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Augustine’s De Trinitate, Book V 
Trialogue in One Act 

Augustine - Arius - Aristotle 
by Ann Vroom (September, 2006) 

 

 
Carpaccio’s “St. Augustine in his study” 
 
Scene:  A study room in Carthage, Augustine is sitting at his work desk, having 
completed Books I-IV of De Trinitate, and is just dipping his quill pen into his inkpot.  
He is surrounded by reams of loose papers and leather-bound volumes. 

 

Augustine Well, let’s see now, that brings us to the Arians. those inveterate heretics! 
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1 Warren H. Carroll (paraphrasing Epiphanius of Salamis, an opponent of Arius) describes him as “tall and lean, of distinguished 
appearance and polished address. Women doted on him, charmed by his beautiful manners, touched by his appearance of asceticism. 
Men were impressed by his aura of intellectual superiority.”  Carroll, A History of Christendom, II, p. 10 
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Augustine����
Arius?  Good heavens!  Well this is a surprise.  Welcome! - please sit down. 
Some wine? 
But, you are a heretic. 
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Augustine����

Well it is now well past the year of our Lord 400 - tempus fugit!  you 
understand Latin do you not? - and your problems were back in the day - around 
320 AD.  But the papers are right here, whole reams of them about you, by you, 
to you from Alexander, your Bishop of Alexandria.  Sure, they’re not in your 
original Greek  but in Latin translation - I so foolishly hated learning Greek as a 
boy - but as a scholar I assure you they’re accurate and authenticated 
translations and documents of our Church. 
 
And the record is clear - what you say here, again and again and again, is plain 
anathema!  God the Son not con-substantial with God the Father!  You were 
wrong, Arius, wrong. 
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Augustine 
Ah yes, Bishop Eusebius of Nicomedia, it was specifically against him that the 
blessed Alexander, your own eminent Bishop of Alexandria, seeking to “keep 
the bond of unanimity and peace among the body of Christ”, was driven to write 
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3 Ibid 
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a letter to the whole clergy - after having “come together with all the bishops of 
Egypt and the Libyas, nearly a hundred in number”, and anathematized you - in 
order to give dire warning against Eusebius’s most “disgraceful and 
Antichristian heresy”.4 
 
You know well what the blessed Alexander, your own Bishop of Alexandria, 
wrote, which I read just in small part: 

Reading from the 
Letter From 
Bishop Alexander 

 
Who that hears John saying, “In the beginning was the Word,” [John 
1:1] does not condemn those who say there was a time when He was 
not? 

Who that hears these words of the Gospel, “the only-begotten Son;”  
and, “by Him [the Son] were all things made,” [John 1:3,14] will not hate 
those who declare He is one of the things made? 

For how can he be one of the things made by Him[self]? 

Or how shall He be the only-begotten who, as they say, is 
reckoned with all the rest? 

And how can He be made of things which are not, when the Father 
says, “My heart has uttered a good Word;” and, “From the womb, 
before the morning have I begotten Thee?” [Psalm 45:1, 110:3] 

Or how is He unlike to the substance of the Father, who is the perfect 
image and brightness of the Father, and who says, “he that hath seen 
Me hath seen the Father?” [John 14:9,10, 10:29] 

And how, if the Son is the Word or Wisdom and Reason of God was 
there a time when he was not?  It is as if they said, that there was a 
time when God was without reason and wisdom. 

