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PREFACE

This study began in a faculty seminar in the Department of Religion at
the University of Florida in which Dennis Owen and Sheldon Isenberg
explained the value of Mary Douglas’ scheme for correlating the social
structure of a community and its assumptions about its position in the
cosmos and the efficacy of its practices. The foundational essay,
“Cultural Bias,” ! and the book, Natural Symbols, > suddenly appeared
to offer tools for understanding the theological positions which
Cyprian, the bishop of Carthage in the middle of the third century, had
developed to help his community cope with the defections they
experienced during the persecution of Decius and the divisions within
the church which followed it. Cyprian presented a scripturally based
and tightly argued theory of sacramental efficacy which was rejected



by the Roman church, championed by the African Donatists, and then
so reinterpreted by Augustine that it had little further influence. How
could such a coherent and cogent system have been simply abandoned
in favor of one whose sole supports were custom and political
influence? Cyprian’s system was not so much refuted as shoved aside
and ignored. The answer to understanding its success and then its
failure might lie, then, in the social rather than the intellectual context.
It might have failed because the social structures supporting it
changed with the toleration and support of Christianity by the Roman
Empire. Fortunately, the collection of Cyprian’s letters provide
significant information about his church community and its members,
as well as his dealings with both his fellow bishops and opponents.
These documents provide clues for understanding what his people and
his colleagues, as well as their opponents, were doing and thinking.
Douglas’ schema for comparing communities was first applied to the
opposing positions taken by the African and the Roman bishops in the
baptismal controversy. When the results proved satisfactory, the
present

broader study of the understanding of the unity of the church and the
efficacy of its rituals of purification was undertaken.

The objective of this study is not to provide a biography of Cyprian or
historical study of his church. Even within the limits of the English
language, the supply of such studies is not seriously lacking.
Archbishop Benson’s 1897 book is dated but still useful in many ways.
3 Michael Sage’s study presents the advances during the three-
quarters of a century separating his own work from that of Benson. #
The introductions to each of the four volumes of G.W. Clarke’s
translation of Cyprian’s letters supply an excellent summary of the
bishop’s life and ministry; the commentary on the individual letters
provides an exhaustive review of the current state of knowledge and a
judicious advance on many points. > The present study will attempt to
revise Graeme Clarke’s historical work on the letters and Maurice
Bévenot’s editorial advances on the versions of Cyprian’s On the Unity
of the Catholic Church ® in very limited ways, such as arguing for a
different dating of one of the letters in the baptismal controversy and
proposing a double rather than a single rewriting of On Unity by
Cyprian himself. Michael Fahey’s study of Cyprian’s use of scripture,
amended by Clarke, proved particularly helpful in developing the
patterns of citation which are the basis for the present proposals for
this new chronology. 7 Otherwise, this study is unashamedly



dependent upon and derivative from the excellent historical work done
on Cyprian during the last century.

The goal of this study is to elucidate the correlation between Cyprian’s
theology and his practice as a bishop. The foundational contributions
of the North African theologians—Tertullian, Cyprian and Augustine—to
the development of Latin Christian thought were nearly all immediately
related to problems of Christian life in the church. Such theology can
best be interpreted, appreciated and even appropriated by
understanding it within the context of its original development. For the
problems with which Cyprian dealt—the unity and rituals of the
church—the social context was more important than the intellectual:
the structures by which his church community was organized and its
ways of distinguishing itself from the imperial society. Thus chapters 3
and 4, for example, will argue that the positions which Cyprian took on
the reconciliation of the lapsed can best be understood as means of
reor-ganizing the community in the face of the crisis of the Decian
persecution which nearly destroyed it. Chapters 5 and 8 will show that
the process of selecting, installing and removing bishops was
foundational to the theory of the unity of the local and universall

church. Chapter 6 explores what Cyprian took tthieepractical consequences of
accepting schismatic baptism and chapter 7 ingzges the limits of enforceable
standards of purity for the church and its clergparticular.

By understanding a theology within its developmeatdtural context, the adjustments
necessary to adapt and appropriate it in a diffeeaial world might be specified.
Though each had to appeal to Cyprian, neither theabsts nor the Catholics in Africa
could adopt his theory of the purity or holinesghaf church exactly as he presented it
to his people and colleagues. The church’s relakignto imperial society had been
changed radically by the Constantinian toleratind he Theodosian establishment of
Christianity. In parallel, the conception of theippof the church and the rituals which
protected its boundary with the empire had to meorked. The Donatists made
assertions about the transmission of contagioninvitie unity of the church and
episcopate which Cyprian neither made nor acted.upogustine, in contrast,
appealed to a significance of intention within thectioning of the earthly church
which Cyprian explicitly rejected in his focus oerformance. By specifying the
connection between Cyprian’s thought and his s@aatext, the study signals
modifications which could be anticipated when theial circumstances changed.

The study will begin with a review of the eventslam analysis of the social structure
of the Christian church in Carthage on the evédefl2ecian persecution. Subsequent
chapters will focus on the rituals of penance asgtism, the purity of the church, and



the unity of the local and universal church. THéuence of Mary Douglas is
ubiquitous but not explicitly noted.

An earlier version of the study of the rebaptismtoaversy here covered in chapters 1
and 5 was published in the first volumelofirnal of Early Christian Studi€sA study
derived from chapter 3 is published in the procegsiiof the 1999 International
Conference on Patristic Studiés.

The research which is here reported was suppopé&ildshington University in St

Louis and Vanderbilt Divinity School. Grants frohetNational Endowment for the
Humanities and the American Academy of Religionbéec the collaboration with

other scholars in the study of North African Chastty—Graeme Clarke, Robin
Jensen, Susan Stevens, Maureen Tilley, and Williabbernee—which has shaped the
appreciation of devotional practice in the develeptof theology. Finally, the
hospitality of the Institute for Ecumenical and @uhl Research at St John’s

University, Collegeville and the Jesuit InstituteBaston College supported the
beginning and completion of the project. A finabtlef gratitude is here acknowledged
to the students who have shared the challengeogymaf yeading these texts with me,
confirming and developing the interpretations hafered.
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HISTORY OF CYPRIAN’S
CONTROVERSIES

In 248 CE, the Christian community in Carthage elected Thascius
Caecilianus Cyprianus its bishop. This wealthy aristocrat, trained as a
rhetorician, had become a Christian a scant two years earlier. Since he
was still a neophyte, the laity seems to have overridden the objections
of a majority of their presbyters in choosing him as bishop. ! In
ascending to office as bishop of Carthage, this Christian “new man”
became the leader not only of the bishops of Proconsular Africa but of
all Latin Africa, as far west as the Atlantic. At his summons, eighty-five
bishops would converge on Carthage; at his prompting, they would
speak with a single voice. His episcopate would prove foundational for
the development of North African Christianity.

The Decian persecution

In December 249, the Emperor Decius, three months after defeating
the Emperor Philip at Verona, and wishing to consolidate his position
as well as to secure the good fortune of his reign, decreed that every
citizen should join him in offering homage to the immortal gods, whose
graciousness secured the peace and prosperity of the empire. 2 Each
person was apparently required to appear before a locally established
commission, to testify to having been always a worshiper of the gods
protecting Rome and to demonstrate that piety in its presence by
pouring a libation, offering incense and eating the sacrificial meats. 2
While Decius required participation in the Roman ceremonies, he did
not specify the renunciation of other religious practices or loyalties. *
Both continuing Christian practice and the clergy’s access to the
imprisoned recusants were apparently tolerated. > One of the imperial
objectives seems to have been the elimination of the divisions of
religious exclusivism. ©

Christian bishops were targeted for early actioemvanforcement began in January
250: Dionysius of Alexandria was hunted dowfabian of Rome died in prisérand
Cyprian of Carthage withdrew into exifewhen imperial commissions were
established in various cities during the late wiated spring, many Christians
voluntarily complied with the edict by actually effng sacrifice’° by using a legal
subterfuge, or by bribing an official to obtain ttertificate which attested to their



having performed the ritualS: By the time the deadline for compliance with theeed
arrived, a major portion of the laity and somehs tlergy had obeyet: Those who
persistently refused the commissioners’ demand wepeisoned and brought to trial;
some were released and others sent into éjile.April 250, the authorities introduced
torture into the interrogations of Christian cosi@s and deprived them of food, water,
fresh air and light in an attempt to force thencaaply.** Although none were
executed, some died under this regimen, the fiestyrs of the persecutiofr. Others
were worn down by the torture and reluctantly aftethe required sacrific€

Therepentance of thefallen

While the imperial prosecution continued, the cjenfithe city of Rome urged the
fallen, both sacrificers and certified, to beginmifying themselves through works of
repentance.’ They announced that the certified, who had notadistsacrificed, would
be considered lapsed because they had failed feso&hrist:® Reconciliation and
readmission to communion were delayed, howeveil, tiietend of the persecution,
except for the traditional giving of peace to dyjmenitents® The confessors in prison
fully supported the clergy’s insistence on sustairepentance’

At Carthage, imprisoned confessors and the respiesbyters responded differently to
the pleading of Christians who had failed. In expggon of entering into glory through
martyrdom, the confessors granted letters of peatee lapsed, in which they
promised to intercede with God and win forgivenfessheir sin of apostasy. Once a
confessor died as a martyr and presumably entezaehn, the lapsed Christian
presented the letter of peace to the clergy remgest demanding readmission to the
communion of the church on the strength of the yn'arintercession before God.A
group of presbyters decided not to await the enti@persecution but immediately to
admit to communion the fallen who had receiveclsttrom the martyr§jAs a result,
traffic in

martyrs’ letters soon developed: letters were distributed wholesale,
with only the most general designation of the persons who were being
recommended. %3 Some of the surviving confessors even claimed that
they had been authorized by their fellow prisoners to issue letters of
peace in their names after their martyrdom to any of the lapsed who
asked for their help. 2

The bishop of Carthage, however, refused to credit these letters of
peace. He ordered the lapsed to undertake penance 2> and insisted
that none of the fallen could be admitted to communion before God
had granted peace to the church as a whole. ?° Cyprian recognized the
authority of the martyrs by allowing the presbyters to give peace to



any dying penitents who held their letter of intercession. 2’ Shortly
thereafter he extended this concession to all dying penitents, thus
bringing his church’s practice into line with that of the church in Rome
where the confessors refused to issue such letters of peace. ?® Cyprian
reminded the impatient, and apparently impenitent, lapsed that while
the persecution continued they could immediately re-enter the
communion of the church by recanting their apostasy before the
imperial commissioners. %° Finally, he pledged that general
consultations would be held after the persecution had ended to
establish a policy for restoring the repentant to communion. 3° Cyprian
also began to build support for his position among the bishops of
Africa. 3%

In Carthage, the confessors agreed to Cyprian’s directive delaying the
reception of the fallen into communion until the end of the
persecution. Furthermore, they allowed that the bishop should review
the conduct of each of the fallen. 3? In a proclamation intended for all
the bishops, however, they extended the amnesty to everyone who
had failed during the persecution. > Cyprian then instructed his clergy
to inform the people that no action would be taken before the end of
the persecution: the issue concerned all Christians and would require
general consultation. Neither the confessors and martyrs, nor even the
bishop, he explained, should presume to decide such a momentous
and far-reaching question alone. He offered evidence, moreover, of
growing support for his more stringent position among the bishops of

Africa. 3%

Cyprian’s firm stand provoked various responses from the lapsed in
Carthage. Some, though they held letters from the martyrs, pledged
their obedience, agreed to wait for general peace, and asked the
support of the bishop’s prayers. 3> The opposition, however, remained
intransigent, insisting that the bishop had no right to delay the
delivery of that reconciliation and communion which the

martyrs had already granted: what had already lmeesened in heaven could not be
held bound on earti® Cyprian sharply rebuked the rebels, recogniziriyeat to the
authority of the bishop and the unity of the chuféh

At this juncture, the Roman clergy and confessamsler the leadership of Novatian,
intervened forcefully to support Cyprian and hileagues. They wrote to the clergy
and confessors in Carthage and then to Cypriandiirfts the first time since his
voluntary exile. They asserted that the martyrsri@aduthority to grant peace to any of



the fallen and implied that the presbyters of Cagthhad instigated the rebelligh.
Their own practice, the Roman confessors repowed,to deny the requests of the
fallen for letters of peacé’ Cyprian immediately distributed copies of theseefstin
Carthage and throughout Africa, thereby strengtigehis position?° Despite the
Roman support for their bishop’s position, the telire Carthage held their grourfd.

As his exile stretched to a full year, Cyprian wentko gain control of the church,
assisted by other bishops who took shelter in @getand visited him in his place of
retreat.*> From among the confessors, he made three newallappointments’> He
also commissioned two refugee bishops and twobWin presbyters, most and
perhaps all of them confessors, to oversee the@satithe church of Carthage, to
review the merits of those who were receiving fitiahsupport from the community,
and to identify loyal candidates for clerical appaient.** The work of this
commission provoked an open rebellion in Carthéegeby a deacon and backed by
five presbyters and a great number of the pedplEnese clergy threatened to deny
communion to anyone who cooperated with Cypriagends, thereby signaling a
complete break with the bishop. Cyprian’s commiseis then moved to exclude the
rebels from communiorf®

As Easter 251 approached and the refugee bishapsed to their sees to celebrate the
feast, Cyprian’s position appeared particularlyakleHe could count on the support of
only three of the eight presbyters remaining intikage and of a minority of the

faithful laity; he dared not enter the city himsielf fear of provoking an anti-Christian
riot among the general populatidfiHis Easter letter to the congregation warned that
the continued admission of the lapsed and theidivi$ provoked was the last and

most dangerous trial of the persecution, whichatemeed to destroy the church utterly.
“8|n the last weeks of his exile, he then completed

the discourse, On the Lapsed, which was to be delivered upon his
anticipated return.

Shortly thereafter, the imperial action had ceased and popular
resentment of the Christians had subsided so that Cyprian could return
to Carthage and resume direct governance of the community. *° His
first order of business was a division of the community into standing
and fallen, >° faithful and apostate. Cyprian praised all the standing as
confessors of the faith: those who had withstood imperial
interrogation, torture and exile; those who had voluntarily abandoned
their property and fled; even those who had confessed only by
allowing the edict’s deadline to pass without complying. >! To these
standing, he contrasted all the fallen, whether they had acquired
certificates without sacrificing or had actually sacrificed, either under



coercion or spontaneously. He implored them to seek the forgiveness
of God and the peace of the church through humble repentance. >> The
leaders of the schism he once again branded agents of Satan: in
offering immediate peace to the fallen, they were actually preventing
repentance and thereby blocking the only remaining access to
salvation. >3 Finally, he warned all the rebels that unlike idolatry, the
sin of splitting the unity of the church was unforgivable. >* This conflict
in Africa also set the context for the first version of Cyprian’s treatise
On the Unity of the Catholic Church? =2

Later in the spring of 251, the bishops of Africa finally met in Carthage
to work out a common policy for the reconciliation of the lapsed. =°
These leaders weighed the pastoral necessity of preventing wholesale
defection by those who had failed in persecution and reviewed God’s
warnings of severity and promises of leniency in the scriptures. >’ In
the end, they moderated the stance which Cyprian, the Roman
presbyters, and others of their own number had taken during the
persecution by reinstating the customary distinction between the
sacrificers and the certified. >® Those who sinned only by acquiring
certificates and had been practicing penance might be admitted to
communion immediately, upon the consideration of individual cases. =2
The sacrificers, in contrast, were to continue the regimen of
repentance with the promise that they would be admitted to
communion as death approached. ®® Anyone who refused to do
penance would not be granted peace even at the time of death. &
These decisions, to be enforced throughout Africa, were echoed by the
council of Italian bishops meeting a few months later in Rome. %2

Schism in Carthage and Rome

The leniency which the African bishops extended toward the certified
was inadequate to heal the division of the church in Carthage and
elsewhere in Africa. Insistence on extended penance for sacrificers and
formal excommunication of the rebellious clergy of Carthage provoked
the establishment of a rival communion with its own hierarchy in
Africa. ®2 Within the year, Privatus, who had been deposed as bishop
of Lambaesis some years earlier, organized a college of bishops
composed of some of his fellows who had failed during the
persecution.

At this same meeting in April 251, the African bishops had to address
another troubling development: a disputed episcopal election in Rome.



After the death of Bishop Fabian during the opening days of the
persecution, the Roman church had decided not to elect a successor; it
was governed only by its presbyters throughout the persecution. In
March 251, a majority of the clergy and the people, with the assent of
the attending bishops of neighboring cities, elected Cornelius bishop.
On grounds which remain obscure, the presbyter Novatian organized a
dissenting group which included many confessors. He then arranged
his own ordination as bishop and established a competing communion.
%5 Each of the rival bishops sent letters and representatives seeking
the support of his colleagues abroad.

The letters and emissaries of the rival Roman bishops arrived in
Carthage during the meeting of the African bishops. Each charged the
other with various crimes and, it may be presumed, with having an
improper policy regarding the reconciliation of the lapsed. °® The
bishops of Africa deputized two of their number to travel to Rome,
interview their colleagues who were present at the ordinations, and
recommend the proper candidate for recognition. °” In the meantime,
two other African bishops, who had happened to be in Rome when the
election occurred, arrived home and reported on the conflict. ° Only
after the official delegates returned, however, did the Africans decide
to support Cornelius. Soon thereafter, some confessors who had
supported Novatian and joined his faction upon their release from
prison negotiated a reconciliation with Cornelius. ®® The complex
process of deciding which of the rival candidates was the true bishop
resulted in a lingering uneasiness between Cyprian and Cornelius. 2°

At a synod in Rome during the summer 251, Cornelius and his
episcopal colleagues adopted a policy for reconciling the lapsed

which paralleled that of the Africans. ! In practice, however, Cornelius
made two exceptions. A bishop named Trofimus and the entire
congregation which he had led into apostasy were readmitted into
communion though at least some had been guilty of sacrifice. 72 In
addition, amnesty was granted to the confessors who had joined
Novatian; they were admitted to Cornelius’ communion without either
public acknowledgment of wrongdoing or penance. 7> Although
Trofimus was allowed to return to communion only as a layman, the
schismatic presbyter Maximus resumed his place among Cornelius’
clergy.



Novatian’s party, in contrast, not only rejected this lenient policy of
reconciling the certified lapsed but refused to grant peace to penitents
even at the time of death. ’* This rigorist party then attempted to
establish itself in Africa. While awaiting the return of the delegation
sent to Rome to investigate the episcopal election, Novatian’s
emissaries to the African bishops sought support among the Christians
of Carthage and other towns. 7> Upon the decision to support
Cornelius, this first delegation was expelled but soon replaced by a
second which included the bishop Evaristus. 7° Novatian’s campaign
against Cornelius and the policies for reconciling the lapsed which had
been adopted in Carthage and Rome continued with letters circulated
among the African bishops. 7/ The following year, a former presbyter
of the Roman church, Maximus, was ordained by Novatian and sent to
challenge Cyprian as bishop in Carthage. 28

At the same time, the laxist party in Africa continued to consolidate its
position. Its leader, Privatus of Lambaesis, was able to form an
alliance which grew to include four other deposed bishops. They
appealed unsuccessfully for recognition by the synod of African bishops
meeting in Carthage in April 251. When their second attempt was
rebuffed in May 252, Privatus and his colleagues ordained Fortunatus,
one of Cyprian’s former presbyters, to be bishop of the laxist
communion at Carthage. 79 The deacon Felicissimus, one of the leaders
of the rebellion, was immediately dispatched to Rome to seek
recognition for the new church. In apparent retaliation for the African
bishops’ extended review of his own credentials a year earlier,
Cornelius allowed the delegation to present its case to the assembled
clergy before refusing to accept them into his communion. 2° The
experience taught Cyprian that charges of excessive rigor could be
dangerous when presented to the Roman church which had rejected
the policy of Novatian. 2! In response to this humiliation, he pointedly
reminded Cornelius that

Novatian would exploit any apparent concessions which he made to
the laxists. 82

Cyprian and his colleagues were under assault from both sides. The
rigorist bishop of Carthage, Maximus, charged that the purity of the
church had been ruined. Not only were those who bought certificates
admitted to the church but sacrificers who had recovered their bodily
health after being reconciled at what had erroneously been judged to
be the point of death were then allowed to remain in the communion.



