntment.
Augustine COMM:! VeELY briefly upON 11 in chapter 13
and then PaSSCS directly take the VCLY ast words of

el CAFrNLS providentiam feceritis In ConcupiscentllsS.
hıs Om1ss1ıon ignoring the revelıng and runkenness
and 6r VICES condemned by Paul More signıficantly, ıt
constıitutes Om1ssıon of cons1ideratıon of Paul’s advıce put

the ord Jesus hrıs Most sign1ificantly of all, it constıtutes
Om1ssıon of all but the ast words of Romans XL, 132124

(pp 1G 3)
Ferrarı continues:

It 15 therefore VeELY casual treatment of oOse VeErIY SAamllec VeTSCS

whiıich Augustine 15 SOOIIl attrıbute hı1ıs conversıon in the
Confess1i0ns Conversiıon i F Ooccurred SOTINC eıght
before the wrıting of the ExposIitio. And wıthın S1X9 the
Confessions 1S aAapPpPCal ıth ıts high-lighting of the ımpact of
Komans XILL, 1314 Ng AF the climactıc moment of
Augustine’s CONvers10ns. (p 13)
Ferrarı thınks thıs incredıble: “What remaılns of the ecstatıc

iımpact in the approprlate sect1ons of the Expositio?” he asks. “What
remaıns TE of the role of those Paulıne VeEeISCS ın the unforgettable
CONversi1on-scene in the Confessions? Verse 13 1S not EVEnNn singled Out

fOor cComment the fourteenth only the ast Tew words aIc

selected for exeges1s” (Pp 13) Ferrarı wonders: ° HOW could he
cCOommMment FVn the verse-fragment SOMNC eıght ater wıthout
betrayıng SOTILIC acknowledgment of the profound spirıtual revolution
which that particular text had wrought iın h1s ıfe durıng the
COonversion-scene of the Confessions” (13 14)?

hıs 15 not question that ll aWaY easıly, and Ferrarı s
astonıshment 1S 13(011 al all misplaced. ertamly, the OCCcasıon of the texti
en iıtself speculatiıon why Augustine chose nOoTt {O spea
INOTC directly Ou h1ıs Convers10n, but ıt chould ar be considered
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conclusıve proo that the latter aCCOount In Confessions 15
fabricated.

Ferrarı 's dısappoıntment 1s equally in 1eW when he consıders
Letter Z sent Aurelıus Bıshop of arthage, though thıs t1ime
Ferrarı changes hIs tune Ferrarı claıms that the cıtation of Romans
1313114 in Letter 1S iırrelevant h1s present But why
should ıt be, when Augustine’s references Romans 1:3.13.14 AiIec
few? What 0€eSs Letter present make ıt insıgnıfıcant and
iırrelevant ıIn thıs discussion when the 1ssue al stake 1s Augustine’s
early cıtations of Romans 13132147 Ferrarı claıms that the ICasSson for
cıtıng Romans 13.13-14 1Ss that Augustine 1s dealıng ıth “question
of rioting and drunkenness (commessationes el ebrietates) which not
only AIc publıcally tolerated, but CVCMN eature of the ceremonles

honour the memorIes of the blessed m  yr  27 And “lt WOU be
dıfficult fınd scrıptural quotation INOTC pomtedly approprıate
condemning these MOoOSst unholy practices than Romans-Its

thıs OCCasıon COUuU therefore hardly be consıdered
sıgnıfıcant in terms of the DUITDOSC of thıs present study  27 p 14) So ıt
ADPCAaIs Augustine dıd nNnOot ave wriıte about his Conversion
experıence when he Was havıng COMMEeNtT the aCcTt of publıc
rioting and runkenness 1C OCccasıoned hıs cıtatıon of Romans
L3: 41314 because the Contextfi Was hardly sıgnıfıcant h1s OW

personal experlence.
And yel ere 1S much In Letter that indicates that it 1S indeed

specı1al CasSC, but NOT along the dısmıissıve lınes that Ferrarı
It 15 the only place In Augustine’s COTDUS ıth the exception of the
Conversiıon ın Confessions where Augustine menti1ons
Alypıus renuncılatıon of the WOTr and Romans 13:43-14 wıthın few
paragraphs of each other. ere 1S hınt ın the letter that SUOMNCONEC
else had suggested the PAaAsSSsasc Augustine. 53 anythıng, it 1S
Augustine who NIS ıt Aurelius crıtique of certaın accepte
practices in the Afrıcan church IC he ei1eve needed be
addressed Har from eing incıdental Ferrarı s$ the UuUsSscC of
Romans 183014 In Letter establıshes unequ1ıvocally that
Augustıine Sa  < ıt rubrıic for h1s conception of worldly
renunclatıion. Letter Z then, provıdes ONC of the earhest clues for the
Conversı1on that 15 ater recounted al Confessions 1229

10 uttress his CasSC, Ferrarı Hr h1s attention 18 Augustine’s
references {O Romans the PAaAasSsSsasc where Alypıus read the
phrase “receive the PCISON who 15 weak in Taıt and took hIs OW
call Convers1ı1on (Confessions 6.12.30). Ferrarı takes thıs yel
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another plece of the puzzle, showıng hOwWw unımportant Romans 13 On
1241 W as Augustine prıor wrıiting the Confessions. The UsSCcC of
Romans 14.1 in describing Alypıus CONversion 15 another fabricatıon,
part of the “artıst1ic embellıshments added atfer in Augustine’s
carefully constructed portrayal of e1r conversıon “ (L17 The tolle
lege would thus be Hictıon of Augustine’s gen1us” (p 1078 10

author such artıstry and 1{8 claım misrepresentatıon
work of gen1USs cur10usly accords honor a anı y readıng
would be deemed dubious But Ferrarı MAaNagCS thıs ıth certitude al
NCEC perplexing and uncomprom1sıng, he HGcO the
question how Alypıus could ave een talked into thıs rtful
deception.

Now Ferrarı explaıns hat actually appened, and for thıs he
turns {O the Cassıcı1ıacum lalogues. Jake. for example, hıs explanatıon
of Augustine’s T1e narratıve of hıs CONnversiıon in De heata Vıta 1
where Augustine Ou readıng scrıpture er hıs encounter ıth
the 00 of the Platonists Noticeably, Augustine makes specıfic
mention of Paul in hıs epistolary COomMMmME in De heata vVıta. ıt 1S
nOT dıfficult imagıne that thıs 15 hat he has in mınd when he wrıtes
ou comparıng the 00 of the Platonists “‘wıth the authorıty of
those who ave handed OWnN the dıyıne myster1es” ıth theethat
he SOI DaVC hı1ıs secular (De heata Vıta 1.4)

And yel, errarı wrıtes that ‘“notwithstandıng thıs OM1SS1ON, the
description In the Confessions makes it abundantly clear that Paul Was

of especıal ınterest Augustine in that nıtıal venture into the
Scriptures” (p 18) But why 0€Ss errarı SO the eed UuUsSsCcC the later
aCCount In the Confessions explaın Om1ssıon In narratıve from
3806, when that VECLY narratıve menti1ons the authorıty of ose who
ave handed OWN the dıvıne myster1es the turnıng po1in of
Augustine’s Conversıon narratıve? Augustine 1S explicıt about hıs
Paulıne readıngs in Contra Academicos, wrıtten al the SaJmllec time
De heata vVıta. Ferrarı indıfferent Contra Academicos,
though, and insısts that the reference in Contra Academicos
Augustine’s pre-conversion Paulıne readıngs must be Confessions

exclusıvely. In which Casc, Augustine could nOTL possıbly be
alludıng Confessions But uDON thıs readıng, ON Cannot
make of Augustine s claım ıIn Contra Academicos that er
readıng Paul he Was converted.
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111 “Saıint Augustine ONM the oad to Damascus”

In the artıcle Saın Augustine the oad Damascus’””
Ferrarı shıfts h1s focus AWAaVY from the usec of Romans 13:413214
specıfically the narratıve found In cts Urn oOu Paul’s
Convers1on. Since Ferrarı insısts hat he has already proved the
fictional nature of Augustine’s readıng of Romans 13: 13214 ın
Confessions ıIn the tolle lege In the Prev1OUS artıcle (pp 151
KöZ): he Can 10 proceed ShOw exactly hOow Augustine went Oou
Mctionalizıng other elements of hISs narratıve. According FerrarIı,
Augustine delıberately hıs narratıve under the influence of
Paul’s Conversiıon recounted iın cts 9.1=9. and therefore sought to
provıde aCCOuntT of SraC10us aCT ın redeeming the wayward
Augustine in INanner sımılar hat happened Paul the road 18
Damascus. hıs 1$ sSuppose be obvıous and self-evıdent
requıre lıttle n “TO ose famılıar ıth the works 938
Augustine, the influence of Paul 1s OO obvıous requıre JabouringetTe Further, the of Paul becomes partıcularly powerful ıth
the approac of the Conversion in the Confessions. Indeed,
powerfu 15 thıs that ONe 1S Justified in wonderıng ıf 1t INaYy
NnOTL extend CVCNMN urther the actual shapıng of the events of the
Conversion-scene’” (p 152)