How also, can he be changeable and mutable, who says indeed by 
Himself: “I am in the Father, and the Father in Me,” [John 14:9,10, 
10:29] and, I and My Father are one;” [John 14:9,10, 10:29] and by the  

prophet, “I am the Lord, I change not? [Mal. 3:6] ” 
5   

 
My dear Arius, I could read on further, but you must see your error.  Have you 
still no remorse?  Good heavens man, you were declared an “enemy of God”, a 
“destroyer of souls”, an “alien from the Catholic Faith and the Church”! 6 
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4 Alexander of Alexandria’s Catholic Epistle, 319 CE (available at:  http://ecole.evansville.edu/alex1.htm).  Also referred to as the 
Deposition of Arius and variously attributed to Athanasius - who was then an assistant to Alexander and later his successor as Bishop 
of Alexandria - as the actual or primary author of the text (See available at: http://www.ccel.org) 
5  Ibid. 
6  Ibid. 
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Augustine 

Arius, you are in my prayers, may God forgive you and your followers since 
your time as a still unrepentant “adversaries of our faith.”8  But to answer you, 
you too are a clever speaker able to “say things neither as they are thought, nor 
thought are they really are”!9 
 
But, in supplement to our worthy theological forefather, Bishop Alexander’s, 
unassailable scriptural defense of our faith, let us look somewhat further at your 
argument, shall we say, from the “philosophical” angle. 
 
If I may paraphrase your contentions and disentangle and re-order them slightly 
for better observation - is it not that you “seem chiefly to set forth that 
whatsoever is said or understood of God, is said not according to accident, but 
according to substance, and therefore, to be unbegotten belongs to the Father 
according to substance, and to be begotten belongs to the Son according to 
substance” 10? 
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Augustine … yes, yes, yes - but my question, again, please - do you contend that the Father 
and Son are two different substances? 
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Augustine 
Hmmmmm … you’re a hard man to pin down, Arius.  So let me jump to the 
chase - Does not the Apostle say [Phil 2:6] clearly:  “I and the Father are One.” 
13 ? 
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������8�9�,�  (available at:  http://ecole.evansville.edu/arians/arius1.htm). 
8  Augustine, De Trinitate, Book V, Paragraph 4. 
9  Ibid. 
10  Ibid. 
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���84@�,�� (available at:  http://ecole.evansville.edu/arians/arius2.htm). 
12 Ibid. 
13 Augustine, De Trinitate, Book V, Paragraph 4. 
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Augustine 
… hmm, yes, yes - I have the copy here, from - let’s see - Sozomen’s 
Ecclesiastical History 14, ahhh, yes, volume … 
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(a brief pause of silence 
falls in anticlimax to 
Arius’ heated 
proclamation. 
Augustine, though, 
appears to be wholly 
unperturbed as he 
calmly finishes reading 
the pertinent section 
from the Sozomen 
volume that he had 
been following all 
along Arius vocally 
declaimed.)�
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Augustine: 

Hmmm, yes, yes - that’s exactly what’s written here in Sozomen.  You’ve been 
blessed with an excellent memory Arius!  And a fine mind! 
 
But my dear Arius, you are crafty - but, as we say out here in Hippo - you’re a 
bit too smart for your own good.  Some wine?  Please, you’ve gotten yourself 
all worked up … 
 
Arius, you know the actual professions of the Nicene Creed - you wrote your 
letter to the Emperor years after the Creed had been promulgated (interesting 
that you and your cohorts wanted to weasel your way back into the official 
Church at that point bad enough to write the Emperor begging  to be “openly 
reconciled ”, but, no, no, forgive me, forget it, let that pass, ad hominem, bad 
form on my part …) 
 
Why didn’t you just profess the Creed as written: 

Reading from the 
Creed adopted at the 
Council of Nicea: 

We believe in one God the Father all powerful, maker of all things both 
seen and unseen.  And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the 
only-begotten begotten from the Father, that is from the substance of 
the Father, God from God, light from light, true God from true God, 
begotten not made, Consubstantial with the Father, through whom all 
things came to be, both those in heaven and those in earth: for us 

                                                           
14 Sozomen -  5th cent., Byzantine church historian, b. Gaza. A fuller form of his name is Salaminius Hermias Sozomenus. His 
Ecclesiastical History was written in 439–50. The nine extant books, written in an elegant Greek style, cover the years 324–439.  
There’s a bit of “dramatic license” involved here insofar as Sozomen work was completed just after Augustine’s death. 
15  ��

�-�'���������������������,�������
����84;�,�� (available at: http://ecole.evansville.edu/arians/arius3.htm). 
16  Ibid. 
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humans and for our salvation he came down and became incarnate, 
became human, suffered and rose up on the third day, went up into 
the heavens, is coming to judge the living and the dead.  And in the 

holy Spirit.  17 

Augustine: Why did you have to keep on trying to put over your own thing, Arius? 
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Augustine Such is life. 
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Augustine 
(with a sigh and picking 
up his quill pen once 
again to resume his 
work on Book V, De 
Trinitate) 

That it does - but as heresy nonetheless.  And here I am, engaging your 
blasphemies against the faith once again. 
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Augustine 

Not me, Arius - it’s your own descendant “tricksters” who draw these verbal 
arabesques.  It is they who argue so glibly, “whatsoever is said or understood of 
God, is said not according to accident but according to substance.” 19 
 
Both terms - “accident” and “substance” being of old vintage in pagan 
philosophy. 

                                                                                                                                                                             
17  First Council of Nicea,(325 AD), The Profession of Faith of the 318 Fathers. (available at: 
http://www.ewtn.com/library/Councils/Nicaea1.htm). 
18 Arius died in 336 AD. 
19 Augustine, De Trinitate, Book V, Paragraph 4 
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 (enter a balding man - a Greek - sturdily built and ready to argue.) 

Aristotle Who’s calling whom an “old vintage”? 

Augustine Sir?  You are …? 

Aristotle Aristotle! 
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Augustine 
(regaining his 
composure) 

Yes, of course, Aristotle, why not?  Welcome, sir, sit, please - wine? 

Aristotle 
(somewhat primly shaking 
Arius’ hand, drawing his 
toga around him, sitting 
down and then finally 
smiling broadly as he 
accepts the goblet of wine 
from Augustine) 

Now That’s an “old vintage” I can accept!  [Drawing a large gulp]  
ahhhhh, Not bad - Italian?  Amazing, these Romans, who knew … 
 
But you speak of Substance and accidents. that’s my turf, boys.  What 
are you trying to say? 

Augustine We are speaking of our Lord. 

Aristotle Your King? 
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Aristotle 
(looking around him 
and peering out the 
window) 

You mean your Pharaoh?  That’s what you call him hereabouts is it not? 
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Aristotle 
(squinting his eye at Arius) 

Who’d you say you are, buddy? 
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Aristotle 
Right, Egypt, I got that - but “Alexandria”, that’s a new one? I know of 
Memphis and Thebes in Egypt, but “Alexandria”?  Hmm, any relation to 
my student, Alexander? 
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Augustine 
(interrupting Arius 
before he starts a fight 
w. Aristotle) 

Esteemed Master Aristotle - we are followers of the risen Lord, Christ, our God 
and Savior.  Christ - Christians - although (stealing a side glance at the 
disgruntled Arius) we are in profound disagreement as to one of the 
fundamental truths of our faith. 

Aristotle Hmmm, Christ, one of your Gods you say … 

Augustine No - Our One God. 

Aristotle Ah, hmmm - Wait!  I recall something now - The cult in Palestine - the 
Israelites - one god, Yahweh. 

Augustine Well, yes, but … 

Aristotle 
(eagerly taking 
command of the 
conversation) 

And this “Christ” you say - “risen from the dead” - As in the Dionysian 
Mysteries, no? 

Augustine 
(hesitating to get into it 
at this point …) 

Ah, …. no … but let us leave that all aside for the moment.  May we instead use 
our time with you to ask you further explanations of your brilliant “Categories”? 

Aristotle 
(flattered) 

Well, well, my Categories?  So people hereabouts still talk about me, 
heh? 

Augustine Of course, Master, almost a millennium has passed since your time - and you 
are more eminent than perhaps you can imagine. 