83 The laxist bishop, Fortunatus, attacked the Catholic bishops for
jeopardizing the salvation of the sacrificers by excluding them from
communion until they were in danger of death. &

Reconciliation of the sacrificers

When the African bishops met again in May 253, they faced not only
the recently united opposition of the laxists but the threat of renewed
persecution by the government of the new emperor, Galerius. & They
decided that those who had failed by sacrificing and had then
persevered in the penitential discipline within the church should be
admitted to communion immediately, instead of being delayed until
the time of death. 8 In reporting this decision to Cornelius, they
anticipated the objections which this policy would provoke from the
Novatianists in Rome. 8 Their primary concern, however, seems to
have been the charges of excessive harshness mounted by the laxists,
which had been aired in Rome a year earlier. 88

Cornelius was arrested in Rome a month later and escorted to the
prison by his congregation in a massive display of solidarity. &2
Apparently convinced of the truth of Cyprian’s predictions of a renewal
of persecution, Cornelius adopted the African policy of reconciling
penitent sacrificers before his own death in exile a few weeks later. 22
His successor Lucius, himself elected in exile, confirmed this practice
upon his return to the city. 2

In May 254, Lucius was in turn succeeded by Stephen who proceeded
to clash with Cyprian on every other issue arising from the
persecution. Stephen ignored appeals from Bishop Faustinus of Lyons
for support in deposing Bishop Marcianus of Arles because he followed
Novatian’s policy of denying reconciliation to all penitent lapsed even
at the time of death. Cyprian insisted that Stephen use the authority of
his position to assist those penitents who would be lost eternally once
they died outside the church’s communion. No

record has survived of a response by Stephen to Cyprian’s entreaty. 22

Next, two Spanish bishops, who had been deposed for acquiring
certificates of compliance during the persecution and for other
entanglement in the Roman religious cults, gained Stephen’s support
for their efforts to be reinstated in their episcopal office. The
replacement bishops appealed to their African colleagues to intervene



on behalf of their churches. Cyprian and his colleagues directed the
Spanish congregations to stand fast in rejecting the apostates,
asserting that Stephen had not only violated a policy accepted by his
predecessors but would pollute himself and his own church by entering
into communion with these idolatrous bishops. °> Again, Stephen’s
response does not appear in the surviving record.

Rebaptism of schismatics

This series of disagreements set the stage for a bitter conflict between
the Roman and African churches over the status of baptism performed
in heresy or schism. Into the third century, the African church had
followed a practice of accepting converts originally baptized in a
separate community such as that of Marcion or Montanus with only the
imposition of the bishop’s hands. ?* In a council held in the 230s,
however, the bishops had decided that henceforth they would require
such converts to submit to the baptism of the true church. °° The
establishment of Novatianist and laxist churches, affirming Trinitarian
faith and dissenting only in penitential discipline, now revived the
question of rebaptism in Africa. °° Should the bishops require that a
person who had originally been baptized in one of these splinter
communities submit to baptism again as a condition for admission to
their universal communion?

In response to inquiries and objections from bishops spread
throughout Roman Africa, Cyprian wrote a series of letters defending
the practice of requiring rebaptism, some in his own name and some
with his colleagues in Proconsular Africa. °” The question might already
have been under consideration for some time in Africa when Stephen
was elected bishop of Rome in May 254. °® A meeting of bishops in
Carthage the following spring responded to an inquiry from their
colleagues in Numidia on this question. °° A year later, in spring 256, a
council of seventy-one African bishops meeting in Carthage discussed
the issue and confirmed their practice of rebaptizing. In reporting their
decision

to Stephen, however, they allowed that other bishops might act
differently within the unity of the church. 1%

Stephen responded decisively to these letters sent by the bishops of
Africa. !°! He rejected their decision as an innovation and claimed that
his church’s practice of receiving persons baptized in heresy as though



they were penitent Christians, by the imposition of hands, had been
established by the apostles themselves. 12 When a delegation of
African bishops was sent to Rome to negotiate a resolution of the
conflict, Stephen sighaled a break in communion between the two
churches—not only refusing to receive the bishops but forbidding them

the customary hospitality and insulting Cyprian. %2

In the face of this Roman challenge, the African bishops stood their
ground. Cyprian called an unusual meeting on 1 September 256 and
circularized influential colleagues outside Africa with dossiers of the
relevant correspondence. % Whatever differences may have existed
among the Africans in the earlier stages of the conflict had been
resolved or set aside by the time of their vote. The bishops echoed
Cyprian’s arguments in their individual sententiae, unanimously

affirming the rebaptism of heretics and schismatics. 1%

No record of the subsequent course of the controversy between
Cyprian and Stephen has survived. When Stephen died early in August
257, he was succeeded by Sixtus, with whom the Africans enjoyed
cordial relations. °° At about the same time Cyprian was expelled from
Carthage in the initial stages of the Valerian persecution. A year later
he made formal confession of Christianity before the Roman
authorities and was executed on 14 September 258, the first martyr-
bishop of the African church. He became and remained its greatest
hero.

The practice of rebaptism continued to be disputed even within the
African church. After the Diocletian persecution at the beginning of the
fourth century, it became one of the issues used by the Donatist
church to identify itself with the heritage of Cyprian in opposition to
the Catholic church in Africa which followed the Roman practice of
accepting schismatics and heretics through the imposition of hands. 1%

Conclusion

The controversies of Cyprian’s episcopate raised practical and
theoretical questions which were to trouble the African church for
another two centuries. His treatises and collected correspondence were
carefully preserved and regularly cited by opposing sides, each

claiming him as patron and guide. The scriptural texts which he cited
and the symbols which he drew from them to establish and evoke the



unity and purity of the church would serve as the currency of the
conflict between Catholics and Donatists. The solutions which he drew
from these premises, however, became the standards of a position
which was rejected in the Latin church outside Africa. Thus, despite
the scriptural foundation, theological coherence and religious power of
his images, Cyprian’s position did not prevail. This study proposes that
Cyprian’s theology succeeded in his own time and place because it was
well suited to the social situation of that Christian community. After
the Constantinian revolution, it no longer corresponded to the role of
the church in the empire and the consequent structures of its
communal organization. Attention, therefore, now focuses on the role
of social organization in the development of Cyprian’s response to the
crisis of the Decian persecution.

2
CHRISTIANS OF CARTHAGE
UNDER PERSECUTION

The purpose of this chapter is to analyze the social culture and
organization of the Christian community at Carthage under the impact
of the Decian persecution. An analysis of the community structures
prior to the onset of danger prepares for charting the disruption
caused by the Decian edict, which then leads to cataloging the
changes effected by the community’s response to persecution. Finally,
the cultural shifts in behavioral code, ritual practice and cosmology or
theology which accompanied these structural changes will be noted. In
this way, the scene will be set for the eruption of the first controversy,
over the reconciliation of the lapsed.

The church in Carthage before the
persecution

The study of this period in the life of the Christians in Carthage is
restricted by the source of the evidence, which is found almost
exclusively in Cyprian’s later attempts to provide a cosmological or
religious explanation for the persecution and the community’s
response to it. The letters which survive advance a certain justification
for God’s allowing the persecution and demand resistance to it. Yet to



achieve the success that they did, Cyprian’s exhortations had to reflect
the actual conditions in the community. Fabrications, blatant lies or
outrageous interpretations of events would have discredited Cyprian
and failed to win the support of the clergy and laity who were in
danger. Moreover, certain of the practices and dispositions which he
reported would seem to have been necessary conditions for
subsequent events. Under such a flag of caution, then, the analysis will
begin with attention to the boundary separating the church from the
city and then turn to the internal structures of the Christian
community.

The Carthaginian church was voluntarily separated from the religious
culture of the empire and appears to have been a fairly tightly bonded
group. Although the Christians did not practice the renunciation of
private property in favor of common ownership, they did contribute
from their resources to a common fund. ! The community seems to
have owned its place or places of assembly, since mention is never
made of its dependence upon any particular individual for these
facilities. > Monetary gifts were made to the church itself and were
channeled through a fund, from which expenditures were made in the
name of the community as a whole rather than the original donors. 2
From these funds, the bishop paid the salaries of the clergy; * he also
sustained the indigent, the enrolled widows, and those whose former
occupations had been incompatible with a Christian commitment; > he
ransomed Christians taken captive in raids ® and provided support to
confessors in prison. 7 Contributions to this common fund were urged
upon the penitents as an appropriate means of demonstrating the
commitment to Christ and the church which they had denied. &

Their religious commitment also served to draw the Christians
together. They believed that sharing in the fellowship of the church
and its ritual meal were necessary for attaining eternal salvation. ° The
eucharist could not be appropriated by each as a private good but
remained common property. It was established by the very action of
praying at a single altar, eating of a common loaf and sharing a single
cup. 1° Moreover, the people as a whole exercised considerable control
over the community’s life and eucharistic celebration: they voted in
the election of the bishop, 1! consented to his appointment and
removal of other clergy, *? were consulted in the admission of new
members and the readmission of sinners who had been excluded from
communion. 13 Voluntary interaction was apparently essential to the



constitution of the assembly; deviating individuals were subjected to
group pressure and in danger of being shunned. 1*

That same religious commitment established a boundary segregating
the church from the dominant culture. Baptismal profession required
the renunciation of all other religious practices, and in particular the
avoidance of contact with the demonic idolatry which permeated
Roman imperial society. > Christians had to use elaborate devices to
avoid actually taking the oaths which were necessary for their business
contracts with non-Christian associates. '° They were to avoid touching
or even looking at the statues of the Roman gods which dominated the
public places in which they lived. 1

They were required to avoid certain occupations which violated their
moral standards or involved contact with idolatry. *® Thus a pious
Christian’s relations with pagan neighbors would have been
constrained even in time of relative peace.

Yet the church was not isolated: its members had numerous, routine
interactions with the dominant culture. The wealthy, in particular, were
engaged in the economic life of the empire: they had estates to
preserve and enlarge, dependants to control and protect. !° They seem
to have enjoyed many of the public facilities of the city and to have
followed the prevailing norms in clothing and personal grooming. 22
The working poor, as craftsmen or laborers, also lived on the Roman
economy. 2! Only the indigent and the clergy, both of whom drew their
principal support from the church, would have been more sheltered
from polytheistic influence. ?2 Although slaves whose masters were
Christian may also have been more isolated, their Christian
commitment might have been less voluntary than that of the free
persons of the community. 2> Thus a reliance on the Roman economy
for their livelihood and sustenance made the Christians of Carthage
vulnerable to the challenge which the persecution would pose.

The pervading influence of Roman society is also indicated by the
operation of its class system within the Christian community. The
distinction between honestiores and humiliores among the free
persons was largely based on inherited wealth and status. 2* Though it
may have seemed natural to most of the members of the church, it
was neither justified by the community’s ideology nor integrated into
its own differentiation of roles. Both church membership and office
were assigned cosmic significance but neither had any formal



relationship to the Roman class structure. Thus the class differentiation
among Christians in Carthage tended to work against the unity and
coherence of the group because it ran counter to the ideology of the
community. Because Roman justice differentiated the coercion it
imposed according to social class, this division caused tension among
the church members during the persecution. 22

Its particular behavioral requirements, therefore, along with its rituals
of membership and its sharing of financial resources certainly
established the Christian church as a voluntarily segregated group. It
was not so highly bounded a group, however, as to provide its
members independence from the demands of Roman society, whose
institutions controlled their economic security and bodily safety.

The differentiation of religious roles, each with its rights and
responsibilities, established a set of social classes peculiar to the

church community. Clergy, in the several grades, were distinguished
from other communicants, %® who were in turn separated from
catechumens, penitents and the excluded sinners. 2’ The most bitter
fights among the Christians revolved around the privileges and
obligations attending different forms of membership, particularly the
authority of the bishop and the right of penitents to full communion.
Thus the community’s social hierarchy and the justifications for it
require careful attention.

The surviving evidence consists almost exclusively of a bishop’s
correspondence and deals primarily with conflict over his authority;
thus it provides more information about that office. Each community
had only one bishop, who served for life. The bishop was elected either
by the community or by the bishops of neighboring churches with the
consent of the community he would govern; he was then installed by
other bishops. The election could be considered an expression of divine
choice of a particular candidate. ?® Normally, bishops could be
removed from office for misconduct only by the judgment of their
fellow bishops; in extreme circumstances, however, a community
might be required to refuse the ministry of a failed leader. 22

As the chief officer of the church, the bishop was expected to act in the
name of the community as a whole and to serve its interests rather
than his own. >° As administrator, the bishop maintained relationships
with other churches and supervised the community funds. 3! With the



advice and consent of the people, he appointed and governed the
clergy of his own church. 32 As bishop of the provincial capital and
chief city of Roman Africa, the bishop of Carthage summoned and
presided over synods of his fellow bishops which formulated common
policy and exercised discipline over the bishops themselves. ** He
represented the entire college of African bishops in its dealings with
the bishops of Italy, Gaul, Spain and Asia. 3*

The bishop was also the principal judge in his church. He interpreted
the behavioral demands of the gospel to the community and punished
those who failed to fulfill them. He supervised the repentance and
reconciliation of sinners, acting as he claimed in the place of Christ
until the last day and final judgment. 3> The ritual life of the
community also revolved around the bishop, who himself presided at
the eucharistic service in imitation of Christ and authorized the
presbyters to do likewise. *® Through the imposition of hands, he
admitted newly baptized members and readmitted penitents. 3>’ Thus
Cyprian would portray the local bishop as Peter, the rock upon which
the community was founded. 32

The other clergy were distributed through several grades, including
presbyters, deacons, subdeacons, acolytes and readers. Each had age
requirements, specific duties and assigned compensation. 3>° The clergy
as a whole worked under the supervision of the bishop; the deacons
may have been at the disposal of individual presbyters. ?° Like the
bishop, the other clerics were expected to devote themselves to the
concerns of the community; they were not allowed to engage in
business or to serve as trustees of estates or guardians of children. %

Even among the laity, the community distinguished different ranks.
The widows and indigent were enrolled to receive financial support. 42
The dedicated virgins were an established order within the community,
whose bodily integrity was especially important for the church as a
whole. These women retained their property but they refrained from
marriage and were not to associate closely with men. **> They were
especially honored as symbols of the church’s separation from the
Roman world. #*

In addition to these grades of full membership, the community had
liminal classes, people who were neither outsiders nor full members of
the group. Catechumens preparing for admission through the ritual of
baptism were subject to behavioral restrictions but also had certain



claims on the church, such as the right to immediate baptism and
membership when they were in danger of death. *> Baptized Christians
who violated the behavioral code in some significant way were shifted
into the class of penitents, where they were to give evidence of a
renewed commitment through prayer, fasting and gifts to the common
fund, under the supervision of the clergy. At a suitable time, they were
examined by the bishop and ritually readmitted to the church. *® Those
who refused this discipline were excommunicated; although cut off and
shunned, they retained a certain right to be admitted as penitents. **
Clergy who failed in their offices might also be placed in a segregated
rank, allowed to partake of the communion but not to regain office. &

Although this differentiation of roles and offices seems to have been
formally established in the Carthaginian church, its functioning was
severely tested even before the persecution. Cyprian was among the
Roman honestiores, a wealthy and well-educated man; he had not yet
been a Christian for many years when the bishop’s office fell open and
the people chose him to fill it, without his having passed through the
lower clerical ranks. *° A serious conflict arose between the people and
the presbyters perhaps because the election was a slight to the other
clergy and a frustration of the anticipated

promotion of some prominent presbyter or deacdim any case, the dispute weakened
the role differentiation since competition for cantbroke out as soon as Cyprian, as an
honestior withdrew into exile at the beginning of the persém. " In addition, some

of the presbyters and deacons neither accepte@strections of their status nor even
followed the general morality; one of the deacanparticular had been stealing and
mistreating his family?? The virgins themselves were not serving as appatepri
symbols for the church’s renunciation of the revgastiRoman society and for its
heavenly aspirationg

These conflicts and the operation of an unjustiiedinction between wealthy and
poor within the community lowered the strengthled system of social differentiation,
in the same way that the members’ dependence dRdhmen economy weakened their
group cohesiveness. Thus the community was vulfeetalthe attack mounted in the
Decian persecution, which forced the Christianshimose between the two societies,
the two behavior patterns, and the two reward syst@ which they continued to be
involved.

Disruption by the Decian edict



The Decian edict challenged Christianity’s accomatimh to the demands of the
Roman economic and legal system by requiring fopaatiicipation in its religious
cult. The empire would not extend to Christian ntbegsts the religious exemption
which it continued to concede to the Jews; insteaduld require Christians to
participate in the state cult. The Christians, haevewere prepared neither to relax
their religious exclusivism nor to attempt an eaoraally and politically independent
society. The church, therefore, had to look tddendary, to the way in which it
regulated its engagement with the dominant culture.

Because the edict was enforced in accordance éthéhavioral norms of the Roman
class system, it also challenged the role diffeagioh within the Christian
communities. The Roman judicial system dealt iry\tiiferent ways with the
honestioresandhumiliores.The nobility, based upon wealth, were more likelye
hailed before the imperial commissioners and reguio comply with the edict;
humilioresmight never be called forward and required to @lstand>* Once they
were engaged by the state apparatus, howevenuthdioreswere in greater danger of
coercion and bodily harm® Cyprian, as bishop artbnestiorwas in a

particularly vulnerable position; 56 many of thaetclergy were ignored by the imperial
commissioners. 57

In the enforcement of the Decian edict, wealthyi§ttans were allowed to abandon their
immoveable property—which could have entailed araerent loss of status—and
voluntarily go into an exile which they hoped woublel temporary. They could also avalil
themselves of a type of fictive compliance whictswegularly used in doing other forms
of business. Personally or through an agent, tbeldadeclare themselves unable to
follow the prescriptions of the law, make a paymehich they might interpret as a fine,
and receive a certificate attesting to their pgréiton in a sacrifice, which all knew they
had refused to perform. In this way, they wouldid\axtual contact with idolatry, would
preserve and even acknowledge their Christian comenit, and yet would avoid the loss
of property and position attendant upon a moreipwaolnfession of Christian faith. 58
Wealthy Christians could, of course, choose to dgmith the requirements of the edict,
thereby fully protecting their property and depemnda59 They would then have to find
some way to make an accommodation with the church.

Poorer Christians, the humiliores, faced a diffetmirden. If they publicly refused to
comply with the edict, they might be tortured aduweed to slavery. Since they did not
have the moveable financial resources of the rioluntary exile would have made them
refugees rather than exiles, dependent upon theosugf Christian communities in
larger cities. 60 Obtaining certificates througlympants would have been more difficult
in the absence of both financial resources andpaftselationships with the governing
class. Unlike the rich, however, the poor mightétmpescape the attention of the



commissioners charged with enforcing the edict.yTdwuld simply ignore the edict,
restrict their activities, and hope that their idigrs and acquaintances would refrain
from calling official attention to them. 61

Thus the enforcement of the edict did not affedt and poor Christians in the same way.
Yet the differentiation of roles within the commtyndid not make explicit provision for
such a distinction in the fulfillment of the condits of membership. 62 In upholding
their baptismal oath, all Christians were, thegsdly, equal. 63 To maintain its
cohesiveness, the church would have to find sometavadjust for this difference, some
system of dealing with success and failure whiclildonaintain the standards of
Christian life and justify the inequality in dandaced by its members.