Here Ferrarı adopts interesting and somewhat sımplıstic
standpoımnt about the sSuppose Paulıne IECSONANCECS, allusions. and
cCıtations iın the Confessions 1220306 Ferrarı claıms that ..  In
consıdering the aCCoOount which ave of Paul’s CONVvers10n, there 15
the fact that, ıth Augustine, the aCCoOount 1S by the subject of the
CONVers10n, namely by Paul himself” (p 152); cıtıng evidence cts

and ND Yet he acknowledges that the aCCoOount iın cts
9.1-19 1S In the thırd PCISON p F52 5) The narratıve In cts 1S nNnOoTt
Paul’s And Comparıson ıth Augustine’s OW self-representation
INaYy be problematic.

errarı SCCS er siımılarıties dS, for example, the fact that both
Paul and Augustine tall the ground “"ımmediately prıor {O the
events” and that In both ...  there AICc sılent wıtnesses the event”
(p LöS)% and 1ın addıtion “immediately pr10r the supernatural
Communıcatıon In each CasSC, eTrTe Wäds affecting of the CYCS ıth
Paul being bliınded and ıth Augustine weeping COopl1ously ıth tears  27
(p.:153) hıs 1S sımplıstıc at best

Leo FERRARI, “Salnt Augustine the oad Damascus”, Augustinian
Studies (1982) I5>14770
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Equally questionable 15 the alleged sımılarıty in both INCNn

““fallıng the ground” an that both IHNECMN depart from the
place where they had heard the volıce and recelve fınal enlıghtenment
In another plac  27 (p 153) 116e Acts and the Confessions
respectively depıict Paul and Augustine respondıng 18 VO1Ce, Paul
recCogn1Zzes the VOlCce that of Christ, ıle Augustine wonders from
whence 1t COM Augustine also sStates unequ1vocally that he
understood hımself be followıng In the footsteps of Antony of
ZYpL, when he took the words *tolle lege  27 dıvyıne injJunction.
Remarkably, errarı 1S sılent about the explıcıt reference Antony In
Confessions Not Hce o0€eSs he mentıon it

Ferrarı beheves he Can fınd STl IMNOTEC evidence of Augustine’s
dependence Paul’s CONversı1on SLOTY. According FerrarI1, CVCI the
words which hıe behind both the divıne in]Junction Paul and hat
Augustine took dıvıne word sound all The ONC SayS ““ Saule,
Saule, persequeris? The er, “TOUE lege, tolle, lege.”
cComparıson between the [WO phrases, Ferrarı claıms, cshows
““peculıar assonance” (pp 153-154). ogether ıth the alleged
simılarıtıes In the patterns of [WO narratıves. thıs peculıar ASSONANCEC,
then e  WOU suggest that Augustine’s aCCOunNtT of hISs conversi1on In the
Confessions 15 descr1ıption 16 WeEeS much to the aACCOUuNT of the
CONvers1o0n of Paul, whom he OVEe! and admıred” (p 154) ere 1S
surprisingly lıttle ere that amounts anythıng 1ke extual evidence
of Augustine’s UsSsecC of the Paulıne narratıve in cts pattern for h1is
OW Ferrarı s approac 1S merely impress1ion1stic.

But Ferrarı remaıns convınced. He belıeves he Can cShOW that
during the per10d when Augustine Was wrıting the Confessions
Augustine had become fascınated ıth Paul’s CONversıon The
evidence of Augustine’s allusıons Paul’s CONvers1on durıng the
per10d 39/7-401, for Ferrar], explaıns the patterning that he claıms in
Confessions

er makıng the bold claım that Augustine SCS Paul’s
CONvers1on SLOTY ıIn cts d MO for h1s OW Ferrarı 15 al paıns

that Augustine’s cCıtations of Cts Juster around the per10 30 /-
401, Just when Augustine becomes interested In Paul’s narratıve (p
156) Ferrarı also equ1vocates hat he make of
Augustine’s knowledge of Paul’s narratıve durıng hıs Manıchaean
YCals

Ferrarı SUrm1ses that ..  as CONnvert ıth Manıchean
background, Augustine MaYy ell ave continued remaın SUSPIC1OUS
of that work |Acts| al eas for the 1IrsS Tew er hıs cConvers1on ”
(p 156), ostens1bly because the anıchaeans held cts in dısrepute.
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But cts 15 not the only place ONe Can gaın SOINE understanding of
Paul’s Convers1on. Another pomint WOT makıng 1s that ıf the
Manıchaeans objected the cts of the Apostles, they also objectedthe entire Old JTestament, and yvel Augustine sought offer
interpretations of Old Jestament that he belıeved COu persuadethem The ICasonNns for hıs apparent sılence Acts, then, INaY NOoTt be
sımple Ferrarı Bes1des, ONEC Cannot the ONeE hand
that Augustine COU 191011 ave known oOu Paul’s CONVvers1on durınghıs Manıchaean days, and STl insist the other hand that the Pauline
1Impress ın Augustine’s immediate post-conversion per10d dates from
hıs Manıchaean background. And yeLl Ferrarı insists both (p 156)Ferrarı dISUCS that the disparity between cıting Paul repeatedlyIn the early works and cts few times (and only in the per10: after
394) also shows how Augustine Was becoming INOTE taken ıth the

of Paul’s Convers1on. He poıints Out that “beginning ıIn 306 and
extendıing through the succeedıing 1ve undı 401 there 1s be
found ın Augustine’s wrıtings MOoOst interesting luster of references

Paul’s Convers1ion” and that the Contra epistulam Manichaeil qUAM
VOCANT fundamenti of 3906 “CcContaıins allusıon the of
Paul’s COonversıon being ell known: eodem etiıam libro I1.eActa Apostolorum de vocatıone ue apostolatu Paulı vulgatissimam
enemus historiam” (p 158) He then DOoINtS Out that “agaln In the
SaJmne YCAaTr, al the end of the 1Irs book of the De diversis questionibusad Simplicianum, the OpI1C of Paul’s Convers1ıon 1s dduced
example of Convers1ı1on through dıvine election of the Wwiıll, which
election 1S NOTL ın the W of INan achleve. Further, Augustinedescr1ibes how Paul Was aı1d low and transformed from marvellous
perseCcCutor of the Church {O INOTE marvellous preacher, Dy that dıvine
VOoIlce callıng hım but NCcCE Unda de VOCe prostratus’ (p 158)And agaın in that Same YCAr, “another allusıon Paul’s CONnversıon 1S
(0 be found ıIn the prologue 1{0 the De doctrina christiana. In the fifth
paragrap of that prologue, Augustine agalinst the presumptionof those who despise human of instruction ın od’s word and
EXPeECL be caught into the IT heaven (CT. I1 Cor. aere {O
be instructed Dy hrıst.”

Ferrarı mentions ex{i Augustine’s Nts In the S1IX
paragraph of the prologue of De doctrina christiana Oou how Paul,though called by dıvyine VO1Ce, W ds nevertheless instructed {O
nother human e1ng, namely Cornelius, for instruction. TIhe
Damascus road experiıence 1s clearly In 1e W here. and Augustine’sIn Contra epistulam Manichael qUUAM vocant fundamenti,De diversis questionibus, and De doctrina christiana attests hıs
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interest in Paul’s Conversıon STOTY. 1S the Surest evidence Ferrarı has
for h1s thes1is Yet 1t founders sımple problem. Why 0€Ss
Augustine mentıion the conversion of Antony the monk of ZVYp hıs
model (Confessions 8614 and 8.12.29) and pattern hıs entire
Convers1on upON Pontici1anus’ visıt (Confessions 8.6.14)?

ere 1S question that Paul looms arge In Augustine’s
thinkıng, but thıs 18 1a(011 quıte the Same ıng sayıngz that Augustine
W ds enamored of Paul’s CONvers1on that he W as quıte wıllıng
invent hıs OW past fıt Paul’s FerrarI1, ave already
observed, es the “dıvıne WOTrd’ which Camme Paul the
inspiration for Augustine’s tolle lege And yel by hıs OW

admıss1ıon, Augustine s COMMENTIS 1ın De diversis questionibus
LXXXIII 66.6 “Detrays emotional aSSOC1at10ons of ONC who had
supposedly undergone remarkably sımılar experiıence Paul’s in the
NOT LOO0O dıstant past  77 p 197 hıs 1Ss consıstent throughout
Augustine’s early works. Not NCC O€Ss he claım Paul’s cCOonvers1on
the pattern for h1s OW What chould be enough dissuade Ferrarı
from hıs elaborate conjectures CINCISCSH yel another Support for hıs
eory.