Aristotle 
(shocked & looking 
around him again) 

A millennium!?  You don’t say – What era is this anyway?20 

                                                           
20 Aristotle’s life: 384 B.C. – 322 B.C. 
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Aristotle 
(turning now to Arius 
w. a look as at some 
minor irritant) 

What?  What is that you’re saying now, man?  I hear your words, but 
they make no sense to me whatsoever - “400 anno domini”, what in the 
world is that?  All I asked is simply in what era are we in here?  I can 
obviously see things have changed, but you needn’t be so blasted 
obscure … 

�A!<%� J���
�� $��%
���!-�����+����
�������!���������������������� �����	�	��
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A�������������,�������
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Aristotle 
[now good-humoredly 
taunting the 
pompously-ruffled 
Arius] 

“Constantine”? - well, I’ve heard tell of a Roman “Caesar” - are you up to 
a man named “Dante” yet, they tell me he writes a poem placing me in 
some place he called limbo? - together with some of these Romans 21… 
But, be that as it may, sir [still speaking to Arius], you have heard tell of 
my student, Alexander -  the “Great” I believe he’s generally know as -  
have you not, sir?  Who exactly is this “Constantine” of yours in relation 
to Emperor Alexander may I - with all due respect, Lord Arius, of course 
- ask? 

Augustine 
(hastily intervening 
before Arius can retort 
to Aristotle’s taunting) 

To be more specific, Master Aristotle,  it is now over 700 years since tradition 
tells us you died.  Constantine is a successor to Caesar who might be said to be 
a successor of sorts to Alexander … Dante I know not of at all.  But, to get back 
to our matter at issue at the moment, we are talking of our God who we believe 
is Three Persons in One Substance - God the Father, God the Son, and God the 
Holy Spirit … 

Aristotle Ah yes, the Triad, three, a number of endless fascination … 
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Aristotle Plotinus? 
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Aristotle 
(chuckling) 

Plato?  Old Man Socrates’ gopher?  So, his writings still around too?  
Not surprising, I guess, since he had all those fawning followers at the 
Academy down in Athens. 
 
The “Idea”, the Grand and sovereign realm of the Academy - Sir Plato’s 
“Idea” - was always hard for a practical, down to earth sawbones like me 
to digest,  As far as I’m concerned, what you see is what your get, plain 
and simple …  Plato, still in the game. my word … 

Augustine 

Back to the matter at hand, please sirs: 
 
Master Aristotle, we faithful and orthodox Christians believe and profess that 
God the Father and God the Son are of the same “Substance” - or, as I 
sometimes prefer, “essence” - and that God the Son, as a distinct Person, is the 
“only-begotten” of God the Father. 
 
But Arius here argues that if we believe that God the Son is “begotten” then he 
cannot be of the same substance as the God the Father insofar as the Divine 
substance is that which is eternal and unchanging. 

Aristotle 
(glancing at Arius w. 
some grudging 
accord) 

That indeed seems most clearly the most rational inference … 

Augustine And, furthermore, there can be nothing “accidental” to the Divine substance - 
the term “accident”, of course referring to your “Categories” of things … 

Aristotle 
(Interrupting 
Augustine as he 
catches on to the 
argument) 

Yes, yes - “primary substances are most properly called substances in 
virtue of the fact that they are the entities which underlie everything else, 
and that everything else is either predicated of them or present in 
them.”23 
 
Those “everything else”s are what you call ’accidents’. 
 