The Christian clergy was also placed in a partityldifficult
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position by the edict. The bishop, Cyprian, was prominent in the city
and his arrest was immediately demanded by the mob. ®* His personal
danger, moreover, drew attention to the entire community, thereby
endangering the poor whose only defense was anonymity. He
withdrew into exile but did not allow such recourse to the rest of the
clergy, apparently most of whom were humiliores. °> The presbyters
and deacons had to expose themselves to the Roman authorities in
order to visit and care for the imprisoned confessors, who required
both religious encouragement and bodily sustenance. % Similarly,
those charged with the care of the dead had to claim and bury the
bodies of confessors who died under torture. ®’ If the ministers made
any compromise with the government, they would invalidate the very
authority by which they could strengthen the community. Yet if they
were discovered and hauled before the imperial commission, their
services would be lost. ®® The enforcement of the edict, then, did not
fall evenly on the ranks of the clergy. Legitimating the differentiation
in danger would be extremely important for the cohesiveness of the
clergy and community.

Finally, the persecution created two new classes within the
community: the lapsed and the confessors. The very definition of the
lapsed would involve controversy: were those who had obtained
certificates without actually sacrificing guilty of apostasy; should those
who initially confessed but then failed under torture be treated
differently than those who volunteered to sacrifice without even
waiting to be called by the commissioners? ® The powers and
privileges consequent upon the confessors’ new relationship to God
also required definition: was their salvation secured, so that they were



no longer subject to the same behavioral restraints as other
Christians? % If they were to sit with Christ and judge the nations,
could they bind and loosen sinners within their own community?

Through these challenges to the community’s defining standards of
membership and its differentiated roles, the Decian persecution
endangered the cohesiveness of the Christian church and the
established patterns of relationship among its members. The variety of
Christian responses to the challenge also threatened the church’s
culture by questioning its moral, ritual and cosmological assumptions.
Was fidelity properly defined as the avoidance of idolatry or did it also
require active confession of Christ once the opportunity was given? Did
this standard apply to all Christians equally? Was flight or voluntary
exile in time of persecution a confession or a repudiation of faith? Did
the rituals of the Roman state cult have

any power to harm the Christian? Could the Christian ritual of
repentance remove whatever pollution arose from idolatry and restore
the sacrificer to the church? Most importantly, why was the
persecution happening? Was the Christian God incapable of protecting
the faithful? Cyprian and his colleagues would have to find a plausible
a response to each of these questions in their efforts to restore the
identity and order of the Christian community.

The church under persecution

The Christians of Carthage responded in different ways to the Decian
edict. Some came forward voluntarily, with their dependants in tow, to
offer the required sacrifice. 72 Others secured the certificates by
payment, personally or through an agent, thereby protecting
themselves and their households from prosecution. 73 Others
sacrificed, in fear and trembling, under coercion. ”* A minority seems
to have resisted. Following the example of the bishop, some
abandoned their property and left the city. > Those who refused to
sacrifice when they were called forward were imprisoned and
eventually sent into exile. ° Some of these remained outside the city
but others defied the government and returned to the community
illegally. £

After a few months, the imperial officials introduced torture into the
interrogation process: they extended the imprisonment and deprived
the confessors of food, water, light and fresh air. As a consequence,



some of the confessors died as martyrs. ’® Others capitulated but then
renounced their compliance and stood firm in a second test, either

dying under torture or being sent into exile. ”° Some, of course, simply
failed under the torture and harassment. The minority which remained
faithful in secret lived in fear of being delated to the commissioners. &

All who failed to confess the faith were excluded from the peace of the
church and participation in its eucharistic ritual. Those who agreed to
repent of their apostasy before the community and to undertake
penance were promised the peace of the church in the event of
approaching death. 8! Thus the penitent lapsed were allowed to
continue as members at the boundary of the community, with the
hope of finally being readmitted and thus attaining eternal salvation.
Some must have simply abandoned Christianity and returned to
imperial society. 82

Evidently, the community’s mode of voluntarily segregating itself from
the dominant culture had failed. To re-establish or to

redefine its boundary would require a major effort to achieve
consensus among the faithful and the fallen, which could not be
undertaken before the end of the persecution. Cyprian called for
patience and united prayer and proposed a broad consultation of
bishops, clergy and people once God granted a return of civic peace. &

At this point, however, the authority structure within the church in
Carthage also failed. The bishop was in exile, attempting to exhort the
community and direct the clergy by letter and messenger. Because he
was not facing the danger which beset the other clergy and the
majority of the people, his own religious authority was weakened.
Then news arrived that the presbyters in Rome had decided to delay
the election of a replacement for their martyred bishop and to rule the
church as a council. The majority of the presbyters in Carthage, who
had opposed the election of Cyprian two years earlier, decided on a
similar course of action. They treated Cyprian as fugitive from his
responsibilities, ignored his letters and messengers, and took the
situation into their own hands. They would draw upon the spiritual
capital of the confessors to counteract the popularity and continuing
influence of Cyprian among the people. &

The confessors and martyrs were a new category of membership in the
church, a new position on the social hierarchy. Their rank seemed to



have been achieved by their own initiative or by the direct assistance
of God; unlike the clerical offices, it had not been conferred upon them
by the action of the community. Thus the community experienced
some difficulty in specifying the privileges and obligations associated
with this public witness to Christ. When the first set of confessors was
released from prison, some of them flaunted the behavioral standards
of the church, asserting that their salvation was guaranteed by Christ’s
promise to acknowledge before God anyone who had confessed him on
earth. 8° Despite these claims of cosmic privilege, the confessors
continued to live in the community and could be subjected to personal
pressure by the clergy and especially by their fellow confessors. &

With the introduction of torture into the process of interrogation came
the deaths of some confessors as martyrs. They, it was believed,
ascended directly to Christ and would sit with him in judgment. Thus,
according to a disputed tradition, they might serve as intercessors to
win forgiveness for the apostates. These martyrs escaped group
pressure by dying; the privileges they enjoyed and power they
exercised in heaven would prove even more difficult to control

than that of the confessors. The fallen begane& sat the imprisoned and to secure
letters which directed that the repentant sinnlecsilsl be granted the peace of the
church on the strength of the martyr’s intercessiefore Christ®’ So armed, the
apostates expected to be readmitted to communion g death of the martyr. Some
of the confessors provided such letters only tevagelected individuals but others
gave general letters, including all of a recipismtependants® A few even authorized
their fellow confessors to continue issuing théeletin their names after their deaths, to
whomever requested thefi.These letters were addressed to the bishop, asfiber
charged with giving the peace of the church, betrttartyrs seemed to be issuing
commands rather than interceding for a favor oisidy in a judgment®

Thus was the stage set for a leadership strugdlesichurch. The martyrs were with
God in heaven and were thus free from the facate-pressure which the community
could use to establish and maintain rules and .rdlles lapsed were understandably
anxious to secure their readmission to the commmjrind at the lowest personal cost;
they could be trusted to uphold the authority @f thartyrs®* The confessors enjoyed
the honor in which they were held by the commuaitg were ready to exploit their
role as agents of the marty?s.

In the ensuing struggle for control of the commyniioth the bishop and the ambitious
presbyters would seek to gain the support of tiidessors. When the martyrs first



began to issue letters of peace, Cyprian trieddderate rather than to stop the
practice. He recognized the authority of the casdes but specified the way it should
be exercised. Their letters should reflect thde,roffering counsel to the bishop and
community as individual sinners came up for judgm@&hus they should recommend
individuals rather than indefinitely large groupbpuld base their advice on a judgment
of the sincere repentance of the individual singleould require that peace be delayed
until the end of the persecution, and must recagthe right of the bishop to examine
cases individually before granting peate-or the most part, the confessors seem to
have complied with these provisiofisSome of the presbyters, however, ignored the
restrictions of the letters: they admitted the é&pto peace and communion
immediately upon the death of the martyr, requinegher confession of guilt nor
public display of repentanc&.Using the religious capital of the confessors, they
challenged the authority of the exiled bishop dreldommunity’s right to control its
membership and behavioral standards.

The situation was fraught with danger for the chu@ome of the standing faithful
were still in danger of being apprehended and teduothers were safe before both
church and empire because their guardian—husbatiekrf patron or master—had
complied with the edict. The clergy and confessaese divided: some sharing the
eucharist with the readmitted fallen and othersyaing them?2® Even the lapsed
were divided: some undertook penance and awaitecketiirn of the bishop at the end
of the persecution; others enjoyed the peace aflthech and the safety of the
empire. By availing himself of the privilege of honestiorto protect his people,
Cyprian had disabled himself as bishop: he coutdtaxo face-to-face pressure to
restore discipline or establish contrdlThe church in Carthage was in danger of
disintegration.

The church culture at the end of the persecution

The social organization of the church in Carthags shifting under the impact of the
Decian persecution. Not only had the communityethivoluntarily to maintain the
regulations governing its relation with the impéedalture but the authority of the
martyrs threatened to remove its defining charatter—religious exclusivism—

from the people’s control. Some Christians hadated the standards of performance
which defined membership and then been welcomekl inéx the communion

without any indication of behavioral change or reed commitment to the standards
of the community. Moreover, the clearly definedebrof responsibility governing the
actions of the clergy and people had been benbesicen by the presbyter’'s assertion
of the martyr’s privilege and repudiation of thegmgatives of both the bishop and
the standing faithful to judge the sinners. Inrmoliaig the right to determine the
conditions of membership, the coalition of rebelgtryters and confessors was
asserting its autonomy and control over the pedyth standing and fallen. Not only



was the voluntary cohesion of the community beowgdred but its differentiation of
roles was changing. Some were breaking free of aamitypncontrol and exercising
control over others.

The incipient shift in social organization to a kwevel of group cohesion and
internal differentiation was accompanied and ftat#id by a corresponding change in
religious culture. The formal, behavioral moraktgs giving way to negotiated rules
of interaction based on the personally achievedaity of the martyrs. The
assumption that rituals were efficacious was being

called into question: contact with the demonic sacrifices of the Roman
cult seemed to present no danger to individual or community; the
Christian purification rites were either unnecessary or ineffective in
comparison to the martyr’s personal intercessory authority. The peace
and communion of the church were becoming a possession acquired by
rank to be conferred at the will of the powerful authorities—presbyters
and martyrs—rather than the realization of voluntary fellowship among
the members. Religious power was being appropriated by individuals
and employed as an instrument of autonomy and control. Nor was this
new power incorruptible: through the martyrs, the power of wealth
and kinship could reach up into heaven and manipulate the judgment
of Christ.

These shifts in the organization and practice of the church should have
entailed a questioning of its cosmology, of the assumptions which
provided the justification for its system of rules and roles. Among the
most important of these was the assumption that the universe was
governed by personal forces which were responsive to the moral
actions and intentions of human beings. In fact, the instability of
communal assumptions was manifest in the questioning of the cosmic
efficacy of the church’s ritual of reconciliation. This ritual will be
considered in the next two chapters.

3
NECESSITY OF REPENTANCE



The Roman Empire challenged the boundary by which the church had
voluntarily segregated itself: Decian’s edict demanded a violation of
the baptismal oath in which Christians pledged allegiance to Christ and
renounced every other religious cult. A significant number of the
Christians—in Carthage and perhaps throughout Africa—complied with
the imperial law either by sacrificing or by obtaining certificates
attesting to their having sacrificed to the Roman deities. Because they
had publicly violated the foundational condition of church membership,
these failed Christians were a threat to the integrity and identity of the
church. Because they had polluted themselves by contact with the
demonic rites of the imperial cult, they were a danger to the purity of
the communion. Because they stood under the threat of repudiation by
Christ for refusing to confess him on earth, their participation could
destroy the eucharist as a symbol and foretaste of the heavenly
banquet. ! Thus they were immediately excluded from the communion
of the church. Under the threat of state sanctions, some of the sinners
decided to abandon Christianity altogether and reverted to their
former style of life in Roman society. 2 Many others sought to regain
their membership and the hope of salvation on terms similar to those
which they had enjoyed before the Decian edict. These posed a
dilemma for the bishops.

The church had a procedure for purifying the faithful from significant
sins. In place of the cleansing power of the Spirit-filled waters of
baptism, the sinners used fasting, almsgiving and prayer to scour their
souls. They pleaded that the community, in its identification with
Christ, would intercede before God for their forgiveness. After an
extended period of such penance, the purified sinners once again
received the Holy Spirit through the imposition of the bishop’s hands
and were readmitted to communion. This

procedure, however, was restricted to those sinshatad been committed against
the persons and property of fellow Christiahishose who had sinned directly against
God, principally by idolatry or murder, were perrmeatly excluded from the church’s
communion? by persevering in penance for the remainder of thas, however,

they would be readmitted to communion and commemalége mercy of God at the
time of death?

Faced with a life-time of penance and an uncedageptance by Christ, the lapsed
turned to a more direct means of intercessionptveer of the martyrs. When they



died in the confession of Christ, the martyrs wezkeved to enter directly and
immediately into paradise, where they could appe&lhrist himself for the
forgiveness of their fellow$.What the lapsed sought, however, was not only an
advocate to plead their cases when they appeafecktibe tribunal of Christ after
death but a patron who would gain them readmissidhe communion on earth.
Thus the letters of peace provided by the martydstheir deputies among the
confessors were addressed to the bishops; thesteliréhat the penitents be received
into communion on the strength of the martyr’s poteewin forgiveness from Christ
rather than on the basis of their submission t@tbeess of penance and the
intercession of the church.

The letters of peace granted by the martyrs thneat¢éhe community’s identity by
allowing the sinners to re-enter the communion eatracknowledging their failure
and recommitting themselves publicly to that exiel@s$oyalty to Christ which was
the condition of membership in the church. The gwmariauthority also strained the
traditional differentiation of roles within the ctaln. The bishops asserted their
responsibility and the community’s right to requablic repentance through
submission to the established rituals and procedlmesxercising their judicial role
as agents of Christ, however, the leaders werentdagjween conflicting pressures.
As pastors, they could not fail to call the sinnersepentance. Yet they could hardly
claim the authority to forgive a sin committed ditg against God. Since Christ had
threatened to deny in heaven those who denied hisadh, how could the church
presume to loosen that sin on earth with any espect, much less assurance, that it
would be loosened in heaven as well? The bishops aleo required to challenge the
power of the martyrs, who claimed to intercededliyebefore Christ as he awarded
them crowns of victory. Thus the bishops were fagéld the apparently impossible
task of rescuing the sinners

without destroying the identity of the church or denying the glory of
the martyrs.

A comparative overview

The challenge presented by the lapsed and their readmission to the
church’s communion can be analyzed in terms of the cohesiveness or
identity of the church community and the differentiation of roles within
it. The primary issue for identity was the group’s power to specify and
enforce the rejection of idolatry which segregated it from Roman
society. The rights and responsibilities appropriate to the roles of
bishops, martyrs, confessors, standing faithful, and fallen were also in
dispute. The three different solutions to the problem of reconciling the
lapsed actually adopted by competing Christian communities will be



described in terms of group cohesiveness and role differentiation. Then
each will be examined in greater detail.

The laxists

Fortunatus, Novatus and the other laxist presbyters in Carthage
recognized the exalted status of the martyrs and accepted their power
to secure forgiveness directly from Christ. The peace granted by Christ
in heaven, they reasoned, could not then be withheld by the church on
earth. The clients of these heavenly patrons, therefore, were not
required to placate God or to demonstrate their remorse to the
community by penitential lamentation and fasting, by depriving
themselves of pleasures and possessions. Instead, the sinners for
whom the martyrs had promised to intercede were returned to their
former status, free of all taint of idolatry, worthy to share immediately
in the communion, and subject to no continuing restrictions within the
church.

This glorification of the martyrs and the use of their power by the
confessors they had deputized and the laxist clergy who recognized
their letters of peace entailed a diminution of group unity and
cohesiveness. Control over its boundary passed from the community
as a whole to the martyrs, the confessors who claimed to act as their
agents, and the clergy. Since the martyrs were in heaven rather than
present in the community, they could not be subjected to the face-to-
face pressure which might have limited their exercise of power and
allowed the members of the community to exert a counterbalancing
force, as they had successfully curbed the first set of released

confessors who had violated community moral standards. 7 By
claiming that they had been authorized to act as deputies of the
martyrs, the confessors and the rebel clergy also loosened the control
of the standing faithful over their own decisions and actions. The peace
of Christ, which the bishop had been accustomed to extend and
withdraw upon the advice of the whole community, would now be
granted by the martyrs or confessors and administered by the clergy
without regard for or reliance upon any communally enforced
standards of behavior. In breaking free of the limits of their roles in
the church, therefore, the martyrs usurped and redistributed the
power which had been differentially shared by Christians enjoying
various types of church membership. Simultaneously, they



undermined the voluntary cohesiveness of the community as a whole.
8

The rigorists

In sharp contrast to the laxist program, the rigorist stance adopted by
Novatian in Rome and his representatives in Africa relied exclusively
on that behavioral morality which establishes and maintains a tightly
bounded and segregated community. The widespread failure of
Christians to uphold their baptismal commitment threatened the
identity of the church as a gathering of the saints and its communion
as an entry way to the kingdom of heaven. Because the rigorist church
claimed to have no authority to forgive a sin committed against God
after baptism, it could not associate the idolaters with itself even as
penitents but could only commend them as outcasts to Christ’s mercy
as they appeared before him after death. The rigorists protected
themselves from the contamination of idolatry by refusing communion
with both the lapsed and any church which readmitted them to its
fellowship.

The high and well-defined boundary which the rigorists voluntarily
maintained protected their community as an island of pure holiness in
the polluted sea of Roman idolatry. This defining concern for purity,
moreover, suppressed any significant differentiation of roles which
might have allowed varying degrees of separation from evil and thus
created a place for the penitents, even at the fringe of the community.
Faced with failure within the church, the rigorists expelled the evil and
strengthened the voluntary unity and separation of their church. At the
same time, they became a more egalitarian community by refusing to
define classes of membership through differing expectations and
privileges.

The moderates

Cyprian and his colleagues both affirmed a varodtyiteractive categories of
membership and maintained a firm boundary which deded by a behavioral
standard of morality. They first expelled the falleom the community and then
required that the apostates submit to the rituakodnciliation which demonstrated
their repentance and recommitment in the presehitee@ntire church. Once
reconciled, the lapsed were assigned to a spet#tas which restricted their
participation in the communion and thereby prevémtey residual contagion from



adversely affecting their fellow Christians. Unlittee laxists, these bishops extended
the peace of the church to the penitents as a sagesondition for their attaining the
forgiveness of Christ in heaven rather than asseguence of their having achieved it.
They explained that only those whom the churchddiditted to communion would
come before the divine judge and thus could beidersd for acceptance into the
kingdom. Unlike the rigorists, they distinguishedéls of purity appropriate to

different types of membership and thereby integr#hte sinners into the community.

By simultaneously affirming the definition of itebndary and asserting an internal
differentiation of roles, Cyprian’s church maintaghthe significance of its behavioral
code and the efficacy of its rituals. It reinteghthe sinners without being polluted by
their idolatry and sacrificing its own holiness.the process, however, it had to
redefine the cosmic or religious significance sfabundary: church membership no
longer carried the presumption of salvation buydhé right to appear before Christ
and the promise of communal intercession. By thmgihg its claims to purity and its
power to guarantee salvation, this church mainthbugh its cohesive separation from
Roman idolatry and its internal differentiation.