Remarkably, Ferrarı e De diversiıs questionibus LXX XT
66.6 proof posıtıve that the later aCCOUNLTL 1S fahricated and 0€es 19(011
reflect the CONvers1on of the dıstant past In 3806, because of
Augustine’s non-emotional cCommentar the subject of Paul’'s
cConvers1on. But, 1T Paul isn t Augustine s model then ere 15 eed
fOor such. Nor 1S there eed 18 be scandalızed al the fact that he
1splays ...  NO excıtement Oou the fact that Paul 1070 had recei1ved that
communtıicatıon In the mMoOst extraordınary INannNneTr 16 consisted of
dıyıne volce” p L37)

What 1S INOTIC, there 18 reference 1ın an y of Paul’s Varlıous
CONvers1on narratıves that he Was inspıred 18 CONVert Dy the readıng of

book, by SOINCONC preachıng hım, whereas iın the of
Antony of ZyYp 1C Augustine alludes there 1S such basıs:
Antony 1S converted Dy readıng from the Gospels, Augustine 15
converted Dy readıng Paul TIhe basıc pattern cCannot be overlooked
wıthout o1ıng 00 much violence Augustine’s narratıve. f
Augustine continues refer the dıvıne word 1C Camlec 118 Paul
and Sdy> lıttle about hıs OW personal experience in De doctrina
Chrıiıstiana and the Contra epistulam Manichael QUUAH VOCanl

fundament1, Ferrarı 0Ug recogn1ıze thıs the Ssurest sıgn that
Augustine 15 be eil1leve when he claıms the STOTY of Antony d the
inspıratıon for hıs OW COonvers1on Dy ‘“dıvıne WwOord” in 386

FerrarI1, however, O0€Ss not tiıre of tryıng provıde ratıiıonale



UGUSTINE CONVERSION

for why Augustine needed MO hıs CONversiıon er Paul:s, CVCN

suggesting that Augustine needed thıs iın order {O dıspel an Y SUSPIC1ONS
oOu hıs Manıchaean past Ferrarı maımntaıns that Augustine
een converted In the INanneTr deser1bed in the Confessions, then the
remarkable sımılarıty of hIis CONvers1o0n that of Paul WOU ou
ave dramatıcally anı Y SUSPIC1ONS he IMNaYy ave had, al eas
about that Convers1on, that he WOU ave egun 18 allude {O ıt early
in h1s wrıtings, and perhaps also certaın er from the
cts But SINCEe neıther f ese condıtions 1s fulfiılled, al the Sstronger
1S the evidence that Paul’s COoNnvers1on Was NOoTt of personal sıgnıfıcance

Augustine pr10r (p 159) ere 1s almost basıs for the
conclusıon Ferrarı adduces ere

In the crıitical per10d durıng which Ferrarı claıms
fınd Augustine’s CONSCIOUS efforts fO approprıiate Paul’s CONnversiıion

Augustine’s Paul’s CONvers1ıon focus ONC

sıngular detaıl Paul’s divine callıng (pp 159-160). If Ferrarı s
objective Was 8 provıde SOINEC kınd of chronology that WOU reveal
Augustine’s interest in Paul’s dıvıiıne callıng, ere WOU be lıttle
question. S5o, why Ferrarı remaıns adamant in h1Is COoNnvıction that
Paul’s Conversiıon narratıve 15 the MO for Augustine CONvers1ıon

15 dıfficult understand Ferrarı s subsequent arguments dICc
CVCnN less persuasıve, makıng an Yy amelı0rating u owards
salvagıng hıs posıtıon nearly ımpossı1ıble.‘

The number of allusıons Paul’s Conversıon 16 Ferrarı
1n in Augustine’s SCITINONS, includıng the Enarratıones In Psalmos,
ShOW pattern sımılar the OMNC ave already observed. Agaın,
Ferrarı s OW readıng, Augustine O0€Ss 191011 take ose opportunıties 18
COMMEeNtT hıs OW CONversion aASs somehow followıng the pattern of
Paul’s (pp 162-167). Ferrarı 15 astonıshed that in Sermon ( 303_
395) where Augustıne speaks OoOu hOow od has een known
cCommunıiticate ıth mortal man  27 (pp 166), Augustine 0€Ss NOTL allude

hIis IW CONVvers10n when he mentions Paul rece1ving dıyıne word
from Heaven. “What 1S interesting here,‘ Ferrarı observes, ..  15 that
Augustine close 18 the classıcal CAse of Paul’s COnvers1o0n,
wıthout cıtıng it example” (p 166) And then Ferrarı makes hI1ıs
1910} characterıstic assertion that “from thıs OM1SS10ON, 1t WOU SCCIHMN
that In the time per10d of 393-395, that partıcular CONVvers10n Was NnOoT
of partıcular s1gnıficance Augustine” (p 166) Ferrarı continues,
claımıng yel another sıgnıfıcan fact. because when he

See O’DON Augustine: Confessions Oxford C(C'larendon Press,
UL,
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hearıng vOo1ce, Augustine wrıtes In Sermon 1244 that he “belıeved
In such VO1ICES from Heaven bDy having read of them  97 Ferrarı belıeves
that le2ImMUuS el credimus stands ...  in Contras the first-hand personal
EXPEeNMENCE of havıng een the subject of Just such communiıicatıon.”
“Thıs latter poss1ıbılıty, ” he contends, WOU ave een fulfilled less
than ten prevıously ıf Augustine had really een the subject of
the tolle lege epısode exactly descr1ibed in the eıghth book of the
Confessions. hat Augustine relles upON readıng for knowledge of
such myster10us aNnnNneIs of communıiıcatıon, contradıcts yeLl He

agaln, the laımed factualıty of the CONversion scene” (p 166) But al]
of thıs ASSUTIICS that Augustine must ave hıs CONvers1o0n in the
background of thıs oughts he speaks h1is audıence in thıs
partıcular

hat Augustine O0€es not mentıon Go0od speakıng Paul the
road Damascus 1S CUr10USs but inconclusıve. For, ıle he cıtes
number of examples from scr1ıpture, Augustine’s 1st 15 hıghly
selectıve, though also nNntitende be comprehensıve. ere 1S
mention of Abraham avı for example. nstead Augustine adopts

general reference the “patrıarchs, prophets, and apostles”,
desıgnatıon that Just Oou COVOCIS MOSstT of the entral characters in the
scr1ıptures. To proceed from thıs (O the assertion that Augustine’s

ımply indıfference hıs part towards Paul’s CONversiıon
1S hıghly questionable, especılally SINCe Augustine had een
commenting ı1leren of the Paulıne from the time of
hIs Convers1on. hat Augustine Des NnOT mention that he LO0 had
rece1ved word from (GG0d 15 nearly ırrelevant.

Ironıcally, Ferrarı provıdes much of the evidence 1C
contradıcts h1ıs claıms. oOu Sermon 249 C© 401), for example,
Ferrarı admıts that ıt 1s devoted Paul’s CONversiıon and ..  1ın thıs
regar! 18 un1ıque all the extant SCITIHONS of Augustine” p 167)
ere S: however, lıttle In it end credence hat Ferrarı has een
arguıng He acknowledges that “lt 1S mMOonumen the interest of
Augustine In that au  S CONnvers1on ın the yCal 401, when he Was

completing the composıtıon of the Confessions. However, from
1ts engthy and general preoccupatıon ıth Paul’s Convers1on, the
SCTIHNON has NnOot een Ooun contaın detaıls of relevance the
present OP1C  27 (p 167) In fact: ıf 1S tar INOTEC relevant than Ferrarı
allows Its irrelevance Ferrarı Stems firom the fact that ıt CONLradıcfts
the ogran scheme Ferrarı has proposed, namely Augustine’s readıng of
Paul and Augustine s fictionalızed Conversiıon paralle
narratıve Paul’s

er sıdestepping the COuNnter-argumen contaıned in hat



AUGUST  ’ CONVERSION 01

Augustine SaYyS in Sermon 279 (C 401), Ferrarı urn hıs attention
another SCITIHNON, Sermon CS where he 1N: Augustine
commentıing Jesus and the cursed fg-tree of Matthew Al 192722 and
the enNnNCoOounter ıth Nathanıel under the fg-tree of John
FerrarI1, ıke Prev1OuUSs interpreters, SCCS SOINC simılarıties between
Nathanıel’s experiıence under the 11g tree and Augustine’s reception of
Christ under the 11g iree in 1lan But errar1, followıng Courcelle and
others, SCCS INOTC, especlally because Augustine lınks “Christ's
promıse Nathanıel that he WOU SGn angels ascendıng and
descending uDON the Song of Man ” ıth the words of the Son of Man