                                                           
22 Plotinus (204-270 C.E.) Plotinus is considered to be the founder of Neoplatonism. Taking his lead from his reading of Plato, 
Plotinus developed a complex spiritual cosmology involving three hypostases: the One, the Intelligence, and the Soul. The philosophy 
of Plotinus is represented in the complete collection of his treatises, collected and edited by his student Porphyry into six books of nine 
treatises each. For this reason they have come down to us under the title of the Enneads. Augustine, based on what he tells us in his 
Confessions at Book IX, is thought to have been very familiar with Plotinus' thought.  And certainly Arius, an adept of the 
Alexandrian school of philosophy, would have known the work of Plotinus. 
23  Aristotle, Categories, Section 5 (available at: http://etext.library.adelaide.edu.au/a/aristotle/categories/). 
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“Substance, in the truest and primary and most definite sense of the 
word, is that which is neither predicable of a subject nor present in a 
subject; for instance, the individual man or horse.”24 

Augustine 
So it is correct to say, “In created and changeable things, that which not said 
according to substance, must by necessary alternative, be said according to 
accident.” 25 

Aristotle Correct. 

Augustine 

“For all things are accidents which can be either lost or diminished, whether 
magnitudes or qualities; and so also is that which is said in relation to 
something, as friendships, relationships, services, likenesses, qualities, and 
anything else of the kind; so also positions and conditions, places and times, 
acts and passions…”  26 

whoa!  Hold on there a sec, my friend - let’s go a bit slower - let me think 
… you say: 

§§§§    magnitudes or qualities; 
§§§§    that which is said in relation to 

something, as friendships, relationships, 
services, likenesses, qualities, and 
anything else of the kind; 

§§§§    so also positions and conditions, 
§§§§    places and times, 
§§§§    acts and passions… 

 

And let’s see, I said, in Categories: 

§§§§    “quantity 
§§§§    quality 
§§§§    relation 
§§§§    place 
§§§§    time 

§§§§    position 
§§§§    state 
§§§§    action 

§§§§    affection” 
27 

Aristotle 

Yes, OK, you’ve said it all a little differently - but substantially the same 
(no pun intended.)�
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Augustine and 
Aristotle (in weary 

……  aa  ffoorreemmoosstt  pprreessbbyytteerr  ooff  tthhee  eemmiinneenntt  sseeee  ooff  AAlleexxaannddrriiaa  ……  

                                                                                                                                                                             
24  Ibid.  
25 Augustine, De Trinitate, Book V, Paragraph 6. 
26  Ibid. 
27 Aristotle, Categories, Section 4 (available at: http://etext.library.adelaide.edu.au/a/aristotle/categories/). 
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unison) 

Augustine 
But consider this: “In God nothing is said to be according to accident, because 
in Him nothing is changeable.”28  Agreed, Arius? 
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Augustine 
Right-o!  But note, “everything that is said, is not said, according to substance 
…” 30 
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Augustine Meaning, “It is said in relation to something, as the Father in relation to the Son 
and the son in relation to the Father, which is not accident …” 

��

�  and Aristotle 
(crossing each other in 
their haste to react) 

RReellaattiioonn  wwhhiicchh  iiss  nnoott  aacccciiddeenntt??!!    DDiidd  wwee  nnoott  jjuusstt  ggoo  tthhrroouugghh  ……  

Augustine 
Yes, relation that is not accident.  Why?  Because both the one is always Father, 
and the other is always Son. 31 
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Aristotle 
(thoughtfully, a smile 
slowly dawning on his 
face) 

Hmmm, because the one is always Father and the other is always Son - 
you’re saying this is a relationship that is different from the “Relation” I 
defined in Categories? 
 
hmmm, let me think, how did I put it?  Oh yes: “Those things are called 
relative, which, being either said to be of something else or related to 
something else, are explained by reference to that other thing.” 32 
 
But didn’t I also say that “Correlatives are thought to come into existence 
simultaneously.  This is for the most part true, as in the case of the 
double and the half.   Similarly, the existence of a master necessitates 
the existence of a slave, and that of a slave implies that of a master; 
these are instances of a general Rule” 33 
 