Cyprian and his colleagues defended their mod@@ggion on two fronts
simultaneously. Against the laxist clergy and tladlies among the confessors, they
insisted that the fallen must submit to the judgh@em rituals of the community in
order to regain the peace of the church and thlggvieness of Christ. This issue will be
considered in the current chapter. The followingptbr is be dedicated to the battle
against the rigorists, which began in Rome andagpte Africa, over the efficacy of the
ritual of reconciliation to protect the purity dfe church and win the forgiveness of
Christ for the sin of apostasy.

The challenge of the martyrs and
confessors

As the church in Carthage was shaken by the onset of the persecution
and then by the introduction of torture to enforce the Decian edict,
Cyprian took actions which would strengthen its unity and cohesion.
His fundamental interpretation of the crisis and of the response
required by the church was clearly established in the letters he sent to
Carthage during the initial months of his exile. Once the martyrs had
began to issue letters of peace and the clergy to grant immediate
admission to communion, he then concentrated on upholding the
rights of the community as a whole and restricting the privileges
claimed by the martyrs, confessors and laxist clergy. Thus, from the
beginning, he upheld the voluntary unity of the church.



Cyprian’s actions and especially the justifications which he offered for
them fostered certain attitudes and discouraged contrary outlooks; the
motives and considerations he offered both reflected and shaped the
worldview of his audience. In justifying his own withdrawal, he
expressed concern for the safety of the community as a whole: his
presence in the city would focus attention on the Christians and
endanger all. 2 Similarly, he warned his clergy to assume a low profile
when visiting the imprisoned confessors lest their presence stir up
resentment against the church. 1° He directed that the financial
resources of the community be used not only to support the members
who had lost their means of livelihood as a consequence of the
persecution but to pressure those dependent on the church to remain
faithful: anyone who lapsed was to be deprived of assistance. 1
Similarly, care for the imprisoned confessors was declared essentia
but aid was to be withheld from those who repudiated the church’s
moral standards after their release. > Most of the funds, including
those which Cyprian himself contributed, were channeled through the
clergy so that benefits were provided in the name of the community as
a whole rather than by individual patrons. * Thus the financial
resources of the church were mobilized and pooled to alleviate the
economic hardships visited upon its members as consequences of their
common religious commitment.

| 12

Cyprian’s concern with the cohesiveness of the church was particularly
evident in his initial attempts to explain the reasons for the
persecution and the appropriate response to it. Illustrating God’s use
of moral standards in the governance of the universe, his exhortations
assigned blame to the whole community and did not attempt to
marginalize some members as scapegoats. Cyprian reminded his
people that warnings had been given of the

impending danger and the sins that provoked i& Wision given prior to the beginning
of the persecution, God had threatened the comsnuiitit the consequences of its
disharmony in prayer. Later, a dream had shownttigaFather was preparing to allow
Satan to savage the community because of its peEmsigfusal to obey Christ’s
commands. Just before the outbreak of persecuwitntrd vision admonished the
church for inattentiveness in its praygrThe persecution, Cyprian concluded, was a
divine punishment intended to test, to correcsitiothe church® When the
community did not repent, when some of the firstafeonfessors sinned openly after
they were spared by the imperial officials, God hddnsified the persecution. By
divine permission, the Roman government had begimprison and torture the
confessors rather than sending them into eXiléhus Cyprian called the whole



community, both the standing and the fallen, teerg@nd appease God by fasting and
tears, by vigilant and persistent pray&iThat prayer must be harmonious and unified;
each must petition God for the peace of the entramunity rather than for private
safety.®

This overriding concern with the solidarity of tbemmunity also appeared in

Cyprian’s glorification of the martyrs and his atfet to control the released confessors.
While the first set of confessors was still undgeirogation, he praised them as friends
of Christ, who would reign and judge with hiffiOnce they were released and some
had began to violate the law of both God and thpiemnhowever, he called upon their
fellows to correct and even to shun théhiTheir public confession was only the
beginning of salvation, he warned; like everyorse ethey must continue to guard
against the intensified assault of the de¥iilThe martyrs who had stood firm against
torture and deprivation even unto death, he pro@dito be the glory of the whole
church, in whom Christ himself had fought and caergd.?> The community must take
particular care to recover their bodies and to ntlagkdays of their victory for its future
celebrations®*

Thus from the beginning of the persecution, Cypvi@nned that the church was being
punished for sins against group solidarity, thatralst join together in repenting, and
that deliverance would be granted only to the dhasa whole. In contrast, the lapsed
who had voluntarily abandoned Christ and the comiyiny obeying the demands of
the emperor were even then attempting to secureva® peace with God through the
intercession of the martyrs

Cyprian’s early explanation of the nature and caude¢he persecution clarifies his
reaction to the conspiracy of the confessors and

the rebel clergy which allowed the lapsed to retornommunion before the danger
was removed and peace restored to the church.merial action was itself God’s
chastisement of the community, by which the deseftad been tried, found wanting,
and expelled from the church. To accept them battkaommunion even while the
testing continued, therefore, would be to rejecti&avarning and even to obstruct the
divine purpose. By reconciling the sinners withaquiring even a semblance of
repentance, the laxist clergy would certainly pitardivine outrage and delay God’s
granting peace to the church. Danger threatenedmythe individual sinners who had
further offended God by usurping the eucharisttbatconfessors who promoted this
sacrilege and even the standing faithful who taéetét. >° Calling upon his visions
once again, Cyprian warned that the church’s saégjyired that unity and discipline
be restored and preservéd.



The exiled bishop called upon the different memloétiie community to apply
personal pressure to the clergy, the confessorshenidpsed™ The confessors were to
curb those among their number who abused theirrednmosition, to remind the
presbyters of the responsibilities of their offiteyestrain the lapsed, and to halt the
growing traffic in their own letters of pead@The clergy were reminded of their duty
to instruct the people, maintain discipline, andegut their particular role within the
church;ﬂthe rebels among them were threatened with suspefreim office and trial
before the entire community for usurpation of tighbp’s authority®! The faithful
people were exhorted to challenge and shun theantant lapsed. By ordering that his
letters addressed to the confessors and the dberggad out to the laity as well,
Cyprian used the people to pressure their leadearsriform to the bishop’s directives.
32 All were again enjoined to unite in vigilant andistent prayer so that God would
give repentance to the fallen and peace to thecbhiir

Cyprian also outlined a procedure by which the whe@mmunity would regain control
over its standards of membership by determiningpteer course to follow in
reconciling the fallen once God had granted peadkd church. In keeping with what
he claimed had been constant practice throughswggiscopate, he promised to seek
the counsel of all in making any decision whicteaféd the whole churcf When it
was safe for the bishop and other exiles to retaliwyould meet to consider the
recommendations made by the martyrs and to judgintividual lapsed™ To bolster
his position in Carthage, moreover, he immediaselyt

copies of these letters to some episcopal colleagues in Africa, seeking
their support for his policy. 3¢

A month later, Cyprian wrote to his clergy again, to make provision for
any lapsed who might fall sick during the summer months. He
conceded first that those who held letters from the martyrs should be
granted peace as death approached, 3>’ and then, in a later letter,
extended this benefit to all the penitent lapsed. *® On the healthy,
however, he remained adamant: they were not to be admitted to
communion as long as God withheld peace from the church as a
whole. He suggested that those demanding immediate reconciliation
should reverse their earlier denial of Christ by a public confession of
faith before the imperial authorities. 3° This form of repentance would
certainly satisfy both God and the church. Some of the lapsed seem to
have undertaken just this form of repentance and were promptly
reinstated. *° The only alternative was for the lapsed to be patient and
penitent, confident that they would share whatever remedy God
provided to the community as a whole. ** While making concessions to
the dying, Cyprian insisted that the lapsed would be admitted into the



living community only with the consent of its members, thereby
maintaining the voluntary and personal character of the church. %2

As the conflict over the admission of the lapsed developed, the focus
shifted to the privileges which were attached to the role of the martyrs
and their agents among the confessors imprisoned in Carthage.
Cyprian had admonished the confessors that if they were to judge with
Christ, they must judge as Christ would, recommending for
reconciliation only individual sinners whose true repentance they had
personally witnessed. **> When the confessors responded by granting a
general amnesty and ordering him to broadcast it among the bishops,
Cyprian broke off attempts to negotiate with them. Instead he turned
for support to his episcopal colleagues in Africa and then to the clergy
and the confessors in Rome. In a daring attack on their authority, he
charged the martyrs and confessors with violating the explicit
commands of Christ: sins could be remitted without works of
repentance only in baptism, which was given in the name of the
Trinity, not that of a martyr. ** In refusing to respect Christ’s threat to
condemn in heaven those who failed to confess him on earth, he
asserted, the martyrs had undercut the very foundation of their own
authority—Christ’s parallel promise to recognize and reward their
confession. *> The church, Cyprian insisted, must repudiate the
martyrs’ attempt to exercise power contrary to the gospel’s explicit
teaching.

As the persecution continued into the autumn of 250, the divisions
within the Carthaginian church hardened and the rising influence of the
imprisoned confessors and their clerical allies threatened to overwhelm
the established hierarchy and splinter the community. Although some
of the lapsed submitted to Cyprian’s demand for full public repentance,
others adamantly claimed the peace which, they asserted, the martyrs’
prayers had already secured for them in heaven. *® Over the winter,
the clergy in Carthage did expel one laxist presbyter who had granted
communion to the lapsed. *” He, however, was a refugee from another
city. They proved unable to control the dissidents within their own
ranks. For this purpose, Cyprian had to appoint a commission of exiled
bishops and presbyters whose own status as confessors enabled them
to confront the rebels and excommunicate some of their leaders. *® He
also prepared himself for the personal struggle with his challengers in
Carthage which would come the following spring.

Reconciling the lapsed



Shortly after Easter 251, Cyprian was able to return to Carthage and
address the assembled church. His masterful oration, On the Lapsed,
reasserted his own interpretation of the persecution and reiterated the
demand for repentance. Within a month, the bishops of Africa met in
Carthage to determine the program through which they would admit
the fallen and exclude the rebels. They gathered again in the spring of
the next two years to review progress and adjust policy. By the
summer of 253, they had regained control of the church in Africa and
decided to restore all the penitents to communion. The methods
employed in each of the three stages of this process will be examined
in turn.

Cyprian’s return to Carthage

Cyprian’s opening statement to his community in On the Lapsed
recalled the explanation of the meaning of the persecution which he
had advanced in his letters to them a year earlier. The Christians had
renounced the Roman world in word but not in deed; they had failed to
fulfill the promise made in baptism to follow the way of Christ alone.
Instead, they had compromised their Christianity by preferring the
property and protecting the position which had then enslaved them to
imperial society. They retained Roman fashions of dress and
ornamentation; some married their daughters to non-

Christians. Even the clergy had neglected the Christian commitment in
order to pursue wealth and advantage. *° The entire community was at
fault and had brought God’s corrective anger down upon itself in the
form of imperial persecution.

So God had acted to correct the church, to arouse and liberate the
people from the bondage into which they had fallen. When faced with
the stark choice between Christ and Caesar, Cyprian recalled, many
Christians awoke and reformed themselves. Some immediately
abandoned their possessions to imperial confiscation and protected
their faith by withdrawing into exile. Others were apprehended and
upheld their commitment to Christ at the risk of limb and even life.
Still others confessed in secret: by refusing to obey the edict within
the appointed time, they had resisted the attack and privately stood
ready to confess publicly in case they were denounced to the
authorities. All these faithful constituted the church and Cyprian
proclaimed them confessors of Christ. °% Those unfortunates who had
bravely confessed Christ but had eventually been overcome by torture



and deprivation he judged deserving of pity and God’s mercy. Though
they failed to win the crown, still they too had been corrected by God’s
thrashing; their spirits bewailed the weakness of their flesh; their
wounds pleaded eloquently for forgiveness. In some cases, God had
accepted their repentance, strengthened them, and granted them the
crown of martyrdom in a second trial. ! Still others among the faithful
admitted that they had been preserved only because they were not
discovered and required to sacrifice. Recognizing the weakness of their
resolve, they also sought God’s forgiveness. >2 All of these Cyprian
welcomed—some with joy and others with compassion. Because they
had heard and heeded the call to reform and repentance, they might
expect Christ’'s commendation or hope for his forgiveness. Yet these
were the minority.

The majority of Christians in Carthage, Cyprian charged, had failed
openly and freely. Many had lined up to comply with the edict on the
first day of its enforcement, encouraging their friends and dragging
along their dependants. So eager were they to protect their property
that they refused to be delayed, forcing themselves on the imperial
commissioners until late in the evening. Others waited, bound to their
possessions, until they were called forward and then they denied
Christ. Though some had subsequently submitted to the discipline of
penitence, many of the apostates refused to repent as openly and fully
as they had sinned. 23

Yet Cyprian did not turn away from these recalcitrant fallen.

Picking up the themes of his last letter from exile addressed them as the wounded
who could yet be revived and healed by repentadeavarned them of the second and
graver persecution which now threatened to destresn completely. The sin to which
the lapsed were now tempted—to share the laxishaamon without having repented
of their idolatry—he branded as more offensive tm@an the prior sin of
participating in the demonic sacrificg.In exile, he had compared the five rebel
presbyters to the five commissioners who superisee&nforcement of the imperial
edict in Carthage’?” In On the Lapsedie called them false surgeons who closed and
covered a wound which would then always festerranr heal>° Thus Cyprian



asserted that in denying the community’s righteguire public penance of those
members who had failed to uphold their baptisméth o loyalty to Christ and the
church, the rebel clergy and confessors had taggheudevil’'s own work.

Having clarified the danger posed by the laxiseotif communion, Cyprian turned to
the rights and responsibilities of the martyrsyimose intercessory power the lapsed
had placed their trust. No human being could fag\wsin which was committed
against God, he asserted; the servant could nte offia debt owed to the Master. The
martyrs, like the other faithful, would indeed hakie opportunity to intercede for their
fellows but only when Christ himself returned tbisijudgment at the end of the world.
>’ In the meantime, the bishops would accept theinseband certainly accede to any
request they made which corresponded to the ladoof. If the martyrs’ petition was
not grounded in the scriptures, however, the bighauld await some sign of God’s
willingness to grant it. The scriptures clearly shbie reminded the community, that
God did not always grant what the saints asked-Mustes, Jeremiah, Daniel, Noah or
Job, or even the martyrs under the altar in thekBddRevelation?® In granting peace
to the lapsed, moreover, the martyrs were promigingt was actually contrary to the
law of God. Their general amnesty blocked that \eenyversion and repentance which
had been the divine objective in allowing the peusien itself.>® Moreover, by

ignoring Christ’s threat to denounce those whosedflto confess him, Cyprian
recalled, the martyrs were undercutting the veonttation of the authority they
claimed—Christ’s contrasting promise to reward eha#io did acknowledge hirf
Thus, Cyprian concluded, the martyrs had no authtwiforgive the sin of idolatry and
were wrong in demanding that the bishop grant #eee of the church to the fallen.

The church could indeed accept the lapsed, Cypearinded his people, but only as
penitents. Those who refused to submit to the plise of repentance were in the
greatest danger. They had refused to be reformékebyersecution itself and now they
were further provoking divine anger by violentlynagending the eucharist. 61 As he had
cited dreams and visions as indicators of God’'sduting the persecution, 62 Cyprian
now pointed to the terrible punishments which dawwrath had already visited on some
of the sacrificers who had grasped at the euchanst was struck dumb, another bit off
her tongue, a child vomited up the holy blood,raallapsed in convulsions, others
were possessed by unclean spirits and broke ietzies. These few were warnings to all
of the danger of provoking divine anger. 63 Theetgphowever, declined to heed these
threats. Refusing to do penance, they went ondiinrthe Roman manner—feasting
regularly, ornamenting their persons in fine clgthed jewels, dying their hair and
painting their faces, just as they had before #rsgrution. 64 Their blindness, Cyprian
explained, was itself a punishment for sin, a hairtee of their hearts. The only
appropriate response for the community was to elechnd shun such persons, since
their very presence among Christians was a dangeetfaith. 65



The fallen who could still hear God'’s call must,pgdgn concluded, turn and repent. The
sacrificers, the certified, even the secretly fe@lariust beware the divine wrath, for God
judges not only action but intention. 66 Let thembeace the role of penitents, he urged,
by confessing their sin while they were still imstkvorld, while penance and the
intercession of the bishop might still be accemablGod. Let them place their trust not
in the power of the martyrs but in the prayer atuhts of the church. 67

Cyprian’s treatise On the Lapsed bears witnessstexttraordinary skill as a leader and
an orator. Analyzed from the perspective of theaarganization of the community, it
reveals a shrewd program through which he movedhhech both to affirm its
protective boundary and to realign its system &te$ and roles which had been
distorted by the martyrs, confessors and laxisggleThe ritual of penance was the key
element in his plan for restoring the church.

Cyprian’s interpretation of events stressed theexhatatus of the church before God.
The entire community, not just the individual laghs@as being subjected to divine
correction in the persecution itself. Subsequettlg faithful assembly was endangered
by sharing the eucharist with the unrepentant kp8ke ritual of
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reconciliation itself strengthened the bonds uniting the community.
Individual lapsed were required to reaffirm repeatedly and before the
entire assembly their separation from Roman society and adherence to
the church. They must confess their sin before the community; abstain
from the pleasures offered by the city; give a portion of their property
to the community in alms; fast, weep and pray for God’s forgiveness in
the sight of all; submit to judgment of their conduct by the assembly;
and if they persevered, receive the imposition of the bishop’s hands
readmitting them into communion at the end of their lives. Their
repentance re-established in practice the voluntary commitment of
each Christian to a shared faith and moral code. Those who would not
make such an open repudiation of apostasy and such a submission to
the community were to be shunned by all. The participation of the
faithful, as witnesses to penitential works and in their prayer for the
repentant, strengthened their own commitment to Christ and to the
behavioral standards of the community. Thus the practice of penitence
increased the voluntary cohesion of the whole church.

Cyprian also restored the differentiation of privileges and
responsibilities. The troublesome martyrs were disenfranchised: their
influence was suspended until Christ himself returned in glory. The
glorious confessors were placed alongside the standing faithful, ranked



with the exiles and all those who had hidden in the city. All of these
had confessed Christ and all would assist the bishop in judging the
fallen. The repentant lapsed were welcomed into the role of penitent;
they were promised the peace of the church before death and the
intercession of the faithful when they came to face the final judgment
of Christ. The clergy were forced to accept the limits of their
authority—since not even the bishop could forgive sins committed
against God.

This restoration of the church’s social structure was accomplished by
an insistence on behavioral standards proper to the community as a
whole and to each of its classes of membership. The moral code was
enforced by personal pressure in the community and by divine
governance of the universe itself. °® The boundary separating the
church was further buttressed by demonstrations of the efficacy of the
eucharistic ritual. Although the Roman cult was portrayed as an
effective contaminant, the power of the Christian ritual was shown to
be even stronger in the harm it worked on those who approached it
unworthily. Thus Cyprian argued that the greatest danger to the
community lay in provoking divine wrath by the refusal to repent and
reform, rather than through the pollution of idolatry.