Saul/Paul “SAUlE, aulte, quid persequeris” (p 168) Ferrarı
takes thıs d establıshıng SOTINC connection between the Mg-tree and
Saul’s cConvers1on. In 1C CasScC, when Augustine mentions fallıng
under certaın fg-tree and then ears words 1C- TeSON. ıth the
words Saul/Paul heard, Can be confıdent that ave ıdentifhied the
inspıratıon for the ı1ctıon 15 1s Augustine s Conversiıon f
Ferrarı COU ıIn fact cshow provıde anı y evidence of Augustine
ıdentifyıng hıs CONvers1o0n experiıence ıth Paul’s CVCIl In ONC of the
INanYy references {O Paul’s CONversı1on Ooun in Augustine’s ast
’ he miıght ave po1in hat nothing of thıs SOTT 1S be OUuUnNn:!
15 ellıng Add thıs Augustine s explıicıt reference 1{8 the of
Antony hıs 199101 and ave CVCLY 1Cason believe that Ferrarı s
16 W nOoTt only L7 O meriıt, but 1S mısleadıng er real
benefit towards understandıng hat Augustine 0€Ss in Confessions

In h1ıs 1982 St Augustine Leecture. Ferrarı HE agaln repeate
the VIEWS contaıned ıIn the [WO earher CSSayS Oou Augustine s
CONversion

Augustine’s Conversional Reading“An nalysis on 8.12,
In hIis “An nalysıs of Augustine’s Convers1ional Readıngz

on S 12.29) Ferrarı explaın why Augustine chose
Romans 1 4314 from all the er VEISCS iın Paul’s etters
aCOU ave served hıs DUIDOSCS. 10 Sa Y that the task Ferrarı Seits
hımself 15 nearly impossı1ıble {O achleve WOUuU be understatement.
errarı begıins ıth Galatıans O27 T “NOow the works of the flesh AdIiIcC

plaın fornıcatıon. impurIty, liıcentiousness, 1do. a-try, SOICECTIY, eNmıty,

S Leo FERRARI, “An Analysıs of Augustine’s (’onvers1ional Readıing on
TZAugustinian Studies 18 (1987)
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strıfe, jealousy, 9 selfıishness, dıssens1on, spiırıt, CHNV V,
runkenness, Carousing, and the 27 As Ferrarı notes, “Augustine
cıtes, alludes thıs DAsSSasc dozen OCCAasS]1o0oNns in works of the
relevant per10 The earhest (CEHTMEGEINCE 1S in the De SETMONE Domuni
In of 304 where Augustıine lısts Varıo0ous SINS, faırly much
above. ree er works of thıs and the ext [WO contaın 1STSs in
substantıal agreement ıth the prev10us ON  e Interestingly enough, the
exXTt four of 396 hrough 309 AI devo1d of references the
scrıptural passage” (p

Ferrarı 1n thıs ast detaıl interesting because he
AISUC that the LWO VEeEISCS Ost eır relevance Just when Augustine Was

wrıting the Confessions, Just when Augustine had become enamored
of er Paulıne He wonders why Augustine doesn’t UuUscCc ese
VCISEN In the earlıer per10d from 386 394, “when he had only
recently renounced such S1NS” (p 31)? SaJmne expectatıion, ”
Ferrarı contends, ..  15 encouraged by the dramatıc events of the
CONVvers10n ıth 1ts hıghlıghting of the SINS of the flesh, NOTL 1{8
mentıon eır condemnatıon elsewhere In the eıghth book” p 31)
Sınce ..  those dramatıc events oiKe commonly accepte describing
that early cConvers1ıon” Ferrarı 1S surprısed that Augustine 0O€Ss NOTL
refer Galatıans 19224 for another e1g YCars p 32) He also IN
puzzlıng why there 1S cluster of references ese VEeTITSCS In 304-396
and another luster ın 400-401 but ONEC in 306-399 The lacuna, he
AI S UCS, ..  15 al the INOTEC surprısıng in that in ese SAadillec

Augustine W ds plannıng and wrıting the irS 00 of the
Confessions. Presumably, hıs preoccupatıon in thıs work ıth the SINS
of the esh dıd NOT extend {O Gal ;19=21” (Pp 32) But isn t  7 thıs
rather odd expectation”

Whıle Ferrarı acknowledges that Augustine O€Ss NOT always
recıte the lıst of SINS OoOUun: In the former completely ıdentically, he
1S nevertheless Convınced that the Varı0ous WaVYS In 1C Augustine
cıtes the [WO VEISCS suggest partıcular appeal for hım And In 1g of
that appeal {O Augustine ..  1n the yYCals 3094 hrough 401, ONE INAaYy ell
ask why ıt W äas NOTL chosen for the convers1onal readıng, rather than
Rom 13. 1n p 52) Ferrarı refturns hıs dramatıc theory.
lısts of SINS 1S ou twıice long that of Rom 3.13- he
asserts, ..  and dramatıc ıimpact of the CoNnversion WOU ave
een consıderably weakened Dy the INETIC readıng of engthy ıst of
VICEeS”’ 52) hıs 1S interesting tack But ıt aC meri1t.

Ferrarı proceeds owards another ratıiıonale. He maıntaıns that
another 1CAaSOoN for Augustine’s choice of Romans 12A1414 18 that the
Galatıans PASSsasic 15 “ımpersonally deser1ptive, ” 1le the former ...  1S
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personally applıcable Augustine’s partıcular case” (p 33) But ıf
that 1Ss the CasSC, why all the anxıety Oou the eed for Augustine {O
cıte Galatıians? Ferrarı belıeves that Romans F3 1304 1s apt,
because “unlıke Gal E ıt 1s succıinctly sın-negatıng and
hortatıve. It briefly negates three palırs of SINS and termınates ın
exhortatiıon 1C also polints quıte definıtely ıIn the 40  S dırection for
Augustine: put the ord Jesus Chrıst and make not provısıon for
the flesh, fulfıl the lusts hereo > (p 35)

Ferrarı then {urns Corinthijans 6.9-10 “DO not be dece1ved:
neıther the immoral, NOT iıdolaters, NOT adulterers, 1OT sexual perverts,
NOT thıeves, 1OT the ogreedy, 1NOT drunkards, NOT revılers, NOT obbers
ll nheriıt the kıngdom of (G0 Ferrarı observes that Augustine
alludes to thıs In 304 and cıtes the complete 1st iın h1ıs
eXpoOs1t10Ns of (Gjalatıans S  9 Letter 295 and in the De diversis
questionibus E XX FE 76  D Letter 15 ate 395, and De diversis
questionibus X XOOHT. 1Ss completed ın that SaJmne YVCAL. Ferrarı HIC

agaın CXÄPICSSCS surprıse that Augustine Oes nOot cıte Coriın  1ans
6.9-10 in the 396-399, ..  whıc corresponds exactly ıth the
lacuna observed above in the Casec of Gal H921 (p 33) And yel
Augustine SCS both interchangeably in the De baptismo and
the Contra Epistolam Parmenıianı Ferrarı makes much of the
“m1ssıng references” from the 306-399 wıthout much askıng
hat works WOUuU ave contaıned the references 1f they had een
made.

When Ferrrarı Coriın  1ans 6.6- and Romans
131314 he aAargucs that the former WOUuU be inapproprliate for
Augustine s because Corinthians 6.9-10 “features LNOTE