                                                           
28 Augustine, De Trinitate, Book V, Paragraph 6. 
29 ��

�-�'����������
���

���"�5
����	
������8�9�,�  (available at: http://ecole.evansville.edu/arians/arius1.htm) 
30  Augustine, De Trinitate, Book V, Paragraph 6. 
31  Ibid. 
32 Aristotle, Categories, Section 7 (available at: http://etext.library.adelaide.edu.au/a/aristotle/categories/). 
33   Ibid. 
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So that quality of “always” Father or “always” Son - does that not exactly 
fall into my category of “relative” rather than outside of it in some unique 
way? 
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Augustine 

Point taken - perhaps.  But consider somewhat further, my dear Master 
Aristotle, is this not also your astute further observation on the subject of 
‘relation’: 
 

“Now the head, the hand, and such things are substances, and it is 
possible to know their essential character definitely, but it does not 
necessarily follow that we should know that to which they are related.  
It is not possible to know forthwith whose head or hand is meant.  
Thus these are not relatives, and this being the case, it would be true 
to say that no substance is relative in character.   It is perhaps a 
difficult matter, in such cases, to make a positive statement without 
more exhaustive examination, but to have raised questions with regard 

to details is not without advantage.” 
34 

Aristotle 

Certainly, I always encourage questioning - it is the essence of coming 
to know something. 
 
But still, my friend, your explanation concerning your Gods’ - excuse me, 
Your God’s - father/son relation as indicated by this term “begotten” is 
not as yet persuasive for me. 

Augustine 

Try this, then -  
 
I not using the term “‘always,’ to mean from the time when the Son was born, 
… because the Son was always born, and never began to be the Son.   
 
Therefore, the Father ceases not to be the Father because the Son never ceases 
to be the Son … 
 
But if He had begun to be at anytime, or were at any time to cease to be, the Son 
then He would be called Son according to accident.”35 

Aristotle 
(coolly) 

sorry, but I’m just not getting clear on this from what you’ve said thus far. 
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Augustine 

What I’m contending is this: 
 
“Because the Father is not called the Father except in that He has a Son, and the 
Son is not called Son except in that He has a Father, these things are not said 

                                                           
34  Aristotle, Categories, Section 7 (available at: http://etext.library.adelaide.edu.au/a/aristotle/categories/). 
35  Augustine, De Trinitate, Book V, Paragraph 6. 
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according to substance; because each of them is not so called in relation to 
Himself, but the terms are used reciprocally and in relation each to the other. 
 
Nor yet according to accident, because both the being called the Father, and the 
being called the Son, is eternal and unchangeable to them. 
 
Wherefore, although to be the Father and to be the Son is different, yet their 
substance is not different; because they are so called, not according to 
substance, but according to relation, which relation, however, is not accident, 
because it is not changeable.” 36 

Aristotle 
(stroking his beard) 

Hmmm …. 
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Aristotle 

let me see if I’ve got this right … 
 
You are both agreed that your One God is, among other things, 
unchanging. 
 
You can both agree that my categories of “accidents”, are by definition 
things that can change in terms of being predicated of or present in a 
primary “substance” that does not itself change, 
 
you are both agreed that God the Son is “Begotten” and the God the 
Father is “unbegotten”.  Two different things, “Begotten”, “Unbegotten. 
 
But Arius says that because God is by definition “unchanging” all that is 
said of your God must be said with reference to his “Substance.” since 
“accident” sort of things are by definition things that change. 
 
Therefore, says Arius, God the Son - spoken of as “begotten” - must be 
of a different Substance from the Father. 
 
This, though, mightily bothers you, Augustine  - because in your 
philosophy you have to have God the Father and God the son be of one 
substance.  (I’m not sure why, but we’ll put that aside for the moment) 
 
Therefore you must posit that not all that is said of your God must be 
said with relation to substance. 
 
Which, however, leads you into the quandary that the only other 
alternative kind of things to be spoken of something - at least according 
to my Categories  - are “accidents” - and you’ve already agreed that 
“accidents” are things that change - unacceptable in an “unchanging” 
God. 
 