Bishops’ meeting, spring 251

An agenda for the reconstruction of the African church was set in
Cyprian’s treatise On the Lapsed. When the bishops met in Carthage
late in April 251, they brought forward a variety of scriptural passages
which would indicate one or another course of action for reconciling
the lapsed and responding to the challenge of the martyrs. They were
concerned to maintain the discipline of the church but they recognized
that denying or setting too stringent requirements for granting
reconciliation would actually drive the lapsed, and all their dependants
with them, into the schismatic community being established by the
laxists. ®° The episcopal decision included five provisions. The certified
might be admitted to communion immediately, upon the consideration
of individual cases. ’° The sacrificers were to continue as penitents,
with the promise of reconciliation before their deaths. ”* The lapsed
who refused to submit to penance were to be denied the peace of the
church even at the time of death. 7> The excommunication of the rebel
clergy was reaffirmed. 3 Finally, the bishops located control of the
communion in the individual churches: all cases were to be judged



where the crime had been committed. ’* No mention was made of
those who had sinned by intention alone. 22

Thus the African bishops upheld the church’s right to require
submission to its behavioral standards and the entire community’s
right to enforce these conditions of membership. In agreeing to
readmit the certified without delay and requiring no public penance of
those who had failed only in intention, Cyprian abandoned the more
rigorous position he had taken in On the Lapsed, just as he had
acquiesced in the more lenient policy of the Roman clergy toward
penitents dying during the persecution. Evidently, Cyprian could not
enforce a standard which did not win the support of his people and
colleagues. The power of a voluntary community over its officers is
evident in these concessions.

Bishops’ meeting, spring 253

When the bishops met two years later in Carthage, they judged that
the time had come to gather the church into a closer unity by
admitting the penitents to communion. ’® Warning signs of a renewed
and intensified persecution convinced them that the eschatological
struggle itself had begun. This new persecution, they judged, was not
to be another chastising of a sinful church but its final testing in
anticipation of the judgment of Christ. %

The standards had, of course, been announced in advance: those who
confessed Christ would be crowned; those who denied would be
damned. ’® In preparation for this final battle, the bishops mustered
the whole people, arming both the faithful and the penitents for the

coming struggle. 22

In this crisis, the bishops sought to delineate the church’s boundary
most clearly by integrating its marginalized members, the penitents
who had remained faithful to the church. 2° They would thereby clearly
segregate their communion from the schismatic gathering which had
raised itself in opposition. 3! In so doing, they would also assert the
efficacy of the rituals which maintained that boundary. Though they
continued to recognize the limits of their ability to forgive the sin of
idolatry, they forcefully asserted the efficacy of their
excommunication: to be refused membership in the communion was to
be excluded from the kingdom. Only those whom the church had
admitted to communion on earth could be freed by Christ in heaven;



all others were bound. 8 Furthermore, they asserted that the rituals
actually provided the strength to follow Christ and win the crown of
martyrdom. Only those who had received the Holy Spirit in the ritual of
reconciliation would be prepared to confess Christ publicly. 23 Only
those who shared the eucharistic blood of Christ would be ready to
shed their own blood. 8* Finally, the bishops even implied that
penitents who confessed Christ through voluntary exile would not gain
salvation outside the communion. 8 The bishops so clearly
overreached Cyprian’s prior teaching because they intended to mark
the church’s communion as a boundary between those who might
expect to be saved and those who definitely would not. 8¢

The development of Cyprian’s position during the three years following
the outbreak of the Decian persecution is remarkable. Initially, it will
be recalled, he had insisted that those who had failed could re-enter
the communion immediately only by public confession of faith. &
Under pressure from the Roman clergy, he recognized the importance
of the church’s peace by admitting all penitents at the time of death.
At the end of the persecution, under pressure from his African
colleagues, he agreed to admit the penitent certified immediately and
the penitent sacrificers at the time of death so that they might be
presented to Christ. Two years later, Cyprian and his colleagues again
focused attention on the unity of the church and the benefits of its
eucharistic fellowship by admitting all the penitent sacrificers into
communion. They even drew the baptism of blood inside the
communion, implying that the

martyrs could win glory only by fighting from within the body of the
church. 8 In this, they effectively denied that the schismatics could be
saved, even by public confession of Christ.

The bishops of Africa had made their point. Those who deserted during
the persecution had been required to acknowledge that they had
violated the conditions of church membership. They had to accept a
marginal position in the church for three years and then individually
submit before being admitted to communion. They had to declare,
moreover, that they were prepared to stand firm in the anticipated
renewal of persecution. 8 By bowing to the demand for public
repentance, the penitent lapsed effectively asserted that those who
had relied on the authority of the confessors and joined the laxist
communion in opposition to the unity of the church would never be
accepted by Christ, even if they died by confessing him on earth. £



The cohesion of the church, threatened by the desertion of the
apostates and the authority of the martyrs, had been effectively
restored and maintained.

The bishops may have realized that to continue to exclude the
penitents and to allow them to die in the ambiguous condition of
martyrs outside the church might have undercut the church’s claim to
provide exclusive access to the kingdom of God. The penitents had
proven their commitment and were ready to defend it in the face of
threatened persecution. This was all that the bishops could, and the
laity would, require of them. °! They were joined into the peace of the
church.

The stance of the laxists

The principal opposition to Cyprian’s position in Carthage, that of the
rebel clergy, relied on the authority of the martyrs for restoring the
lapsed to communion. By dying in a public confession of faith, the
martyrs had guaranteed their immediate entrance into heaven, where
they received the crown of their victory from Christ. °> While they were
struggling on earth, the martyrs had been filled with the power of the
Holy Spirit and Christ himself had been fighting in them. °> Enthroned
in heaven as friends of Christ, they would judge the nations with him.
24 As his associates, therefore, they seemed to be empowered to
intercede with Christ and to win his forgiveness for the sin of idolatry
committed by their fellows. 22

The community’s confidence in the martyr’s intercession was based
upon the belief that a public confession of faith, even without death,
was a fully efficacious repentance which satisfied the anger of

God. °° Those who were assured of this assistance, therefore, were not
required to supplement the martyr’s authority by their own prayer to
Christ and by the works which would demonstrate their repentance. 2%
Indeed, some of the imprisoned confessors so trusted the power they
would attain by their anticipated martyrdom that they granted letters
of peace to their friends, benefactors and all their dependants, so that
Cyprian could charge that they were allowing a market in letters of
peace to develop. °® Some authorized their fellows to continue
distributing letters of peace in their names after their deaths, even to
persons whom they had never met. °° Finally, these designated agents

declared a general amnesty in the name of the martyrs. 1%



Although the martyrs did not require the sinners to follow the normal
penitential discipline of prayer, mourning, fasting and alms-giving,
they themselves did set certain restrictions on the use of their letters
of peace. The fallen were to await the end of the persecution when
they could appear before the bishop; they were then to confess their
sin and to submit to an examination of their conduct subsequent to the
fall; only then were they to receive the peace of the church from the
hands of the bishop. 1°* The rebel presbyters, however, ignored the
traditional limits of the martyrs’ authority, the specific conditions they
had set in the letters of peace, and the responsibilities of the bishops.
Relying on the efficacy of the martyrs’ intercession, they not only
dispensed with penitential works and prayer to God for forgiveness 192
but admitted the lapsed who held letters of commendation
immediately upon the death of the martyr, without the specified rituals
of confession of sin, examination of life, and imposition of hands. 122
When certain presbyters balked at this irregular procedure, the lapsed
insisted that they be admitted to communion immediately and
unconditionally, 1°* arguing that the peace which had already been
granted by the martyrs in heaven could not be withheld by the clergy
on earth. 1%

Cyprian’s stratagems prevented their taking over the church in
Carthage, so the rebel presbyters and their allies among the
confessors and lapsed established a competing community. 1°° Their
confidence in the power of the martyrs was apparently unlimited: after
the persecution, they entered into communion with bishops who had
themselves been guilty of sacrifice during the persecution. *°” One of
their number was ordained as rival to Cyprian and attempted to win

recognition by the church of Rome. 1%

Its distinctive stance on the proper means of winning forgiveness for
sins was reflected in the organizational structures of the laxist

church. The community’s ceding control over its boundary to the
confessors and clergy, as well as the unjustified inequality in the
treatment they accorded different members of the community,
resulted in the loosening of the voluntary bonds which linked the
members to one another. The martyrs initially accepted favors,
presumably from the wealthy, in exchange for authorizing these sinful
benefactors to return to the communion of the church. 1% The faithful
were thereby deprived of the right to require that the lapsed
demonstrate a higher level of commitment to the church as a whole.



1% The sharing of goods between rich and poor which had been
mediated through the common fund was also undermined when the
lapsed bribed the confessors. !!! Next, the presbyters—without
consulting the community as a whole—proceeded to allow the lapsed
back into communion even while the persecution continued. Thus
some of the confessors were still in exile and all the faithful were still
in danger while these sinners were safe from the power of the empire
and the sanctions of the church. 2 The community of life was
undermined by the acceptance and even promotion of this private
evasion of a common danger.

The patterns of role differentiation were also changed through the
abuse of the martyr’s power by the clergy and confessors. Those
confessors who had been deputized by the martyrs exercised a
religious authority which gave them control over the community’s
boundary, independent of the clergy and the people. The authority
granted to the presbyters by the community for performing the
eucharistic ritual and thus giving or refusing communion was also
turned into a private means of exercising control over the people. 13
The laxist clergy also made distributions of church funds to the poor
who had fallen during the persecution and then threatened that any of
the faithful who objected to this irregular procedure would themselves
be deprived of further financial support. }'* In a similar way, the fallen
bishops led by the condemned renegade Privatus of Lambaesis broke
free of the control of their colleagues and people; they used the power
originally conferred by their community office to establish a competing
church. !° Finally, wealth gave some of the lapsed an influence over
the confessors and martyrs. '® In contrast, the poor were not in a
position to negotiate for themselves and consequently fell under the
control of the clergy and confessors.

As the personal forms of restraint and interaction which constitute a
cohesive voluntary organization began to break down, the opportunity
was presented for some members of the community to

exercise autonomy and deprive others of even a limited voice in the
affairs of the church. When this happened, some who had followed the
confessors into the laxist church in Carthage became disenchanted by
their dependent status; they deserted their patrons and returned to
Cyprian. **” As group cohesion evaporated in the laxist community,
trust in the efficacy of its other rituals seems to have faded. By



questioning the power of penance, the laxists had undermined the
efficacy of the eucharist as well, 118

Reconciliation of the lapsed and unity of
the church

Since Cyprian and his supporters were attempting to maintain both the
cohesiveness and internal differentiation of the church in Africa, they
assigned a religious or cosmic significance to the communion of the
church. They asserted that the church and the kingdom of God had
related boundaries and that God would enforce the same cultic and
moral standards as the church. To die outside the communion of the
church was to lose the opportunity of entering the kingdom of God.
The church’s approbation could not guarantee acceptance by God
because the community and its leaders could not judge the interior
dispositions of the initiant and penitent. The church’s rituals were
necessary but might prove insufficient in establishing a person’s status
in heaven as well as on earth.

The ritual of baptism initiated the catechumen into a new relationship
with God and the church. Converts made an oath of fidelity to Christ
and renounced all that was opposed; God purified them from all sin
and sanctified them by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. The baptized
were then admitted to full participation in the eucharist and promised
both the financial and religious support of the community. In return for
adhering to the moral and cultic norms of the church, Christians
expected entrance into the kingdom of God. In baptizing, therefore,
the community brought the divine power to bear and effected both
earthly and heavenly changes in the recipient. 1° As a result, violation
of the baptismal commitment entailed both social and cosmic
consequences. The sin of idolatry was directed against God’s honor; by
breaking an oath of exclusive fidelity, it incurred the threat of eternal
damnation. The sin also violated the cultic standard by which the
community defined its boundary and thus carried the penalty of
exclusion. To justify expelling the sinner, the bishop cited not only the
church’s need to maintain its identity but more importantly the cosmic
significance

of the sin: voluntarily associating with an idolater risked bringing down
the divine wrath on the whole community. 12° The exclusion of the
sinner and the elaborate ritual of readmission also restored the



boundary by which the community separated itself from the religious
culture of the empire.

Thus the Christians who complied with Decius’ order to participate in
the Roman cult were immediately excommunicated and required to do
penance. Soon, however, pressure began to build to allow the
penitents to return. On the cosmic level, the lapsed claimed the
intercessory power of the martyrs and appealed to the compassion of
Christ, arguments which the bishops could not ignore. Organizational
considerations must also have played a part in the bishops’
deliberations: a majority of the Christians had failed and a competing
church was welcoming them into full and unrestricted membership.
Many who had remained faithful, moreover, were sympathetic to the
lapsed: the confessors provided letters of peace; some of the faithful
admitted that they too would have failed had they not escaped
detection; those dependants who had been shielded by the apostasy of
their patrons spoke up for them. To allow the sinners to return to
communion without destroying the church as a social organization,
however, the bishops had to require a voluntary and public
commitment to the traditional conditions of membership; the boundary
had to be reaffirmed by the returning sinners and their sponsors. The
bishops also had to establish the cosmic significance of their giving of
peace: the church’s ritual had to be shown capable of changing the
apostate’s status in heaven as well as on earth. That, however, proved
to be the sticking point: the church had not claimed for itself a ritual
power to forgive sins committed against God after baptism;
specifically, it acknowledged Christ’s threat to disown in heaven those
who failed to confess him on earth. 2

The laxists had solved the problem of cosmic efficacy by relying on the
martyrs who linked earth to heaven. While in prison, they promised to
intercede for the sinners; once they died and were crowned in heaven,
they presumably won the forgiveness of the sin of idolatry and the
granting of the peace of Christ. The sinner could then claim the peace
of the church. In the social realm, however, the martyrs brought too
much power to bear: the confessors and their clerical allies did not
require the sinners to submit publicly by repenting their violation of
the behavioral norms and pledging future allegiance to the community.
Thus their method of reintegrating the apostates further weakened
that defining boundary



which had already been undercut by the original fall into idolatry. The
bishops could not adopt this laxist solution: to maintain the church as
a religiously segregated, cohesive society, they had to restrict and

control the authority of the martyrs and their agents. 122

Though Cyprian’s attack on the martyr’s power and its abuse by the
presbyters was framed in cosmic and religious terms, its objective and
effect was clearly social and organizational as well. Neither the church
nor any human being, he asserted, had the power to forgive a sin
committed against God, such as idolatry. The church did have a ritual
of reconciliation, through which sinners could express their repentance
to God and recommitment to the standards of the community. In that
ritual, the whole church did intercede for the penitent before Christ. In
the case of offenses against human beings, the prayers of the church
were presumed to be effective in winning divine forgiveness, so that
the sinner could be reintegrated into the church without its incurring
the divine wrath. 123 In the case of sins committed directly against
God, however, neither the intercession of the church nor the judgment
of the bishop could be assumed to be effective in heaven. Thus the
bishops could not presume to admit the fallen back into communion.

Although the church could not assert the efficacy of its intercession in
winning forgiveness of sins committed against God, still it could not
refuse to grant its peace before the penitent’s death. The African
Christians gave full evidence of believing that unless they died in the
peace of the church they could not win a favorable hearing when they
appeared before the tribunal of Christ. 2 This belief constituted the
popularly accepted cosmic significance of the church’s social boundary
and the bishops could not ignore it. To refuse to allow the penitents to
recross the church’s boundary into the realm where salvation was at
least available would have undermined the Christians’ commitment to
the religious significance of the boundary, and to the moral and cultic
standard which defined it. In practice, to define a boundary so that it
cannot be negotiated by the rituals available to a community is to
undermine the significance of the boundary itself.

To maintain the cosmic significance of membership in the church’s
communion, therefore, the bishops had to find a means of publicly
identifying those idolaters who would appear to the community as
likely to win divine forgiveness in the judgment of Christ, in whose
cases the church’s intercession might prove effective, and thus whose
presence within the community would not arouse divine wrath. In
addition, the process had to restore the



integrity of the community itself through the votarny submission of the sinners to its
standards. In the scriptures, the bishops founduwate evidence that God would grant
forgiveness to those who sincerely repented of giriand reaffirmed the standards of
the community. Unlike God, however, they could reztd the penitents’ hearts and
discern the truly converted from those who onlyesgppd to repent and reform. By
requiring behaviors which manifested interior repece, however, the church could
both identify the sinners whom God might forgivel amultaneously reaffirm the
identifying standards of the community itself. Thhe bishops extended the ritual of
penance to the sin of idolatry but restricted @avenly efficacy. The penitents would
be admitted to the church, there to be reservegfesented to, and commended before
the judgment seat of Christ. By admitting the ideta under these conditions, the
church granted sinners access to divine mercy witbondoning their failure or
guaranteeing the success of their appeal. The ssiode¢his solution will be examined
in the next chapter.

The conflict between the bishops and the laxisggiéocused on the necessity of ritual
behaviors by which the penitents would voluntardyestablish their commitment to
the church community. The laxists did not requirelsa public confession of guilt and
a penitential submission: the power of the maryad suppressed the control of the
community over its own standards of membership.ri@gpand his fellow bishops, in
contrast, maintained the voluntary character ofctingch: the sinners were required to
plead their cases before the assembled commurhighvadvised the bishop on
accepting them as penitents. In professing repeataaefore the community and
begging God for forgiveness, the sinner affirmesllibavenly import of the behavioral
standards which defined the boundary of the chigtperforming penitential works
and submitting to the imposition of the bishop’sitis, the sinner also professed belief
in the cosmic efficacy of the church’s intercessaol ritual of reconciliation. In return,
the penitent was granted admission to the commuamainpromised the church’s
intercession before the tribunal of Christ.

To fulfill the social and cosmic requirements idéetl by this analysis, the ritual of
reconciliation focused on begging for the divinedmen and on demonstrating
submission to the standards of the community. Tisleodps, of course, articulated these
requirements in terms of the satisfaction necessanyeet God’s judgment on the
repentance in the heart. In actual practice, howehey also

upheld the community’s need for a demonstratioallefgiance and a commitment to
prescribed behaviors.

Cyprian’s explanation of the process of repentamzkreconciliation met both these
criteria. The penitent attempted to exercise aquetispressure on God which would



result in the granting of forgiveness. Thus thenewhich he most often used express
insistent askingdeprecari, orare, exorare, rogaré> The penitent must gain God's
favor **° and win God’s mercy*’ The termsatisfacerds most often used in
connection with these notions of beggiffd.To gain God’s forgiveness, the penitent
must mourn and pray not simply internally but in@e, by fasting, weeping and
beating the breast®

In the final sections dDn the Lapsednoreover, Cyprian clearly demonstrated the
social significance of the practices of penance dlients of the martyrs, he pointed
out, had never ceased to live in the grand marieasting, enjoying the public baths,
grooming and dressing in the most exquisite marttew differently they would be
acting, he suggested, if one of their loved onesdied.>*° Obviously, they were
flaunting the standards for which the martyrs dibd,confessors endured torture, the
exiles abandoned their patrimony, and the poodlingfear for more than a year.
Clearly, he concluded, the laxists had been blirateticursed by God so that they
would not even perceive their pefit: In contrast, the behaviors which Cyprian
demanded of the truly penitent would not only ptacaod but rebuild the community.
Days in sorrow, nights in tears, sackcloth, ashed,fasting were to be the lot of the
penitents. They should give themselves to good syquérticularly alms-giving. By
generous giving, they would not only put God initlaebt but emulate the first
Christians who held all things in common. The weathich had been the occasion of
failure could become a privileged means of dematisty solidarity with the
community 23

Conclusion

The conflict between Cyprian and the laxist prests/in Carthage might be viewed as
a successful popular rebellion against the traugtialiscipline of permanently
excluding all Christians who fell in time of pers#on. In such an interpretation, the
laxists would have credited the martyrs with thihatity to win forgiveness for the sin
of apostasy and eventually forced the bishopsaioncand exercise similar authority
themselves. The fight would be over

authority but the consequence would be the lowering of moral
standards to a more realistic level. Analyzed in the categories adopted
for this study, however, the bishops appear to have adopted a strategy
designed to restore community acceptance and enforcement of the
behavioral standards defining the boundary of the church. The
community retained both the structures through which authority was
shared and the traditional conditions of membership. The confessors
and the laxist clergy, on the contrary, subverted the received
structures and secured exclusive control over the boundary of the



community, deprived its members of the authority to enforce it, and
thus lowered the level of social cohesion.