varıetles of sexual SIn: whereas Romans 137414 0€Ss not (p 53)
And because the latter speaks in general erm ıt fıt Augustine’s
sıtuatıon better Furthermore, besides sexual SIN the only other SIN they
ave ın COINIMNON 1S drunkenness. 1Io hIis credit, Ferrarı acknowledges
that “consldering the emphasıs sexual SINS in Cor 6,9-10 and a1IsSO
in the e1ghth book of the ConfessionsAUGUSTINE’S CONVERSION SCENE  9ß  personally applicable to Augustine’s particular case” (p. 33). But if  that is the case, why all the anxiety about the need for Augustine to  cite Galatians? Ferrari believes that Romans 13.13-14 is so apt,  because “unlike Gal. 5,19-21, it is succinctly sin-negating and  hortative. It briefly negates three pairs of sins and terminates in an  exhortation which also points quite definitely in the new direction for  Augustine: ‘put on the Lord Jesus Christ and make not provision for  the flesh, to fulfil the lusts thereof’ ” (p. 33).  Ferrari then turns to 1 Corinthians 6.9-10: ‘Do not be deceived;  neither the immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor sexual perverts,  nor thieves, nor the greedy, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor robbers  will inherit the kingdom of God.” Ferrari observes that Augustine  alludes to this verse in 394 and cites the complete list in his  expositions of Galatians (394-395), Letter 29.5, and in the De diversis  questionibus LXXXIN 76.2. Letter 29 is dated 395, and De diversis  questionibus LXXXIIT is completed in that same year. Ferrari once  again expresses surprise that Augustine does not cite 1 Corinthians  6.9-10 in the years 396-399, “which corresponds exactly with the  lacuna observed above in the case of Gal. 5,19-21” (p. 33). And yet  Augustine uses both passages interchangeably in the De baptismo and  the Contra Epistolam Parmeniani (400). Ferrari makes much of the  “missing references” from the 396-399 without so much as asking  what works would have contained the references if they had been  made.  When Ferrrari compares 1 Corinthians 6.6-9 and Romans  13.13-14 he argues that the former would be inappropriate for  Augustine’s purposes because 1 Corinthians 6.9-10 “features more  varieties of sexual sin,” whereas Romans 13.13-14 does not (p. 33).  And because the latter speaks in general terms it fit Augustine’s  situation better. Furthermore, besides sexual sin the only other sin they  have in common is drunkenness. To his credit, Ferrari acknowledges  that “considering the emphasis on sexual sins in 1 Cor 6,9-10 and also  in the eighth book'of the Confessions ... one could perhaps expect that  the former would have made a good text for the conversional reading  in the latter” (p. 34). He insists, however, that ‘“a divinely directed  reading from 1 Cor 6,9-10 would have had Augustine being implicitly  accused of some very specific sins, mostly sexual in nature” (p. 34).  He seems to think there would be no such problems with regards to  Galatians 5.19-21 about sorcery, or even with the robbery mentioned  in 1 Corinthians 6.9-10. Ferrari once again adverts to his “dramatic  theory,” saying that a list of ten sins would lose its dramatic effect. But  all this is presumption.ONMNC COH perhaps eXpeCL that
the former WOUuU ave made g00d text for the convers1ı1onal readıng
in the latter (p 34) He 1ns1sts, however, that .. ı1viınely ı1rectie
readıng irom Cor 6,9-10 WOU ave had Augustine eing ımplıcıtly
accused of SUOTIINC veCLYyY specıfic S1INS, mostly sexual in nature” p 34)
He thınk ere WOU be such problems ıth regards
(Galatıans-Ou SOTCETIY, OT C6 VMn ıth the robbery mentioned
in Corin  1ans 6.9-10 Ferrarı NCEC agaın adverts hıs * dramatıc
theory, ‘ sayıng that ist of ten SINS WOU lose ıts dramatıc eCcC But
all thıs 15 presumption.
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ere er eXISs for errarı explaın He {[urns Romans
31 where Paul provıdes catalogue of ungodlıness “4BEeY WEIC

fılled ıth all ILanNnNeT of wıckedness evıl COVetOUSNESS malıce Full
of CHVY, murder strıfe deceıt malıgnıity, they dIc SOSS1IDS slanderers
haters of God insolent haughty, boastful inventors of evıl
dısobedien parents oolısh faıthless heartless ru  ess 2° ° Hor al
1fs length Ferrarı observes the above 1st 0es NnOoTt cContaın rnolng,
drunkenness chambering and wantonness Indeed ıf Cor
CONCENTrates sexual S1NS the above 1st them altogether (p
34) Ferrarı 1O 1ın entirely 11C I1CAasSOoN why thıs 1st WOU NOL
ave OoOun favor ıth Augustine 1{ Was nNnOTt popular ıth hım
(p 34)

Ferrarı Coloss1i1ans the er Paulıne texXTi
1C close o1ng all the thıngs that Ferrarı claıms for hıs
“dramatıc theory It 15 brief has almost al] the S1NS that Augustıine
hıghlıghts the CONVETSION and unlıke the er
Augustine refers thıs works wrıtten 30'/ 400 the rıtıcal per10
errarı has en pomted SO hOow 0O€eSs Ferrarı explaın the choice of
Romans 13 13 NVerTr Coloss1ans when the latter also has the
advantage of beginnıng ıth cCcCommand 1fs Irs sentence‘? errarı
ICAasSON1INS 15 brillıantly confoundıng He claıms that compared ıth
Rom 13 13 the 1st of Col has the dramatıcally desırable
Virtue of SUuCC1NCinNeESS, but 15 neıther Torcefully, NOT repetitıvely
S111-negatıng Rom 1 ıth ıts NO  - NO  - Aon

Furthermore., the XIiraCct shows, Col $l Un ends ıth OIMNILNOUS
unconnected ıth the closıng events of the CONVEILS1ON

By the exhortatıon of Rom put the ord
Jesus Chriıst ea ırectly 1N{O oOse events and indeed they dIcC

Justified’ Dy the cConvers1ıonal readıng ıtself” (p 39}
If thıs how cshould understand Augustine Cr then

much 15 ost Ferrarı proceeds Sa Y that ATeC eft then ıth Rom
13 Paul 1st of S11NS MOst SU1Lable for the readıng the
CONVEILIS1ION Rom 13 13 alone has hat 15 ackıng all the
1STS cons1ıdered It DOSSCSSCS dramatıc brevıty, SIM

sulıtably general INannNeT dırect (as opposed indırect)
addressabılıty Augustine partıcular CASe and en to the
ımportant exhortatıon put the ord Jesus Chrıs (p 39))
ertamly, putung the ord Jesus Christ 15 fıttıng conclusıon the
readıng Yet when that language of putlung Chriıst OCCUTS the
early WT1ln Ferrarı o€es not SCCI1H notıce (De mMmoOorıibus ecclesiae
catholicae p  ıcular

er h1is discussıon of the er poss1ıble Paulıne 1G
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COUuU ave served Augustine’s for the supposedly invented
CONnversıon 9 Ferrarı consıder hat should NO be
described hıs ...  thematıc analysıs.” Here Ferrarı opes {O sShow that
the themes that surround the CONversion in Confessions
suggested other possı1bılıties Augustine 1C he dıd not take
because only Romans 1314 fıt the dramatıc intent of hıs narratıve.

Ferrarı identifies ree inter-related dualısms: esh and spırıt,
old and NCW, mınd and body ese al themes 1C Augustıine
also returns in Confessions Galatıans 17 provıdes startıng po1in
because Augustine cıtes 1t al Confessions W po1n of
eparture for describing hOow he understood h1ıs eXperiences: “In thıs
WdYy understood hrough OW personal experıence hat had
read, how °the esh uUusts against the spırıt and the spırıt agaınst the
s Was splı between them., but LNOTEC of Was iın that 1©
approve in myself than in thatC dısapproved.”

NOwW, ıf Ferrarı s theory 1S hold that Augustine cıtes exis
relevant the CONversion that he 15 inventing only durıng the
per10d 396/7-400/1 ONC cshould not eXpecCL Augustine cıte Galatıans

In the earher per10d from 386 o 396, SINCEe that WOU INCan

that the ension between flesh and spırı Was somethıng he recogn1ızed
In hımself CVCI d far back dS 386 But hat O€Ss Ferrarı 1N! On h1ıs
OW AaCCOUunt Augustine ment1ons thıs onflıct in number of works
(p 32) De (Genesi CONIFAa Manichaeos 2. 25; 38 i  9 De
SECETMONE Domuinı In Z 21 8 1 ED 29, Sermo 89,

(396-7) De aptismo ”  ’ (400-1) ese references alsSO SCCI1I]

correspond in TOQa outlıne ıth the UuUsc of Galatıans S and
Corinthians 6.9-10, ıth the exception of the [WO cıtations from De
Genesı CONLIFra Manichaeos and De SEUEermMmMOne Domuini In
Augustine’s allusions 18 Galatıans then, Cannot be separate
from hıis uUsec of Galatıans n and Corinthlians 6.9-10

FerrarI1, however, seeks entirely 1mTieren construal. He {urns
the er involvıng the spırıt and the letter (2 Corin  1ans

3.6); CONTLra: Augustine emphasızes in Simplicianum (p 36)
errarı then 1n Augustine s IN of the spırı and letter ıth the esh-
spırıt dualısm and eventually the notion of the old and NCW irom
Romans in the DITOCCSS sıdestepping the UuUsSec of (GGalatıans 517 D

and Coriın  1ans 6.9.106 AIl thıs 1s suppose {O ead the
notion that ı1le the CON(Tr. between flesh and spırıt resembles the
ONC between the old and the 1919  S Ooun In Romans_ the themes that

Saıint Augustine: Confessions, translated Dy Henry Chadwıck OUOxford (O)xford
Universıty Press, 199 )9 140
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around the COoNnversiıon iın ook of the Confessions AIC
influenced by Augustine paulınızıng” p S4} of hıs narratıve.

Ferrarı acknowledges the centralıty of the spırıt-flesh dualısm
for the entire narratıve. But 111e admıtting that “"Augustine’s
preoccupatıon ıth the spırıt-flesh onflıct of Gal 5.17 predates the
Confessions,” Ferrarı also SC somethıng hıghly sıgnıficant in
Augustine’s first cıtatıon of (GGalatıans - 1 Strangely, Ferrarı SCS the
1IrsS VGL ENC”S of Galatıans 7 WaY of delımıting the of
hat he had Just argued, namely, Augustine’s use of the flesh-spirıt
themes Oun iın Galatıans in the early works.