And so your way out of this quandary is to posit a whole third new sort of 
thing to be spoken of your God - “relation” - but “relation” in a sense 

                                                                                                                                                                             
36  Ibid. 
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completely distinct from my use of “relation” in Categories, which there in 
I speak of as in the class of “accident”. 

Augustine Exactly. 

Aristotle Hmmm …. 
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Aristotle And why do you say your God type of “relation” is different from my 
“relation”, an “accident” type of thing? 

Augustine 

Because of God’s “eternal”-ness.  The “relation” between God the Father and 
God the Son has no element of time - there is never a time before which God 
the Son is begotten.  God the Son is “Son” eternally as is God the Father 
“Father” eternally. 
 
Therefore, this “Father/Son” relation between these two Person of our Divine 
Trinity  is “unchanging” and, therefore, since your category of “relation” as an 
“accident” to substance cannot be the same thing. 

��

��
#"
�����������	
����
���
"�
�����
����

!�����
��������
��
�����	�����
�� ��!�������������� ���
���������:
����
���&
�
���������
��������������"����	������

���������"� ����&���	������	���
����
��
�������
�������"����
	�&���
��.
"-�/���	�.����-�/��
�
(
��������
���
�������
���������
	��������������	�& ���
��5
�����,���	�"������
�����
.���"���/ �&������2�	�����%���
��.��������/���(���� ��� �
�
��	��������
���
������������
�� ���+���� �����	��� �.��������/ �
�
6��������
��	
""������"������
����������� �
�
2�	�����%���
������������������2�	�����3��������6�� ������	
""������� 	
""����� ��
E!33�A�56 �

Augustine 
(calmly) 

So, for you, Arius, God the Father and God the Son - together with God the 
Holy Spirit - are not One. 
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Augustine 
(still calmly, but 
profoundly, with 
sadness) 

That is heresy. God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit are One, 
the Trinity. 
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Augustine Anathema, Arius - you are anathema to we the faithful. Not only is your own 
system of thought in heretical error, but you are a danger in the propagating of it 
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to the thought of others! 

Aristotle 
(intervening) 

but, why does it matter so, Augustine?  How does your philosophy 
depend so fundamentally on your God the Son and God the Father 
being “one”?   
 
Why can not Arius here just have his God the Son as some sort of demi-
god “���&��
����������
������
����
�����������"�2�	����� ��"�����������
���
��
��/�  as he puts it? 

Augustine 

Because, my dear Master Aristotle, we have been redeemed by God the Son - 
who through His being sent as the Incarnated Christ thereby his one death saved 
us from our double death of spirit and body - we, through His resurrection 
ourselves resurrected to Life in Him.  If He were not the One God then our 
redemption could not be achieved by His death.37 

Aristotle 

Hmmm … Well, as you know I am a robust pagan and there you have it, 
so good day to you gentlemen, this has been a very interesting 
encounter! 
 
And many thanks for pouring some new wine into this very old wineskin! 
(Aristotle winks at Augustine). 
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Augustine You are both in my prayers, God speed! 

 
Finis. 

 

 

The Arian BaptistryArian BaptistryArian BaptistryArian Baptistry in Ravenna, Italy 
was erected by Ostrogothic King 
Theodoric the Great between the end of 
the 5th century and the beginning of the 
sixth century.  

The Baptistry is octagonal in shape; 
inside are four niches and a dome with 
mosaics, depicting the baptism of Jesus 
by Saint John the Baptist. Jesus is 
shown beardleass and naked, half-
submerged in the Jordan. John the 
Baptist is wearing a leopard skin. On 
the left stands a pagan god in the guise 
of a white-haired, old man in a green 
cloak, holding a leather bag. He is the 
personalisation of the river Jordan. 
Above, the Holy Spirit in the form of a 
dove sprays lustral water from its beak. 

 

                                                           
37 Augustine, De Trinitate, Books I-IV. 