The bishops maintained the voluntary character of their churches by
encouraging the interplay of personal influence and pressures among
the members. Cyprian claimed significant authority for the bishop but
recognized the community’s right to choose, advise and, in extreme
circumstances, depose its leaders. Thus he had to convince the
community that the standards he attempted to enforce were
appropriate. The community supported the demand that the lapsed do
penance and agreed, more reluctantly, to admit even penitent
schismatics. In the face of their pressure, however, Cyprian had to
allow the reconciliation of the dying during the persecution, the
forgiveness of the certified shortly afterwards, and the readmission of
the sacrificers in anticipation of renewed persecution. Thus the
behavioral moral code provided a clear and accepted boundary
demarcation, which was strengthened in the ritual of reconciliation by
the penitent’s confession of failure, the community acceptance of the
signs of recommitment, and the bishop’s granting of peace.

Each of the community’s actions was justified by a cosmic correlative.
In exercising personal control over the universe, God was responding
to the moral successes and failures of the church. Negligence had
occasioned the persecution; reform and renewal had brought peace;
requiring penance forestalled further suffering; making satisfaction
might win forgiveness; sympathy for the wounded would be approved
but leniency toward the impenitent courted condemnation. The rituals
of reconciliation and peace changed the standing of the penitent
lapsed both on earth and in heaven, though it could not guarantee
their acceptance by Christ.

The laxist presbyters, in contrast, actually undercut the cohesion of
the community by acceding to the declarations of the confessors and
the demands of the lapsed. They shifted responsibility for the
enforcement of the boundary from the whole community to the
martyrs, whose authority had been personally achieved rather than

granted by the community. By appeal to the privekeof the martyrs, the laxist
presbyters and bishops also isolated themselvestfie pressures which the faithful,
even the dissenting confessors, might have exertiseurb their policies. Without
regard for the rights of the other communicantsytextended participation in the
eucharist to apostates who refused to appear @eipisrbefore the assembled church.



The only counterbalancing power seems to have thegrof wealth, employed by the
lapsed to gain assistance from the martyrs andessafs. The cosmic justification for
this system concentrated power in the hands ofnidwyrs and confessors. It failed to
account for the authority of the clergy, which vaasived from the community but
exercised autonomously. The impoverished, bothfidiand fallen, were
disenfranchised and dependent upon the religiqu@herful confessors and clergy or
their wealthy allies among the lapsed.

Although the laxist rebels attempted to organizéndependent communion of bishops
and churches, Cyprian and his colleagues succhssiuied aside the threat and
discredited these foes. The laxist community faitedstablish itself outside Africa and
did not prosper or survive even at home. The rggsrias shall be seen, mounted a more
sustained threat to the policies of the bishopterion now shifts to that challenge.

4
EFFICACY OF THE
RECONCILIATION RITUAL

Cyprian’s dispute with the confessors and their supporters among the
clergy in Carthage focused on the necessity of the ritual of
reconciliation for winning God’s forgiveness and receiving the peace of
the church. Placing their trust in the intercessory power of the
martyrs, these laxists did not require penance or use the ritual of
reconciliation in admitting the lapsed to communion. When the African
bishops rejected their practice, the laxists established a rival church
with its own college of bishops. Though they failed to attract followers
outside Africa, the availability of this alternative communion influenced
the policies adopted by Cyprian and his colleagues for the
reconciliation of the lapsed. %

A faction headed by Novatian in Rome took a rigorist stance, refusing
to grant reconciliation and communion to the lapsed who submitted to
the ritual of penance, even at the time of death. This party made some
headway in Italy and Gaul but in Africa it never won a level of popular
support sufficient to threaten either the laxists or the Catholics. Still,
Novatian’s letters and envoys raised questions which forced Cyprian to
justify his refusal to maintain the more rigorous positions which he had
followed during and immediately following the persecution. 2 In the
process of defending the policies adopted in consultation with his



African colleagues, Cyprian not only attacked Novatian for the sin of
dividing the church but developed an explanation of the power of the
ritual of reconciliation to forgive the sin of idolatry—or at least to affect
the standing of the apostates before God—and thereby to protect the
purity of the church from contamination.

This chapter will begin with a consideration of Novatian’s rigorist
position and analyze his assumptions about the nature of the church.
It will then trace the development of Cyprian’s own stance and the
basis for his trust in the efficacy of the ritual of

reconciliation. Then the role of the social struesuof the two communities in the
development of their conflicting positions will bgamined.

Therigorist rejection of penitents

After the death of Bishop Fabian at the outseheflecian persecution, the Roman
clergy decided to delay the election of a succeasdract as a council to guide the
church through the period of trial. Their first comnication with the clergy of
Carthage, in spring 250, offered instruction tasses church which was also forced to
operate without the leadership of its bishbpfter exhorting their colleagues to follow
the magnificent example which they were themsebresiding in strengthening the
faithful against the terror inspired by the persiry the Roman presbyters laid down
certain policy directives. Although the lapsed hadught a severe sentence upon
themselves, they observed, the extreme fear unkdiehwhey had acted should be
taken into consideration in judging their religiazendition.” Thus the lapsed should be
urged not to lose heart but to undertake penanhepe of winning forgiveness from
God. Thus encouraged, they explained, the lapsgttmeform themselves and stand
firm in the faith if they were brought to trial asnd time. They asserted, moreover,
that penitents and catechumens should be grantechaaion when they were in
danger of death?.

The letter of a Carthaginian layman who had comf@ssmder torture at Rome bears
witness to the implementation of these policieshgyRoman clergy. Celerinus
reported that both the sacrificers and the cedtifiere required to engage in penitential
works until a new bishop was appointed and a datisould be made about
readmitting them to communiofhiHaving failed to win any concessions in Rome, he
appealed to his associates among the confessornsam@d at Carthage to come to the
assistance of mutual friends who had sinned in Rome

In Carthage, it will be recalled, Cyprian had diegthis clergy to follow a parallel but
somewhat more restrictive policy, granting peaddatime of death only to those who
had letters of peace from the martyr§hose who had not secured these letters were to



continue in penance and trust in the mercy of Gédyone who found this course of
action too risky, or too tedious for the ardor otaived faith, and insisted upon
immediate admission to communion was directed poagch the imperial authorities
and recant

prior compliance with the edictUpon receiving a copy of the letter which the Roman
presbyters had addressed to his own clergy, how@ygrian agreed that peace should
be given to all the penitents who were in dangatyirfig.'® He also wrote to the

Roman clergy, assuring them that he had not abaubitre responsibility of governing
his church. In evidence of his efforts to guidegesple from exile, he forwarded
copies of the letters by which he had attemptestdp the abuse of the intercessory
power of the martyrs, correspondence which indetétat he had promoted a practice
parallel to that of Roman presbyters.

In summer 250, the Romans addressed a seriexedetiers to Carthage, expressing
dismay at the rebel presbyters’ practice of immedlfareconciling the lapsed who had
letters of intercession from the martyrs. The Romrrlargy and confessors each
addressed their counterparts in Africa; then tremheaddressed Cyprian; finally the
clergy responded to a further letter from Cypridovatian was involved in the
composition of some of these lettéfsvhose style is notably different from the one
sent from Rome earlier in the sprifdln the first pair of letters, the Roman clergy not
only condemned the sacrificers but accused thdiedrof having violated their
baptismal oath by attempting to evade the Christ@nmitment to confess Christ.

For their own part, the confessors still imprisoat@®ome pointed out that martyrs
who undermined the discipline of Christ’'s gospeahivi the church would thereby lose
the glory of having confessed him before the ingleruthorities™ Next, the Romans
addressed Cyprian himself for the first time, sufipg the determined stance taken in
the letters he had forwarded to them. The clergssed the just severity of the gospel,
which their church had always maintained, as welGad’s own zeal in enforcing the
commandments® They specified that only a penitent whose deathaegasinly
imminent, who was expected to appear before Gadigment immediately, should be
admitted to the church’s communigdhin their own letter, the confessors objected to
the practice of the rebel clergy in Carthage, wialtbwed the fallen to return to the
peace of the church even while those still standorginued to suffer persecution. The
lapsed, they observed, should remember that thaeld t@ve retained that place in the
church which they so eagerly sought to reco¥fdfurthermore, the confessors accused
the laxist clergy of casting the sacred body ofi§ho swine in granting communion to
the apostates? Finally, the Roman clergy argued that as defendftise gospel, the
Carthaginian martyrs were the least appropriate



authors of letters granting peace to the fallen; indeed, such martyrs
stood in danger of being classed with the lapsed whom they
championed. 2

The Roman clergy claimed that they and the refugee bishops who had
joined their deliberations were attempting to define a moderate course
which avoided the extremes of compliance and cruelty. %! They
encouraged all the faithful, including the lapsed, to confess the faith.
In response to the challenge of the letters emanating from the martyrs
and confessors in Carthage, however, both clergy and confessors were
increasingly troubled by the signs of impatience and even impenitence
among the lapsed. 2?> Novatian may have objected to abuse of the
privilege accorded dying penitents and refused to perform the ritual
himself. 22

After the persecution ended, Cornelius was elected bishop and tension
between Novatian and his fellow clergy came to a head. Supported by
some of the confessors who had spent more than a year in prison,
Novatian rejected communion with all the lapsed and established
himself as bishop in a rival communion. 2% In consultation with his
colleagues in Italy, however, Cornelius adopted the African policy of
reconciling the certified immediately and granting peace to the
penitent sacrificers before they died. 2> Bowing to pastoral necessity,
moreover, he immediately admitted an entire local church community
which had been led into sacrificing by its bishop, Trofimus, who was
himself received as a layman. 2% Other sacrificers had survived the
illness during which they had been granted peace and were allowed to
remain in the communion of the church. ¢

The evidence provided by their opponents indicates that Novatian and
his allies believed both that idolatry committed by a Christian after
baptism could not be forgiven by the church and that the admission of
the apostates would make the entire communion a party to their sin.
28 In protecting the holiness of the communion, they focused on the
failure to confess Christ and thus distinguished neither the certified
from the sacrificers nor those subjected to torture from others who
voluntarily complied with the imperial edict. 2° Although the letters
Novatian earlier prepared for the clergy and the confessors in Rome
had recommended the healing power of repentance to the lapsed and
acknowledged the possibility of their attaining salvation, 3° after peace
had been given to the church, he refused to grant the fruit of that
repentance by reconciling the penitents at death.

Ambiguities in the evidence leave Novatian’s interpretation of



the situation of the lapsed uncertain. Some indrsatuggest that he might have taught
that the lapsed were already eternally condemnddteaat their attempts at repentance
were futile. In attacking Novatian’s letter to afridan colleague, for example, Cyprian
argued that the lapsed must be given an opporttmitgpent>* In addition, a
contemporary treatise explained that the rigobsigeved that Christ’s threat to deny
those who had failed to confess him on earth mianthe apostates could not be
saved>? Thus, after the persecution ended, Novatian mag heached the judgment
that the lapsed would never be forgiven by Chmst that as a consequence they could
not be admitted to the churci.Other evidence, however, implies that Novatian may
have continued to urge the lapsed to do penandehais that he believed they might
obtain from Christ himself the forgiveness whick thurch could not mediate.
Cyprian, in particular, accused the rigorists @insistency in exhorting the lapsed to
do penance even while refusing them the fruit af tepentance, admission to
communion3*

A key to understanding Novatian’s position mightfdend in the first letter of the
Roman clergy to their colleagues in Carthage. Tfrie#@n presbyters were urged to
exhort even their fallen charges to correct thearts by penance, so that the sinners
might reverse their apostasy by confessing CHrthely were put to the test againA
second clue can be discerned in the African bistagfense against an anticipated
rigorist attack on their later policy of reconcgieven the penitent sacrificers in
expectation of a renewal of persecution. At the einitheir letter to Cornelius, the
Africans observed that their common rigorist oppusevould argue that, in view of
the coming persecution, the penitents did not nieegbeace given by the bishop: God
was about to give them the opportunity to confassfaith, to be baptized in the blood
of martyrdom, and thus to win not only peace bglagious crown from Christ himself.
3 A third indicator: when the penitents at Rome jdiiie parade escorting Cornelius to
his arrest, Cyprian extolled their action as a eesion of faith, which demonstrated
God'’s acceptance of their repentari¢&.hese three observations, spread over three
years, suggest that the rigorists might have betld¢faat the proper function of
repentance was to strengthen the fallen in faitthabthey could actually reverse their
sin. By failing to affirm Christ, the lapsed hadléa under his threat of condemnation;
by confessing Christ they would win forgiveness amdn his commendation before the
Father Once the lapsed had



allowed the opportunity for confession during a full year of persecution
to pass, however, the rigorists might have judged them bound by
Christ’s sentence. Cyprian, on the contrary, would find new
opportunities for them to bear witness to Christ.

Whatever their beliefs about the possibility of regaining salvation,
Novatian and his supporters must have insisted that the bishops had
no authority to release the apostates from the sin committed against
God. The fallen who had refused the opportunity to raise themselves
up by confessing could only be regarded as beyond the assistance of
the church. 3° Thus the anticipated renewal of persecution, which
Cyprian and Cornelius used to justify admitting the sacrificers to
communion, might have been viewed by the rigorists as a divine
mercy allowing the fallen a second chance to recover salvation by
confessing the faith before the Roman authorities. According to this
hypothesis, Novatian could have urged repentance while refusing to
offer the peace and communion which the penitents could secure only
by publicly confessing Christ. 4°

Whatever Novatian’s estimation of the possibility of attaining salvation
after once failing to confess Christ during the persecution, his
understanding of the nature of the church was clear to Cyprian: only
those who were free of the taint of idolatry could participate in the
communion. Novatian would have judged that only baptism, in water
or in blood, could effectively cleanse a candidate from the sin of
idolatry and protect the communion of the church from impurity.
Those who had polluted themselves in the demonic rituals had ruined
their baptismal purity and would contaminate all who consented to
share the eucharist with them. **> The warning of Christ, therefore,
indicated the only remaining means of rehabilitation: anyone who
confessed him before his enemies on earth would certainly be
acknowledged in heaven. %

During the persecution, Cyprian’s position had been considerably
strengthened by the support of the Roman clergy’s opposition to the
Carthaginian laxists. At the time of the schism in Rome, he gave
Novatian’s claim a fair and extended hearing before deciding in favor
of Cornelius on procedural grounds. ** After the split, however, he
adamantly opposed not only Novatian’s attempt to divide the church
but his refusal to grant reconciliation to the penitents, especially at the
time of death. To answer the rigorist charge that he had betrayed his
principles, *> he had to elaborate an argument for the efficacy of the
church’s ritual of reconciliation in the case of the sin of idolatry.



The efficacy of repentance

Cyprian seems to have assumed from the beginnatgth sin of idolatry could be
forgiven, at least by Christ, perhaps through tttercession of the martyrs, and that the
penitent lapsed could be reconciled to the churblen in dealing with the immediate
threat posed by the confessors and the rebel gexsbie insisted on the necessity of
public repentance. As the subsequent controverBpime developed and Novatianist
envoys argued their case in Carthage, he had o &iargument for the efficacy of

the ritual of repentance and find a means to saiefjilne purity of the communion.

During the Decian persecution, Cyprian insisted tha lapsed must undertake penance
and attempt to win the divine favor through praged good works. He initially

followed the precedents of the African church whyetve the martyrs the privilege of
recommending penitents to the bishop for recorimiia’® As the summer approached,
with its outbreaks of disease, he directed thatadhsed who had been promised
assistance by the martyrs should be given the pefabe church if they were in danger
of death’ Still, Cyprian appealed to this traditional praetjgrimarily to restrain the
growing abuse of the martyrs’ letters of ped€e.

Toward those who did not have the support of theyrs Cyprian adopted a more
restrictive stance: they were to undertake penandetrust in the divine merc{’ He
refused, moreover, to recognize any meaningfueifice between the certified and
the sacrificers: both had refused to confess Candtmust undertake penance in
patience>® Any of the lapsed who genuinely repented theiufailand were impatient
to regain the communion of the church could, hegssted, win the crown of
martyrdom by publicly confessing the faithOnce the Roman clergy had announced
its policy of reconciling all the penitent lapsedtse time of deatt?? however,
Cyprian’s position became untenable and he ageéallow the common practice®
Still, he regarded the public confession of fasltlze privileged form of repentance,
praising his colleague Caldonius for admitting éanenunion the lapsed who had
washed away their sin by standing firm in a secoiadl >*

As opposition to restrictions on the readmissiotheflapsed developed among the
laxist clergy, Cyprian began to attack the autigarftthe confessors and martyrs. In
declaring a general amnesty, he argued, the canfebad claimed for their victorious
friends a power which only Christ could exercis@jcl was at work

in baptism. 2> Next, he adopted the Roman assertion that a martyr
who acted against the discipline of the gospel by granting peace to the
unrepentant thereby forfeited all authority before God and the church.



% Upon his return to Carthage, he repeated and developed this
argument by demonstrating from scripture that neither the martyrs
nor even the closest friends of God always received even the
legitimate favors which they asked. >’ Once again, he refused to
distinguish between the certified and the sacrificers, warning both of
Christ’s threat to denounce them before the Father in heaven. 22

Novatian had reason to expect, therefore, that Cyprian could be
counted upon to uphold the severity of the gospel. >° Cyprian,
however, was faced with a different kind of challenge and developed
the principles enunciated by the Roman rigorists to conclusions which
they did not anticipate or accept. The revolt and schism led by the
laxist clergy made available a new way to confess Christ publicly,
reverse their earlier failure, and thereby regain a place in the
communion of the church. In his last letter from exile, he identified the
revolt of the presbyters in Carthage as a new form of persecution, a
second demonic assault on the faith of the community. °° By
undertaking penance, he explained, some of the fallen had begun to
rise and were almost ready to stand again. Now the devil was
tempting them to give up their penance and accept the false peace
offered by the rebel clergy under the patronage of the martyrs. By
cutting off penance—the only means of healing—Satan would not only
prevent their rising again but destroy them completely. The rebels’
offer of immediate reconciliation was the last trial of the persecution,
Cyprian warned, in which the lapsed were given the opportunity to
persevere in faith and in the hope of winning forgiveness according to
the directives of the bishops appointed by God. &

In On the Lapsed, which he delivered upon his return to Carthage,
Cyprian began to build his case for the efficacy of the penance
undertaken by the lapsed and the church’s ritual of reconciliation in
removing the sin of idolatry. The argument had two components:
setting limits to the intercessory power of the martyrs and interpreting
submission to the discipline of the church as a form of confession of
faith. First, Cyprian attacked the authority of the martyrs. If the
martyrs asked for something which was in accord with the gospel, the
bishop would certainly grant it; if they ordered something contrary to
the command of God, the bishop must certainly refuse it. °> When the
martyrs asked for something that was not written in the law of God,
however, the bishop must ascer-

tain whether God had granted the favor before gatintheir request? The problem



they all faced, then, was to discern God’s intentar the reconciliation of the lapsed.
Was God responding to the petitions of the manyit® the works of the penitents and
the prayers of the church? In evidence of Godantion, Cyprian recalled his earliest
explanation of the persecution as a divine testin@pe Christians, intended to draw
them from their indifference to a more perfect p’rm:ﬁSome of those who failed had
repented their apostasy, had undertaken the wénksmance, and had then been found
worthy of the crown in a second tri&.When other apostates had refused to reform
their lives and tried to force their way into thmmmunion of the church under the
patronage of the martyrs, terrible punishmentshesh visited upon some of them as a
warning to the resf® Thus, Cyprian concluded, God’s intention had besealed: the
sin of apostasy might be forgiven in those who sttiechto the penitential discipline of
the church but not in those who relied on the o@ssion of the martyrs alone.
Buttressing his argument with the exhortationsefmentance which abound in the
scripture, he asserted that God could indeed ralehforgive the sin of those who did
penance but would surely condemn and destroy thbserefused®’

The second step of Cyprian’s argument showed tlahgting to the church’s
authority was a form of confession of Christ. Is last letter from exile, as noted
above, he had identified the revolt of the laxegainst the bishops’ demand for
penance and submission to the ritual of reconimliads the last and most dangerous
stage of the persecution itself. Having woundeddbsed, the devil now sought to
destroy them completely by preventing their repec¢aBoth the standing and the
fallen must resist this final demonic attafkin On the Lapsedhe took up this theme
again: by resisting this new assault of the déwilrejecting the false promises of the
laxists, by placing their trust in the commandta Father and the warning of Christ,
the lapsed were actually defending their faith.IBpentance would win God’s favor.
% Indeed, he concluded, the prayer and good workiseofallen might so move the
Lord that they would not only be pardoned but resdrand strengthened to win the
crown of victory by martyrdont?