Ferrarı 's fastıdiousness 1S rather begullıng, for he ASSUMNES that
Augustine COU not allude {O Galatıans 17 Dy cıtıng an Y of the other
VEISCS from (GGalatıans For SOTINCONC who makes much of the
fact that Augustine’s modern interpreters ave een mısled by
interpreting Augustine ıf he 1ve ın book and prın culture;}
Ferrarı 's iInsıstence such narrowly defined extual specıficıty d the
only kınd of evidence suggestive of sıgnıfıcance and relevance 1S
remarkable

KRomans NnOTt only contaıns the ONntras between the
flesh and the spirıt, ıt alsoO underscores the VC problem of the dıyıded
ıll ; e Augustine ca attention In ook of the Confessions.
And Ferrarı hımself acknowledges, Augustine alludes thıs
PasSsagc from vVCeLY early In hıs GaLe66) Ferrarı 's reckonıng °“ten
t1imes In works of 3072 earher” (p 40) Moreover, Augustine
continues cıte OT allude thıs passasc In works from 304 401,
ıth errarı acknowledging peak In both 395 and 399 (p 40) Thıs 1S
the SOTT of evidence that WOUu g1ve ANYVYONC in m  ıng the kınd
of arguments that Ferrarı All thıs notwıthstandıng, Ferrarı
contends that the preponderance of Romans ..  eXN1DIts
somethıng of random dıstrıbution” because 1t 1S atteste: CVCNM In the
396-401 per10d when Augustine Wdads wrıting the Confessions (p 40)
10 put ıt sımply, because the evidence subverts Ferrarı s theory ıt
0Ug NnOTL be C1te: In the 306-401 per10d) ıts dıstrıbution mMust be
deemed uncharacteristic and therefore random. hıs 1s bald
mısrepresentation al best

V, Ferrarı offers the followıng explanatıon for the
persıstent appea. MOSLT obvıous [CasSson for thıs persıistent
appeal WOU SCCIN derıve from Augustine’s ıth the
Manıiıchees and eır doctrine of the rebelliıous, evıl princıple In the

Leo FERRARI>, *Saımnt Augustine’s CConversion Scene: The End of ern
Debate?” Studia Patrıstica (1989) 2477243
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body” (p 41) Ferrarı grants that the Manıchaean ratiıonale he offers
explaın Augustine’s UsScCc of Romans COUuU be applıed
Galatıans DA makıng hIs Oou the absence of the latter ıIn
the early works VaCUOUSs er all, ıf Romans 1425 dSs x00d
reDutta of Manıchaean arguments why shouldn’t Galatıans S‘
Ferrarı 0€Ss notLt consıder why Galatıans S In ıtself WOU 21011
furnısh AdNSWeT the Manıchees.

At the SaJmle tiıme, Ferrarı 1S wiılliıng SC In Augustine’s UuUsec of
Romans urther evidence of h1s theory that Augustine has
adopted the Paulıne CONvers10n narratıve WdY of ellıng hıs OW

In o1ıng Ferrarı changes the parameters of h1ıs en
slıghtly. In the earher CSSdaYyS, Ferrarı insısted that the absence of
Romans 13.13:14 ın Augustine’s works pr10r the Confessions
provıde ON of the clues supporting the 16 W that the PAaASSasc had
only become ıimportant Augustine al the time of wrıting the
Confessions. In ı F CasSC, the IN of the VOISCS in the tolle lege
o1VvESs the Surest indicatiıon of the alleged fabricatıon of that
Ferrarı alsSoO insısted that ıt Wäas only durıng the time of wrıting the
Confessions that Augustine egan take interest In Paul’s
CONvers1on STOTY. Now in dealıng ıth Romans 14-25, 1C. 15 ell-
atteste'| In Augustine’s works hrough 401 when the Confessions Was

completed, Ferrarı adopts 11i1eren approach.
Ferrarı Argucs that ONEC 1Cason why Romans 1475 appeale: O

Augustine 15 that Paul appeare be speakıng of personal
experlence, and thıs personalızatıon of the confhet between
esh and spırıt attracted Augustine’s attention °°Thıs revelatıon” of
Paul "barıng h1ıs soul Oou h1ıs OW inner conflıct wıthın hımselfAUGUSTINE’S CONVERSION SCENE  97  body” (p. 41). Ferrari grants that the Manichaean rationale he offers to  explain Augustine’s use of Romans 7.14-25 could be applied to  Galatians 5.17, making his argument about the absence of the latter in  the early works vacuous. After all, if Romans 7.14-25 serves as a good  rebuttal of Manichaean arguments why shouldn’t Galatians 5.17?  Ferrari does not consider why Galatians 5.17 in itself would not  furnish an answer to the Manichees.  At the same time, Ferrari is willing to see in Augustine’s use of  Romans 7.14-25 further evidence of his theory that Augustine has  adopted the Pauline conversion narrative as a way of telling his own  story. In so doing Ferrari changes the parameters of his argument  slightly. In the earlier essays, Ferrari insisted that the absence of  Romans 13.13-14 in Augustine’s works prior to the Confessions  provided one of the clues supporting the view that the passage had  only become important to Augustine at the time of writing the  Confessions. In which case, the use of the verses in the tolle lege scene  gives the surest indication of the alleged fabrication of that scene.  Ferrari also insisted that it was only during the time of writing the  Confessions that Augustine began to take an interest in Paul’s  conversion story. Now in dealing with Romans 7.14-25, which is well-  attested in Augustine’s works through 401 when the Confessions was  completed, Ferrari adopts a different approach.  Ferrari argues that one reason why Romans 7.14-25 appealed to  Augustine is that Paul appeared to be speaking of a personal  experience, and this apparent personalization of the conflict between  flesh and spirit attracted Augustine’s attention: ‘“this revelation” of  Paul “baring his soul about his own inner conflict within himself ...  met with a heartfelt response in Augustine who apparently was all too  aware of the same conflict within himself” (p. 41). But if this is the  case, and Augustine cites Romans 7.14-25 from 393 up to 401, then  there 1s little reason to think that Augustine only became interested in  these themes at the time when he was writing the Confessions.  Moreover, if it is Paul’s personal reminiscences in Romans 7.14-25  which must have resonated with Augustine, as Ferrari suggests, there  might be a problem. It would mean that Augustine had always been  interested in Paul’s conversion from as early as 393 when he cites  Romans 7.14-25 and not only when he began to write the Confessions,  as Ferrari claims. But Ferrari leaves this avenue untouched, even as he  claims, “that the Paul of Rom. 7,14-25 with his self revelations, was  the original inspiration for the self-revelations of the Confessions in  general, and of the conversion scene in particular. And so it seems,  there resulted the descriptions of Augustine’s conversion, a descriptionmet ıth ear! In Augustine who apparently Wds al]l [O0

of the Samne onflıct wıthın hımse (p 41) But ıf thıs 1s the
CaSC, and Augustine cıtes RomansS irom 3073 401, then
ere 1$ lıttle ICcCason 5pal that Augustine only became interested in
these themes al the t1ime when he W ds wrıting the Confessions.
Moreover, ıf 1t 1S Paul’s personal remıin1iıscences In Romans
IC MUStT ave resonated ıth Augustine, Ferrarı ests, there
m1g be problem It WOU IL1CAall that Augustine had always een
interested ıIn Paul’s CONnvers1on from early 30723 when he cıtes
Romans 149725 and NOT only when he egan wriıte the Confessions,
d Ferrarı claıms. But Ferrarı leaves thıs AVCI1UC untouched, GVEn d he
claıms, °that the Paul of Rom ıth h1ıs self revelatıons, Was
the orıgınal inspıratıon Tor the self-revelatıons of the Confessions In
general, and of the CONvers1on In partıcular. And ıt
ere resulte: the descriptions of Augustine’s CONVvers10n, description
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transparently modelle‘ the CONversi1on of hıs ero Paul he
claıms ave shown elsewhere In h1is Saın Augustine the oad

Damascus_.” But 1T Romans 15 the inspiıratıon, why 0€es
Augustine select Romans 134 3178 the (exi that e116e60C1e h1s
conversion?

By NO ave COINC eXpect hat Ferrarı needs discount
hat 0€Ss NOTL fit into the gran scheme he propose ın h1is 1980
artıcle He continues In thıs CIMn al the conclusıon of thıs Curren(i

nstead of takıng Augustine’s uUse of the notion of putting off
and putting Christ in Ephesıians and Coloss1ans 3.9-10
hıs po1ın of departure for understandıng hOw Augustıine approprıiates
thıs eme ın hıs early wrıitings, Ferrarı turns surprisıngly (GGalatıians
BD (for Nan y of YOU WeTEC aptıze in CAHST. ave put
Chrıst). 10 egın wıth, thıs 15 language Augustine probably COU NOTt
ave sed pr10r hıs baptısm In 387, and WOU ave een
inapproprliate in the C'assıcı1acum dıalogues.