Thus, Cyprian continued to follow the principleshaa shared with Novatian but he
developed them differently by exploiting the oppities provided by the laxist
schism within the African church. By identifyingetievolt of the laxists against the
community’s right to judge the apostates as a fofisemonic temptation

and persecution, Cyprian showed that acceptingripesed penance was a form of
resisting the devil and confessing Christ which Wwath necessary and effective.
During the next two years of turmoil, Cyprian dexged his argument that protecting
the church’s unity and defending its boundary agjatime attacks of both rigorists and
laxists was a rehabilitating confession of faittCinrist.

The African bishops met in Carthage in April 251 determine a common policy for
reconciling the lapsed. A delegation seeking suppiokovatian’s challenge to



Cornelius arrived during that extended discussibAlthough Cyprian later sought to
give Cornelius the impression that the accusatmade against him had been rejected
without a hearing, the evidence suggests that Navatpoints were considered.The
bishops sent their own delegation to Rome to ingatd the charges and
countercharges before deciding to enter into coniomavith Cornelius!® Although
they judged that pastoral considerations ruled\myatian’s program of withholding
peace from the penitents, they were apparently agmetic to his concerné’ The
African bishops finally decided to relax the stamidavhich they had imposed during
the persecution by offering immediate reconciliatio penitents who had obtained
certificates without sacrificing. They imposed {ifmme penance on sacrificers,
however, determining that reconciliation would barged only at the time of deaff.
They refused, moreover, to yield to pastoral natyeas Cornelius had done for
Trofimus: they rejected the plea of a bishop wha lea his entire congregation into
sacrifice.”®

Though the decisions of his episcopal colleagulesee the stand which Cyprian had
taken on the certified, they confirmed his rigoradesnands that the sacrificers submit
to public penance. Thus, in writing to the Romanfessors who had provided
invaluable support to him at a critical moment dgrihe persecution and then to
Novatian after it, Cyprian challenged not theimst& against the admission of penitents
but their violation of the gospel by defendingntsichism against Cornelius.

During this time, Cyprian addressed the schisn@arthage and Rome in his treatise
On the Unity of the Catholic Churcif.Once again, he attacked the authority of the
confessors who had refused to submit to the bistamwsparing them to Judds.

Schism, he reiterated, was actually the more ahemth dangerous form of persecution,
in which the devil transformed himself into an angfdight and led Christians away
from the church, under the deception

that they were following the path to salvatiBhYet this deadly assault, like the
imperial persecution, served Christ’'s own purpdsetesting Christians and separating
the good from the evil. Once again, Cyprian extbthe penitents to seize the
opportunity provided by this assault on the chucchonfess Christ and regain
salvation

Cyprian also defended against Novatian’s attactherdecisions of his colleagues in
Rome and Africa by focusing on the role of pubkmpance in preparing fallen
Christians for public defense of their faithDuring the persecution, he recalled, the
efficacy of penance had been demonstrated by theeguent confession and even
martyrdom of some Christians who had failed inttietial trials.ﬁClearIy, God had
heard the groans of these penitents, had rearneedhth faith, and had granted them



the crown of victory. He charged that Novatian’agtice of denying reconciliation
actually discouraged penance and effectively degdrihe lapsed of the very means by
which they might be restored to faith and rearnmdrartyrdom®* Thus he concluded
that both the laxist and rigorist programs effesijvcut off the way to salvation for the
lapsed.

Cyprian seems to have found a contemporary, paaeetidication of the efficacy of
repentance in the unforeseen effects of recongiamgtents on their death-beds.
Novatian objected that this practice was being ed@s a loophole through which the
sacrificers were being allowed to return to the oamion of the church: though not
seriously ill, they were reconciled as dying; tme unexpectedly recovering, they
were allowed to remain in the communion. After pioig out that the clergy could not
murder the penitents as soon as they had grarted peace, Cyprian suggested that
their recovery of health should be attributed t@lG@wn kindness and mercy, as a
sign that their repentance had proven accept&ble.

In defending the agreed policy against Novatiaaittcks, moreover, Cyprian argued
that other forms of loyalty to the church also laghlvific value for the lapsed. Even as
they were apparently denying Christ, for exampbee of the lapsed had actually
demonstrated a commitment to their fellow ChrigigBy performing the required
sacrifice, some family heads had sheltered ancgied the faith of their wives,
children and dependants. They had then providedtsafen to exiled confessors and to
refugees who had preserved their own faith by fligirther, many of the certified had
openly asserted that they were Christians, had

refused to perform the required sacrifice, and had offered to pay a fine
instead. 8 The bonds of gratitude joining the faithful to their penitent
benefactors effectively undercut the charge of apostasy and put
intense pressure on the bishop to assure them eventual admission to
the communion. Clearly, the people judged that these demonstrations
of loyalty to the community would win God’s forgiveness. &

This same sensitivity to the fidelity which the lapsed had demonstrated
to the church in the face of schism is evident in the bishops’ decision
to offer reconciliation to all the penitents, in their meeting in spring
253. First the leaders noted that amidst signs that the persecution
would soon resume, the lapsed gave evidence that their repentance
had been effective: they declared themselves ready to stand and fight
for the name of Jesus and so to win salvation. ® Sound pastoral
practice, they judged, required that the bishops strengthen these
penitents with the blood of Christ and impart to them the gift of the
Spirit. 8 The explanation the bishops offered, however, indicates the
pressure to which they were being subjected and the excuse which



would justify capitulation to it. The day of judgment, they decided, was
fast approaching; they anticipated facing charges of cruelty and
harshness if they forced the penitents to fight and die for Christ
outside the church. 22

Finally, the public demonstration of support for Cornelius which the
faithful of his church staged at the time of his arrest provided Cyprian
yet another opportunity to point out the efficacy of their penitence.
The Roman penitents had been restored to communion by parading
their faith before the persecuting emperor. °! Clearly, he proclaimed,
God had accepted the repentance of the lapsed and had thereby
approved the program followed by the bishops.

Although Cyprian had asserted that the bishops and the church did not
have the power to forgive the sin of idolatry, since it was committed
directly against God, the laxist schism in Africa did provide the
opportunity for him to identify loyalty to the church—to its officers and
faithful—as a form of confession of faith in Christ under persecution.
Like the imperial action, Cyprian explained, the schism was allowed by
God to test and prove the devotion of the standing and the fallen.
Those who had withstood the open assault had then to guard against
this insidious one. Those who had failed in the first conflict, however,
could rise to claim victory in this

second battle against the devil. In rejecting thiecp of extending the peace of the
church to the persevering penitents, he assertagatihn and his rigorist followers
were obstructing the reforming work of Christ, jastthe laxists had done by granting
forgiveness too freely.

Still, Cyprian and his colleagues did not claimtttieey could grant full rehabilitation to
the penitents who remained faithful to the chuR&sisting the temptation to schism
could not be assigned the same efficacy as a poatatiftession of Christ under imperial
interrogation and torture; nor had it the cleangoger of baptism. The penitent
lapsed, therefore, were neither declared pure ssurad acceptance by God. Yet the
granting of the church’s peace in the ritual oforealiation did affect the heavenly
status of the penitents. They were promised anaappee before the tribunal of Christ
and the entire church’s intercessory support, @g fpieaded there for mercy and
forgiveness. Thus Cyprian contrasted the victorimastyr, who approached the throne
of Christ confident of an earned reward, to th@neded penitent, who came forward
trembling and fearful of the judgment which woutghginize the intentions of the



heart.* The schismatics and others who remained outsidetineh in death,
however, would be subject to summary condemnalidrear of such a rejection was
evident in the pressure which the lapsed and thgiporters exerted to gain
readmittance to the church’s communion before déath

In the face of overwhelming pressure from the faitas well as the lapsed, Cyprian
and his colleagues found a means of assertingetiidout limited efficacy of the
church’s ritual of reconciliation. Christ had pra®d to acknowledge those who
confessed him and threatened to disown those wthaé@ied him. The apostates,
therefore, could be certain of Christ’'s acceptamdg by reversing their prior failure,
as confessors or martyrs. Yet, their loyalty to¢harch under demonic assault might
also be accepted by Christ as a rehabilitatingwahef faith. The penitential works,
moreover, responded to God’s reforming purposdianvang the persecution and thus
had won not only rehabilitation but the crown ofrtgedom for some of the fallen. In
this way, the bishops argued that the penitentaldhze brought into the church, there
to be preserved for judgment by Christ. The ritnfaleconciliation was effective in
moving them from certain damnation to a hopeful @by which might issue in
salvation.

The purity of the church

Novatian apparently believed and convinced his followers that
Christians who had failed to confess Christ during the persecution
must not be admitted to the communion of the church. Christ had
clearly asserted, he argued, that those who denied him on earth would
be condemned by him in the judgment. The ritual of reconciliation,
unlike baptism, did not have the power to remove the pollution of
idolatry and could not be trusted to cleanse the sinners. He charged,
moreover, that the apostates would contaminate the entire church
communion. Thus Novatian not only refused to admit the penitent
lapsed to communion, even at the time of death, but broke relations
with any bishop who had been infected by sharing in communion with
them. > He insisted that the church could retain its purity only by
enforcing the behavioral morality which defined its protective
boundary.

As has been seen, Cyprian remained sympathetic to Novatian’s
insistence on the limits of the church’s power to forgive the sin of
apostasy. In his initial attacks on the presumption of the martyrs, he
upheld the prerogative of Christ and the singular power of the
invocation of his name in baptism. The sure and certain way to remove
the taint of idolatry, he reminded the lapsed, was the repetition of that
baptism by public confession of faith. After the persecution ended, he



interpreted submission to the ritual of reconciliation within the church
as a form of confession of faith which might win forgiveness of the sin.
Because he could not assure the faithful that the pollution of idolatry
had actually been cleansed, however, he still had to address
Novatian’s second charge: that the communion would be contaminated
by any contact with unforgiven idolatry. This seems to have been
accomplished by a further differentiation of roles within the church.

Initially the idolaters were offered association with the church in the
role of penitents. They were required to acknowledge their sin before
the community, to beg for the prayers of the faithful, and to perform
works or make offerings in support of the church. Although they were
excluded from the eucharist during their life-times, they had the right
to be admitted at the time of death, so that they might appear before
Christ’s judgment as communicants. As penitents, the lapsed
presented no immediate danger to the purity of the communion. The
protection provided by their exclusion was lost, as has been seen,
when some of the penitents survived the illness which brought them to
death’s door and thus into the eucharistic fellowship. Since they
enjoyed the full peace of the

church after their recovery, Novatian charged that they were a source
of contamination within the community. 2¢

The policies for dealing with the lapsed which were adopted by the
Italian and African bishops provided the rigorists with further
ammunition. In their meetings immediately after the persecution
ended, the bishops had admitted the penitents who had obtained
certificates of compliance without actually sacrificing. Cornelius and his
colleagues, moreover, had accepted the bishop Trofimus and the entire
community he had led in offering incense to the imperial deities. Two
years later, in anticipation of a renewal of persecution, the bishops
opened the way of peace and reunion for all the repentant sacrifices.
Thus the rigorists charged that in accepting the apostates into
communion, the bishops had approved their sin and contracted their
contagion.

In defending the decisions of his colleagues, Cyprian first appealed to
Christ’s charge to the pastors to care for the flock. The shepherds
could not allow the wounded to be destroyed by the devil. °” Next, he
countercharged that the rigorists were themselves tolerating
adulterers in their communion, whose sin violated the temple of God



and served in the scriptures as the very symbol of idolatry and cultic
infidelity. °® Having asserted that the rigorists could not elude the
charge they mounted against the Catholic bishops, Cyprian then
attacked the assumption that the sin of one person could harm
another. °° Most importantly, however, Cyprian exploited a category of
membership to isolate the reconciled apostates within the communion
and thus protect their fellows from contamination.

Cyprian’s community assigned a cosmic or religious significance to the
differentiation of roles and categories of membership within the
church: the bishop, the clergy, the confessors, the dedicated virgins,
and the poor, for example, stood before God in ways which reflected
their various rights and responsibilities within the community. The
church was already using a special status for members who failed to
meet the requirements of their roles. Thus bishops and other clergy
who might otherwise have been subject to permanent
excommunication were allowed to remain in the communion among
the laity. 1°° By imposing this permanent disability, the community
formally distanced itself from their failure even as it allowed them to
share its fellowship. Similarly, the dedicated virgins who had been
inappropriately familiar with men but could prove that their physical

integrity had not been corrupted were placed in a probationary status.
101

A distinct station within the communion seems to have been developed
for the reconciled apostates as well. The sacrificers admitted to
communion were treated as probationers and warned that they must
distinguish themselves in the anticipated persecution. 1°2 Their
marginal status within the communion corresponded to the ambiguity
of their own relationship to Christ, who had threatened to disown
them. 1° None of the lapsed, moreover, was allowed to retain or
receive positions of leadership, to be ordained or serve as clergy. 1%
As passive participants in the communion and recipients of the
church’s charity, the reconciled idolaters would not pollute the
communion. 1°° Thus the bishops seem to have applied a new
differentiation in classes of membership recognized within the church
and to have given it a cosmic significance. 1% In so doing, they
segregated the lapsed within the church and thus safeguarded its
purity. In this way, the community was able to arm the penitents for
defending the faith and to intercede for them before the bar of Christ’s
judgment, even as it continued to repudiate their treason and to
suspect the sincerity of their repentance.



By elaborating the differentiation of roles within the church, Cyprian
and his colleagues were able to uphold the relevance of the behavioral
moral standards which had defined the boundaries of the community
while recognizing the limits of their power to apply that norm. The
intentions of the heart were significant to the salvation of its members
but the church could not judge them. The bishops were responsible for
guarding against unconverted hearts but only through their outward
manifestations. Thus the bishops would distinguish one sin from
another by focusing on the actions performed: accepting a certificate
was not equivalent to performing a sacrifice; sacrificing under coercive
torture was not the same as rushing forward to comply with the
imperial edict; offering incense was not equivalent to eating tainted
meat. %’ They accused Novatian of following pagan philosophy in
judging all sins equal. °® In a parallel way, the bishops had to credit
penitential behaviors on the basis of actual performance: patient and
enduring prayer, giving away the possessions which had led to sin,
serving the needs of the community, parading behind an arrested
bishop, demonstrating loyalty to the church and the bishop. As one
behavior formed the basis for excommunication, the other provided a
basis for reconciliation. As open apostasy had excluded the lapsed
from communion, confessing their sin before the assembly gained
them the status of penitents, and continued fidelity to the church
eventually won them acceptance as communicants. Yet none of

these actions could be assigned the same efficaaypablic confession of faith before
the imperial authorities, which would wash awaysail.

In order to maintain the voluntary unity of the Gtien community and the moral
standards which identified its social boundary, @pand his colleagues focused on
the behaviors of the lapsed penitents. Distinationld be made between different types
of sins; penitential actions could win the peacéhefchurch. Still they warned the
apostates that Christ would judge their intentiobath sinning and repenting, that
Christ would review and might revise the decisibthe church. Thus they admitted
the penitents but in a probationary status whiagimpaently restricted their rights
within the communion. Distinguishing their own povte judge and to forgive from
that of Christ, they recognized that while the légrchurch should not attempt to attain
that holiness which would be fulfilled in the kingd of heaven, it did maintain itself
pure from the contamination of the idolatrous empir

Therole of social structures



The communities led by Cyprian and Novatian botth &avell-demarcated sense of
identity. The two churches attempted to enforckarty articulated and behaviorally
defined boundary separating them from the domirgligious culture of the empire.
These were both intentional communities which distaédd and maintained their
identifying boundary definitions by voluntary assehtheir members. The preceding
analysis has suggested, however, that Cypriarcdiisagues and their people were
able to reintegrate the apostates into the chimcugh a redefinition of their
communal identity which was unacceptable to theriggs. A review of this procedure
may permit comparison with the choices made byitiwist church led by Novatian.
The influence of the social structures of each comty can be discerned in their
responses to the apostates.

The social structures of Cyprian’s church

Cyprian’s church at Carthage seems to have beetuatary community in which the
members themselves enforced a boundary definediéhty to Jesus Christ and
rejection of all competing forms of religious priaet as well as by standards of moral
action.

The church used the efficacious ritual of baptisrmléanse its members from the
contamination of the idolatry of the Roman state atier cults, as well as from all other
sins. Participation in the communion seems to Isa&veed as the basis for a presumption
that the Christian would be admitted to the heaw&imigdom of Christ. As a
consequence, those whose acceptance by Christragpedikely would have been
excluded, by episcopal action and common consemty the communion. Such were any
of the virgins—and their male partners—who hadatied their consecration to Christ.
109 Such were members of the clergy who had prawerorthy of their office. 110 Such
also were the apostates, at least those who hadtaolly sacrificed. 111 In order to
protect the distinct reality of the religious commity, these persons all had to be
excluded from communion until they were purifiechmgthrough a ritual of public
repentance. In the case of some sins, such astaohapostasy, reconciliation and
readmission to communion were granted only atithe of death. 112 When a majority
of the Christians failed during the persecutionyéeer, the community found its
established procedure overwhelmed and its idestiagken. Could only the minority of a
church’s members maintain a communion, from whighrhajority were permanently
excluded as penitents? Cyprian and his Africareagjlies seem to have led their
churches to a solution of this problem by reconiigg both the external boundary and
the internal differentiation of roles.

The community was uncertain that its ritual of neabation could be used for
readmitting the apostates, because the sin oftigolaas committed directly against God



and could not be forgiven by a human agency. 1X8vitiation of the baptismal oath
had ruined the sanctification originally producsctibis ritual, which by established
tradition could not be repeated. Christ, moreokad threatened to denounce in heaven
anyone who had failed to confess him on earth. asslieen seen in the prior chapter, the
laxists appealed to the intercessory power of theyrs in order to win forgiveness
directly from Christ. In the process, however, tigaye up community control over the
behaviors defining their boundary. The rigoristscontrast, enforced the boundary
condition by refusing to credit their ritual of getciliation with the power to purify and
thus qualify those guilty of idolatry for readmigsito the communion. They apparently
experienced difficulty in maintaining the plausityilof this rigid boundary condition,
however, in the face of the sinners’ perseveripgnéance. Cyprian and his colleagues
found a way to retain the community’s voluntary
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establishment of the boundary and its behaviorthidien, as well as to credit the
ritual of reconciliation with a cosmic efficacy vahi both the laxists and rigorists
denied. The elements of his program will be dedialere in a logical order rather than
the temporal sequence of their appearance in thésdeand treatisest?