In hıis immediate post-baptısma per10d ave the De MOriDus
ecclesiae catholicae evidence of Augustine’s UuUs«e of the putting
off/putting theme Ferrarı, however, finds WAaY 1{8 Aarguc that

ıt WOU SEAn be that Paul’s putting of Christ Was NnOTL
sıgnıfıcant eature of Augustine’s earher lıfe, but rather of the
time of wrıting the Confessions, and CVCN then, apparently only
er it had een brought hıs attention Dy Faustus In 30/-39%
Yet. supposedly the putting of Chrıst Was the clımax of the
dıvinely directed cConvers1ıonal readıng in 386 Its ahbsence in the
intervenıng 1s all the LNOTEC amazıng in 1eW of ugus-
tine’s confessi1ion that al the begiınnıng of h1ıs Convers10on, he
could NOTt tınd WaYy of enjJoyıng God untiıl he had embraced
Jesus (7:18,24) (p 43)
It 1S NOL clear 16 1S INOTE confusiıng, the csheer

ıntellıg1bıilıty of Ferrarı s words ere OT hıs claım of eıng surprised al
Augustine’s metho How enable 1S the followıng uDON 1C
Ferrarı ends”? “One poss1ble explanatıon of the absences of references

the putting of Chrıst pr10r the wrıting of the Confessions 1S
that he had discovered Chrıst dS mediator IC Wds also Manıchean
not10n, but hıs Manıchean mınd had rexDelle: al the not1on of putting

rst, requıired by Gal 5227 However, CEVCNMN thıs unlıkely
d explanatıon, SINCE Faustus sed the fı gure of speech In the
Ontext noted above. J herefore: the amazıng conclusıon WOU SCCIN

follow, that despıte hıs protestation In the Confessions ( L1 249 the
12 LeO FERRARI; “Saımnt Augustine the oad Damascus’”, Augustinian

Studies (1982) 15157}
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putting of Christ W ds nOot of partıcular sıgnıfıcance the
CONvers1on of Augustine” (p 43) ese AL the of strateg1ies
Ferrarı commends Augustine’s interpreters.

‘Beyond Augustine’s Conversion Scene’”
In “Beyond Augustine’s Conversion Scene” 13 Ferrarı fınally

acknowledged that hıs argumen ou Augustine’s LE of Romans
13131714 1S basıcally from sılence. he Was
convınced hI1s theorı1es from all those prev10us tudıies STan because of
al] the evidence he has provıde of Augustine’s Paulıne cıtations p
98) Ferrarı er Paulıne i COU ave served
Augustine s DUIDOSCS. And he arT1Vves the SaJmInle conclusıon: Romans
135 13-174 and that alone COUH ave served Augustine’s 1ctive
PUTDOSCS. Ihe L1NOTEC EXISs he analyzes the INOTIC astonıshıng the claıms
he has O make in defense of hıs VIEWS.

er review1ing Coloss1i1ans 3.10 Ephesı1ans and Ephesıans
©) Ferrarı contends that “theır VELY OC  CS In such numbers
contradıct the claım that the OCCasıon had nOTL arısen for Augustine

RKRomans 13.13 99) And thıs, because, f Augustine had
een converted DYy Romans 13 .13-14 d® he claıms, °then VT SE of
sımiılar tone WOU ave een sultably substituted and explaın the
popularıty of the above-mentioned VEeEISCS But the MOSLT irequently
C1(e: of such VEISCS, SEeICCIE above, dısplay MOST inconvenıent
dıstrıbution for supporting such claım” hıs 1S untenable ın
the extreme

er prosecuting h1ıs hıghly 1d10syncratic and untenable
argumen al along, Ferrarı 19(0) VeEnNniIUTE: ask the question implıcıt
In hIs Commentary: Was Augustine sımply yıng about hıs pas And
how WOU claım Ou Augustine’s fabrıcations STan: in the face of
Augustine’s De mendacıio and the ater Contra Mendacium? In
attempting AaNSWeTI ese questi1ons Ferrarı also begıns consıder
er 1SSUES he seemed {O ave overlooked previously.

Ferrarı admıts that Augustine’s COMMEN al Confessions A
oOu the degeneratıve influences of the heater 1S poss1ible

objection the notion of the Confessions ..  as scr1ıpt for dramatıc
performance” (p 103) hıs objection, Ferrarı bellıeves 1S easıly
answered Dy pomlınting Out that the heatre 1S there condemned for ıts
portrayal of t,” and that “lt 1S sıgnıfıcant that Augustine ere

13 Leo FERRARI-: “Beyond Augustine s Conversion Scene , in Augustine: rom
Rhetor Theologian, ed Joanne McWıllıiıam (Waterloo, (Intarıo Wılirid aurler Uni1-
versıty Press, $
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condemns heatre for promoting grief, nNnOTt NT real people’s
mısfortunes, but NOr INeTE fictions” p 103) Ferrarı belheves that thıs
0O€Ss NOTt appI1Yy 18 the Confessions: mMatter 1S quıte otherwıse in
the CASc of the Confessions where the audıence 18 invıted {O orieve, NOT
VT SOTNC fiıction, but Ver the undenıjable truth of Augustine’s past
sınfulness and h1ıs 1g from GO 27 (p 103) Ferrarı NO appeals
the larger of Augustine’s objectives and not the specıfics of the
CONvers10n

We gaın better of Ferrarı 's appreclatiıon of Augustine’s
sens1ibilities when consıder hat he 0€Ss ıth Augustine’s words
In Confessions 10.3.3 hıs 1S PAaSsSasc 16 should ave rece1ved
lot of attention from Fertäar. gıven hıs contentions Oou Augustine’s
suppose Lict10ns, because Augustıine speaks the 1Ssue of h1s
credıbilıty ırectly. Cur10usly, it recCce1Ives erse cCommentar 1C
INAaNAaSCS turn Augustine’s hermeneutics of Carıtas into rationale
for mısrepresenting the past hıs 1S how Ferrarı sStTates 1t "noteworthy
15 the fact that the question of Tu In the work the Confessions|
ar1ses iın the tenth bookiın regard hOow Augustine’s
audıence ıll NOW that he 1S ellıng the truth He points Out ere that
h1ıs confess1ion 15 nNOTL addressed OSse who merely CUr10USs about
er people’s lıves, ıle inert Ou 1Improving eır OW  \ but rather

those whose Cars AdTiC opened hım Dy charıty” (p 103) Ferrarı
o0€s NOT explaın hat exactly Augustine Dy {hIS:; OT 111 NC

SuspectL that the tone of Ferrarı s words slıghtly dıstort Augustine’s
poın Notice {O00 that Confessions 10.3.3 makes Ferrarı s
questionable readıng of Augustine’s language Ou (10d eıng Tu
and eıng har. The problem, Augustine’s identifies ıt In
Confessions 1053 1S {undamentally ONEC of TUS

But accordıng Ferrarı, In the De mendacıio, Augustine
dıstinguılshes between speakıng the u ıth the MOUuU and
possessing theü In the heart (par. and 35) In IC CasScC, AdICc

belıeve that ..  those whose Cadl> dIiICcC opened Dy charıty 11l ear and
understand,” GVn 1ır Augustine 1S fabrıcatıng the detaiıls (p 103)
urthermore, Ferrarı maıntaılns, “lt 1S also ıimportant notice that In
the treatise On ‚YyINZ@, Augustine readıly admıts the leg1ıt1imacy of
allegory and f gurative speech eXpress10ns of ru partıcularly In
regard spırıtual matters, in the CAaSe of the (paras 7-9,26
and (pp 103-104). Ferrarı, therefore. beleves that ‘61f ere WeIC

anı y urther eed 18 Justify the dramatıc hlıberties of the Convers1ıon
ıt WOU be OoOun under thıs and Dy specı1al

Justificatiıon” (pp 104) Ferrarı effortlessly from insisting
Augustine’s fictions Oou hıis past defending Augustine
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allegorıst that ON WOU not notice that he has gnored all of
Augustine s strictures 1n De mendacıo0 OoOu yıng ın the servıice of
SOTINC supposedly dıvıne COHESe What 15 INOTC, Augustine’s COMMENTIS
ou the valıdıty of allegory ıIn De mendacıo0o aTrec nOoTt dıfferent from
hat he SaVyS oOu the HSE of i guratiıve language and allegorıca
spirıtual interpretation in De doctrina Christiana, for example It 15
not ratıonale for forgery mendacıty, but rather plea for
respecting the SCS an interpretatiıon of the metaphorıcal and
M guratıve.

Interestingly, Ferrarı agaın returns Confessions
10.3.4 and for evidence that Augustine expeete hI1is work be
“read al0u before assembled audıiıence” (p 102) He SOCS
repeat hıs contention that °thıs that the fexti 15 really scr1ıp for

dramatıc performance, IC throws entirely dıfferent 1g
the ole question oOu the factualıty fıctionalıty of the
CONvers10n scene” (p 102) Ferrarı leaves off suggest dıstıncection
that agaın confounds the 1SSues. He claıms that “wrıting actual
bıography esMine': for the sılent readıng COININON oday DECISON of
Augustine’s scrupulous honesty WOU aım al hat Courcelle
descr1ibes “oxactitude stenographique” (p 102) hıs assertion
concedes ONC ing and m1isconstrues another. Certamly, ıt 15
somethıng of 9 er all these artıcles durıng 1C he has
described Augustine fabriıcator of hıs past, for Ferrarı descer1ibe
Augustine scrupulously honest On hat basıs? Ferrarı 0€Ss NOT
5Sd Y Except: havıng descer1ibed Augustine such, Ferrarı mMust NO

urnısh 1CasSsOIl why Augustine s practices author WOUu er
from moderns.

It 1s sımply alse 5SdY, Ferrarı does, that scr1pt for
dramatıc performance, the presentatıon, be dramatıcally effective,
must subordinate factualıty the CanOoNsSs of dramatıc presentatıon G

crait: : dIiIcC told. In whiıich Augustine ...  WAas well-schooled” (p 1027
And .. certaın romantıcızıng of realıty becomes inevıtable, whence
the Courcellean mode de presentatıon romanesque” p 102)

°“"Iruth and Augustine’s Conversion Scene’’

Fınally in 1988, almost d afterthought hat he had een
proposing, an followıng the “Beyond Augustine s
Conversion Scene’, Ferrarı adds hıs arguments iın h1is *Ir and
Augustine’s Conversion Scene”. Up thıs point, Ferrarı
ave pursued h1Is research wıthout payıng much attention the fact

I4 Ibıd
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that Augustine mentions TU and truthfulness repeatedly throughout
the Confessions, and somet1imes describes God (and Jesus) Tu
What Ferrarı also 0€Ss nNnOot apprecılate, g1ven hıs indıfference

SOTILNC of the early works, 1S that thıs partıcular WaY of referring
Chrıst 1S vıdent in the Cassıc1acum dıalogues. Ferrarı mentions
Augustine’s De mendacıo0 and Contra Mendacium, ıf the former
contaıned Augustine’s 1Irs SsStatements Oou ru truthfulness and
speakıng the Tru So NO Ferrarı informs us ou Augustine’s
dedıicatıon ru and aSSerts that ıt 1S “even LNOTC pointedly and
pertinently evident” In the Confessions (p 10), where "truth (veritas)
and 1fs Just VCI three hundred SIXLY times’” (p 10)
ru truthfulness, and truth-telling 4A16 hardly incıdental
Augustine’s CONCEIINNS wrıter of the Confesssions.

What 1s mind-bogglıng 1S that after such obvıous oversight
Ferrarı Cal claım h1s turn {O thıs question .. 11C  S approac the
much discussed OpI1C of the Tu of Augustine s CONvers1o0n scene”
because he 1s convınced that ..  an examınatıon of the CONIGCX of al
eas the LNOTEC promıinent of these references WOU be MOST SCIMANC

the subject of Tu ın the Confessiones an the mode of
veracıty of the CONversion itself” (D 10) question
iımmediıately itself. (G1iven Ferrarı 's unmıstakably misleadıng
readıng of Confessions 10.3.3 Augustine’s hermeneutics of Carıtas,
hat dıfference COU thıs ..  NEW  27 study make establıshıng the
“mode of veracıty of the CONversion Scene‘., Ferrarı claıms here?

In DALC and half (pp of cCıtations me ShOWw
Augustine’s understandıng and uUus«ec of the 1dea of TU In the
Confessions ATIec greeted ıth TIEe assessment of Confessions 10,
16 Ferrarı remınds u contaıns the Jargest cluster of references

truth” (p E Ferrarı claıms that the *varıo0us aSPECLIS of
Augustine’s notion of truth In the Confessiones bespeak of
inter1orızed mystıca mode of TU far removed from the empirıcally
verıthable kınd called for Dy the debate about the CONvers1ıon scene”

And Irue hıs posture throughout all ese CSSaVS Ferrarı
dverts that “1t ollows then that he | Augustine probably WOU ave
consıdered such debate NnOTt merely irrelevant, but probably
morally culpable (p cıtıng Confessions (p 7 36)

evidence of Augustine criticısm of CUFLOSLLAS.
Not only dIC beheve that Augustine probably WOU ave

cpnsidered” the modern debate “ırrelevant” he WOUuU iın it

m. Le0O FERRARI, ”I ruth and Augustine s Conversion Scene”, Collectanea
Augustiniana (New ork eter Lang, 9-19
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“probably morally culpable” aCT of aın CUFLOSLLAS. Incıdentally,
ıt 15 thıs eme of human Cur10s1ıty whiıich Ferrarı back that
Augustine addresses ın Confessions 1035 PassSasc Ferrarı
not ave appreclated for ıts relevance for much of hat 15 al stake
ere The problems sımply do not AWAY. And Ferrarı mMust AaCCOUuNLT
for why Augustine WOU consıder morally culpable such cur10s1ıty
about the detaıls of h1ıs ıfe when he 1s the VELY ONC who provıdes the
narratıve ın the Confessions? For x00d 114 ..  there remaıns the
undenı1able fact that Augustine has presented ıth the scene.”“ And

Ferrarı concedes that “lt 1S O be explaıned then, how the mundane
events of Augustine’s ıfe Can be reconcıled ıth the exalted notion of
ruth” that 15 laımed for hım ...  wıthout ınvolvıng yıng  27 (p L2)

The only aAaVCNUEC eft for Ferrarı 15 PIODOSC SOINC kınd of
xalted notion of allegorıca sıgnıfiıcatıon 1iC Cal obvıate the
iıncredıble dıifficulties pose for hıs theorlies Dy the evidence from
Augustine’s early works and the Confessions. Notice the confoundıng
explanatıon entaıle: in the followıng: ‘“indeed, followıng Romans 3
Augustine maımntaıns in the closıng of the Confessiones that (God
alone 1S the TU but INan 1S har. Fınally, the Scriptures dICcC

true, SInNCe God 1S irue and eing ruth ıtself, has seit OT' oOse holy
wrıtings. It 1S fıttıng then, that Augustine should seek ground h1ıs
OW convers1iıon in oOse Samlle Scriptures by the INannNerTr iın 1e hI1s
Conversiıon 1S thınly disguised version of the famous CONversı1on

of Paul” (p 12) Does Ferrarı ser10usly beheve that Augustine
presen thıs CON{IL. between G0d Tu and all human beings
hars WaY of legıtimızıng human falsehoods and the fabriıcatıon of
hıs OW CONvers10n narratıve?

Ferrarı returns De mendacılo, conflatıng hat Augustine SayS
Ou les that WEIC told in scrıpture Dy people who WEeEeIC approve Dy
God and the UsSsCcC of figuratıve anguage, whiıich Augustine also defends
Ferrarı claıms that “among the extenuatıng cons1iıderatiıons for such
yıng  27 Augustine mentlions the uUusc of language f guratively. And
because of thıs9 it 1s suggested that ..  In virtue of SOTLNC hıdden
s1gnıficatıon, they aIc not altogether hes  27 Ferrarı SOCS 5>d y that
“comıng ıt does, Just before the wrıting of the Confessiones, that
INanNnnNeLr of s1ignıficatıon offers convenılent startıng po1in for the
subject of the Tu and figuratıve language In regard Augustine s
paulınızıng of hIs Conversiıon scene” (D F Z) hıs 1S convenılent
startıng po1ın only because of the 1n of arguments Ferrarı has
proffered explaın Augustine’s CTra 10 end, then, the ote that
“"Augustine s notion of truth in the Confessiones transcends empirıcal
verıfiabilıty, and L00 the whole question of the factualıty the
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fıctıonalıty of the CONversı1on scene” (p 14) borders the jejune
In the preceding ave trıed cshow how ill-conceived and

untenable Ferrarı 's arguments Oou Augustine’s CONvers1o0n
ave een nothing else: the industry Ferrarı has brought 18 the task
and the ınımal esults 1t has yıelded cshould be cautionary tale Far
from dısenchantıng Augustine’s readers. Ferrarı s conjectures suggest
how nearly ımpossı1ıble it 15 substantiate the claım that the has
een fabrıcated

Vıllanova ASIEDU