Cyprian focused attention on the cosmic meaninfg@boundary which separated his
community both from the Roman world and from thenpeting Christian groups. He
reasserted the community’s belief that all who diatkide the church would certainly
be lost, without any opportunity for salvation. Td@hismatics who had rebelled against
the church, Cyprian consigned to damnation evémelf died while appearing to
confess Christ:"® Similarly, he argued that the apostates who hadseef to do
penance and relied instead on the intercessidmeainartyrs had already been
abandoned by God and were certainly [8$tEven Catholic penitents unreconciled at
death would presumably have been rejected by Chrigdnly those found within the
church’s communion at the time of the judgment wiadtually appear before Christ
and his saints; they alone would have the oppdstuaiplead for and gain salvatior®
Being in the communion was, therefore, a necedsatrpot a sufficient condition for
admission into the kingdom of heaven. Even oncerreited, therefore, the apostates
could not be confident of being accepted as th@yagzhed Christ’s judgmenit’ This
interpretation of membership in the communion, roveg, explained the traditional
practice of readmitting penitents to communion bethey faced the judgment of
Christ.

When a threat of renewed persecution arose, thejmsdecided that the same privilege
had to be extended to the penitent apostates wdfegzed themselves prepared to
confess Jesus before the authorities. Their dysngartyrs outside—but not in

rebellion against—the church would have given tesambiguities in the significance

of the boundary as the line of demarcation betwbese certainly lost and those who
might be saved. Clearly, the bishops could not etxjmeconvince their people that
Christ would reject penitents who had publicly @ssed his name and died as martyrs.
In presenting their decision to readmit all theifsents, of course, Cyprian and his



colleagues avoided any reference to such a dilenmsi&ad they focused on the plight
of penitents who might suffer accidental death@santary refugees?’ Thus the
popular understanding of both the church’s boundad/the efficacy of martyrdom
may have moved the bishops to avoid the

problem altogether by granting immediate peace to all the penitents.

The power of the face-to-face pressure which can be brought to bear
in a tightly bounded group is also evident in the bishops’ earlier
dealing with the reconciliation of apostates. During the persecution,
Cyprian insisted that the entire community would have to be consulted
in developing a policy for the readmission of the lapsed. 2! The
protests of those who had accepted certificates won them the right to
immediate reconciliation at the first meeting of the African bishops. 122
The faithful made their influence felt on behalf of the sacrificers as
well: many confessed that they also would have fallen under the
coercion; others owed their fidelity to the protection provided by a
patron who had himself sacrificed. The demonstrated loyalty of the
penitents also lent force to their pleas: they had submitted to the
authority of the bishop and rejected the communion offered by the
laxist presbyters; they had persevered in penitential prayer and good
works. 123 Anticipation of a renewal of persecution made this pressure
irresistible: could the penitents be expected to abandon their property
and risk the dangers of exile without being accepted once again into
the community? %% A refusal to reciprocate the penitents’ commitment
would have been unacceptable to many of the faithful and resulted in
defections from the church. '?*> Under pressure from both the faithful
and the penitents, therefore, the bishops redrew the church’s
boundary to include the penitents and provide them the opportunity
for salvation. In contrast, Cyprian had to labor to convince the people
that returning schismatics, once arrogant and rebellious, might be
admitted even into the class of penitents. 2° Though these pressures
were exerted and felt within the face-to-face confines of the
community, their influence was justified by reference to cosmic
realities, particularly the judgment which Christ himself would soon
pass on the bishops. '’ Thus Cyprian articulated the community’s own
understanding of the meaning of its boundary definition and the
cosmic significance of both admission and exclusion.

The community’s belief that the loyal and submissive penitents ought
to be readmitted to the communion so that they could be presented



with its prayers to Christ for judgment was also the basis for its trust
in the power of the ritual of reconciliation to effect the purification
necessary for crossing the church’s boundary. When Cyprian
interpreted the laxist rebellion as a renewal of the demonic attack on
the community’s religious identity, he provided a way for
understanding submission to the bishop and loyalty to the faithful

as a form of adherence to Christ under persecution. This in turn linked
the ritual of reconciliation to the cosmic efficacy of public confession of
the faith. Thus the imposition of the bishop’s hands, the offering of the
penitent’s gift, the sharing of the eucharist could free even one who
had sinned directly against God from the certainty of condemnation
and guarantee a hearing before Christ. Those whom the bishop and
people loosened on earth might indeed be loosened by Christ in
heaven; those whom they held bound, however, would certainly be
held bound. 18

Such ambiguity as remained in the interpretation of the church’s
boundary and the power of its ritual of reconciliation to cleanse the
stain of idolatry arose from a clearly articulated difference between the
standard of judgment which the community could enforce and that
which only Christ himself could apply. The bishops and people, as
Cyprian explained, could judge only on the basis of behavior: those
who had submitted to penance and professed themselves prepared to
defend their faith must be accepted. Christ, however, could read and
judge the intentions of the heart: he would detect and reject those
who had dissembled and deceived the church in order to gain its
peace. 1?° In the same way, the standing faithful who volunteered that
they had intended to comply with the imperial edict had they been
questioned were not excluded from communion or treated as fallen but
were warned to repent and ask Christ’s forgiveness. 3° Still, the
church’s behavioral standard itself retained a certain priority which
Christ was expected to confirm: no martyr need fear being found
unworthy on the basis of hidden intentions; penitents whose bishops
dissented from the common policy and refused them the church’s
peace were lost, though the bishops themselves would answer to
Christ for their lives. 3! In thus making provision for an additional
standard of judgment, based on intention, which would be
administered by Christ alone, the church limited and thereby justified
the efficacy of its ritual of reconciliation and accounted for the
difference between its boundary and that of the kingdom of heaven.



Against the objections of the rigorists, as has been seen, Cyprian’s
church had to satisfy itself not only that its granting of peace on earth
might extend to heaven but that its ritual of reconciliation could purify
the sinner and protect the church from pollution. For this purpose, it
used a differentiation of roles. Communities which espouse not only a
well-defined boundary but a hierarchy of rights and responsibilities
tend to use their rituals as powerful tools not only for defending
against external evil but also

for controlling conflict and contagion within the group. The church, as
has been seen earlier, had a set of well-differentiated roles and could
deal with sin by shifting members from one status to another. The
clergy who took to flight during the persecution, for example, were
suspended from office for conduct which won praise for the laity. 132
Dedicated virgins who failed to maintain their status were urged to join
the ranks of married women within the communion. !** The reconciled
apostates, like Christians who had been guilty of other kinds of serious
sin, were assigned a restricted role within the communion. In this
probationary status, they were more easily expelled for a subsequent
failure and, in particular, were excluded from leadership roles in the
ritual life of the community. These restrictions clearly dissociated the
community as a whole from their sinful behavior and signaled the
ambiguity of their religious status. Christ, who judged intention as well
as action, could be trusted not to hold the entire community
responsible for the sin which it so clearly condemned even in
extending its support to the penitent sinners.

Further evidence of the efficacy of this role differentiation in limiting
the spread of the pollution of idolatry within the church can be seen in
the power which Cyprian assigned to both the demonic and the
Christian rituals. Although contact with idolatry, even involuntary,
might harm and even destroy individual Christians, its power could not
be compared with that of the church’s ritual, the eucharist. During the
persecution, it will be recalled, the Roman confessors charged the
laxist presbyters in Carthage with throwing pearls to swine by
admitting the lapsed to communion. 3% In contrast, Cyprian
subsequently pointed out that the real danger was to the swine rather
than the pearls: those tainted by idolatry were burned by the
consecrated bread or choked when they drank from the cup. !*° Later,
the purified penitents were allowed to receive the precious blood so
that it might strengthen them to shed their own for Christ. 1* Unlike
the rigorists who seem to have regarded their rituals as vulnerable and



liable to serve as carriers of pollution, Cyprian and his people viewed
them as powerful—cleansing or destroying—but incapable of
themselves being polluted or of transmitting contamination. 3£
Analysis of the social structures of the African church indicates the
means which the bishops and people used to solve the problem of
readmitting the lapsed into the communion. The boundary was so
defined as to allow the inclusion of Christians who had proven
themselves worthy of being presented to Christ for judgment, even

if his own approval of them could not be presumed. The various
stations in the church were so specified as to isolate those whose overt
behavior had created doubts about their religious status. The
community was able to limit its judgment to the behavior of sinners
and penitents; it left the intentions of the heart for Christ to assess.
Thus it could trust its rituals—baptism, eucharist and reconciliation—to
achieve their earthly purpose and to effect a real—though less
complete and secure—change in heaven.

The social structure of the rigorist church

The correlation which has been established between the social
organization of Cyprian’s church and its successful response to the
problem of reconciling the lapsed raises the possibility of a similar
analysis of the rigorist community led by Novatian. Such an
investigation, however, is hindered by the quantity and quality of the
evidence. Novatian’s surviving writings on the subject are limited to
the letters he drafted for the clergy and confessors during the
persecution, two of which have been preserved. His rebellion against
Cornelius and his stance on the status of the apostates was reported
only by his opponents. Unrelated treatises and the exhortations which
he addressed to his community might provide some indication of the
attitudes they shared. Even from such meager evidence, however,
some points are clear.

Novatian’s community was an intentional and exclusive group. Each of
its members made the decision to break away from the established
Christian church in Rome, protesting the admission of the lapsed into
its communion. For the purpose of preserving a community free of
contact with idolatry, they set aside the significance of church unity
and of the established procedures for the selection of church leaders.
For the most part, they maintained this commitment to purity even



when some imprisoned confessors who had originally supported them
abandoned the cause and in spite of the continuing attacks of the
bishops who supported Cornelius and his policy of reconciling the
lapsed. 18 The community may even have used its eucharistic services
as a ritual of renewing commitment to the church and its ideals. 132
Thus Novatian’s community may have been more intentionally

cohesive than that of either Cyprian or Cornelius.

This rigorist church defined its boundary by an active fidelity to Christ.
In the letter he drafted for the Roman clergy during the persecution,
Novatian asserted that the baptismal commitment

forbade all stratagems by which a confession of faith might be
avoided. *° No distinction, therefore, could be made between those
who had employed legal fictions to obtain certificates and those who
had actually sacrificed, either voluntarily or even under coercion. **! To
Christians of this persuasion, Cornelius’ decision to readmit the bishop
Trofimus and his entire community despite the fact that they had been
guilty of sacrifice would have provided adequate cause for rebellion. 42
Furthermore, the decision of the council gathered in Rome to grant
peace to the certified would have confirmed Novatian’s followers in
their opposition. This church then steadfastly refused to readmit
anyone who had been tainted by idolatry after baptism, denying even
the traditional deathbed reconciliation to penitents. !** The
community’s concern with the pollution of idolatry was also evident in
Novatian’s later exhortations. His treatise on the Jewish food law
singled out the prohibition of food offered to idols as the one element
of these regulations which had not been abrogated by Christ.
Dedication to the demon, he explained, ruined the goodness which the
Creator originally bestowed upon these meats. '** Novatian and his
people, it seems, established their individual and communal identity on
a commitment to Christ which tolerated no compromise with
competing religious practice.

The particular cosmic significance which the Novatianist church
assigned to its boundary remains somewhat ambiguous. Certainly, the
community believed that it could retain its saving relationship to the
kingdom of heaven only by excluding idolaters. Further, it asserted
that communion with idolaters had destroyed the sanctifying power of
the rituals of the other communities. *> While the rigorists believed
that the church had not been given the power to forgive the sin of
apostasy, they might have believed that Christ himself could release



the penitents from their bondage at the judgment. *® A number of
indicators of such a view can be identified. During the persecution, it
will be recalled, Cyprian himself had enunciated just such an
understanding of Christ’s sovereign freedom to judge what the church
could not. '*” Later, he charged the Novatianists with inconsistency in
exhorting the apostates to penance but refusing them communion. 148
The Novatianists might also have expected that repentance would lead
to the reversal of idolatry by public confession of Christ or even
martyrdom. Cyprian offered this as a motive for repentance while he
was still denying reconciliation. *° In defending their decision to
readmit the sacrificers, the African bishops anticipated what may have

been a

Novatianist objection that the penitents could win the crown of
martyrdom even outside the communion. **° These rigorist Christians,
therefore, may have assumed that idolaters excluded from the church
could still be saved by actions performed outside the unity of the
church. Unlike Cyprian’s community, therefore, the Novatianists might
have recognized that the kingdom could extend beyond the
communion of the church.

Whatever heavenly significance the rigorist church assigned to its
earthly boundary, concern for its definition and defense tended to
suppress the significance of the differentiation of roles within it.
Novatian did retain the hierarchical structure of the church: he had
himself consecrated bishop by the requisite three colleagues and then
sought recognition and sharing of communion with other bishops; he
subsequently ordained and sent out bishops to establish faithful
communities in cities where he judged the existing churches as having
failed. Still, Novatian and his supporters subordinated the cosmic
significance of the church’s offices and the procedures for filling them
to the overriding value of fidelity to Christ. Although he had agreed to
a broad consultation of bishops, clergy and laity to establish a policy
for dealing with the lapsed, he refused to credit the resulting
consensus when it opposed his own convictions on the demands of
Christian faith. °! He then violated the procedure established for
selecting a new bishop by arranging his own ordination after Cornelius
had been elected and installed. Though he sought an admission into
the communion of other bishops, his objective seems to have been
gaining adherents to his own position rather than extending
recognition to bishops who disagreed with him. 1>2 When his initiatives
were rejected, he ignored the practice of local control of church office



by choosing, ordaining and sending out replacements for established
bishops who opposed his policies. 1*>®> Novatian also seems to have
denied the religious significance assigned to role differentiation by
other bishops. From his viewpoint, Trofimus’ having been shifted out of
his episcopal role seems to have been irrelevant: no sacrificer could be
admitted to communion. > Finally, in his exhortation to modesty,
Novatian urged a similar practice of sexual continence on all the
members of the church and did not differentiate a greater reward to be
gained by the virginal state. In all its forms, he explained, chastity
divides the Christian from the Roman culture. 1°° In all these ways,
Novatian’s rigorist community seems to have suppressed the
traditional significance of differentiated roles.

In comparison to Cyprian’s community in Carthage, therefore,

Novatian’s church seems to have been slightly higher on the group-
identity scale and lower on the role-differentiation one. The rigorists
might be expected to have focused the power of their rituals on
maintaining the boundary and to have made an appeal to intention as
much as behavior in defining standards of morality within the
community. As shall be seen in a subsequent chapter, Novatian did
protect his church’s boundary by repeating baptismal purification when
a convert came from a rival Christian community. Unlike Cyprian,
moreover, his analysis of the sin of idolatry highlighted the pollution of
the conscience which preceded the defilement of the hands and lips by
sacrificing. Thus he asserted that sacrifice and certificate were
religiously equivalent forms of failure, each betraying an unfaithful
heart. 1°° Finally, his treatment of the Jewish food laws used an
allegorical method, finding the approval and prohibition of various
animals in the moral symbolism of their modes of life rather than in
contact with a contaminating evil. 3£

Novatian’s fear of contamination of the church by the evil of idolatry
seems, then, to be related to the tightly bounded but internally
undifferentiated social structure of his community. A voluntary
community which is focused on maintaining its boundary as a defense
against the encroachments of a threatening evil will tend to be
egalitarian in applying the behavioral code which defines its border. In
the absence of differentiated roles, with the variety of behavioral
standards and rituals which establish them, it would be unable to
isolate and check the spread of contagion within the community. Its
only option would be the radical one of permanent expulsion. Its



concern with the internal purity of the community would help focus its
ethical codes on the inward intention as much as the outward practice
of its members. In such a group, evil may therefore be transmitted
simply by consent, even the tacit consent of allowing a sinner to share
the eucharist.

Conclusion

Analysis of the process by which the Christians who failed during the
Decian persecution were reintegrated into the churches demonstrates
that the African bishops relied on both the community’s boundary and
its internal differentiation of roles. They established that the ritual of
reconciliation could provide an effective means of crossing the
boundary when both the penitent’s action and the community’s
judgment affirmed the cosmic significance and the voluntary

definition of the boundary. In the face of the laxist schism, submitting
to the church could be understood as confessing Christ. Segregating
the reconciled penitents in a limiting role within the communion could
also protect the community from participating in their failure.

By maintaining its behaviorally defined boundary and class structure,
Cyprian’s church also strengthened the efficacy of its rituals. Not only
did the imposition of hands in reconciliation and sharing in the
eucharist modify the standing of the penitents before Christ but these
rituals conferred the Holy Spirit and empowered the Christians to repel
the attacks on their faith and secure the victory which had earlier
eluded them.

Finally, the community was able to assert a behavioral or
performance-based morality through which it could actually enforce its
boundary and class structure without neglecting all considerations of
intention and purpose. Because Christians believed that Christ had
reserved to himself judgment of interior dispositions, they could
tolerate a level of moral and religious ambiguity among fellow
communicants which apparently proved impossible for the rigorists.

The rigorists, in contrast, viewed themselves as vulnerable to
contamination from a threatening evil which was held at bay only by
strict enforcement of the behavioral standards which defined their
boundary. Refusing to assign cosmic significance to internal role
differentiation, they enforced purity rules in an absolute and



egalitarian manner. Thus this church insisted on the efficacy of
baptism and distrusted the ritual of reconciliation. Novatian’s
eucharistic ritual served as a focus for expressing and renewing
interior commitment to the ideals of the community but it was
vulnerable to contamination and lacked the cosmic power to repel evil.
The tightly bounded, egalitarian community seems to have feared the
presence of evil hidden in its midst; it sought constant reassurance of
the interior dispositions of its members. Thus the rigorists attempted
to enforce an intentional as well as a behavioral moral standard.

Given the differences in their social structures and corresponding
religious assumptions, it should be anticipated that Cyprian and
Novatian would have had different reasons for their common stance on
the necessity of rebaptizing converts from competing Christian
communities. Before the analysis turns to this issue, however, the
competing views of the unity and organization of the local church must
be considered.

5
INDIVISIBILITY OF THE CHURCH

Cyprian’s interpretation of the laxist schism ageaonic attack on the church turned
the revolt into an opportunity for the penitenteidibit their loyalty to Christ and thus
reverse their failure in the imperial persecutidhis identification of submission and
fidelity to the church as a form of confession @iriGt rested upon a belief that Christ
had conferred the power to bind and loosen upoarRetd his successor bishops. Thus
the laxist altar and eucharistic communion setgaorest that over which the bishop
presided was a rejection of divine ordinance. Tigerist schism at Rome, in which the
church divided between Cornelius and Novatianedathe question of legitimate
succession from one bishop to the next. As thesestliisms developed, moreover,
Cyprian was faced with first a Novatianist and tladaxist rival, each of whom

claimed to be the true bishop of Carthage. Theywfithe local church, built upon its
bishop and the eucharistic communion gathered umddeadership, became the focus
of the debate. The understanding of the univer@ansunion of bishops, its common
power to sanctify, and its shared responsibilitygoverning the church grew out of the
debate about the local church; it will be considarechapter 8. The present study will
consider first the divisions within the church iar@hage during and immediately after
the persecution. Attention will turn next to th@lplem of competing bishops in a
single city which began in Rome and then spreaiftica. A statement of Cyprian’s



understanding of the unity of the local church wdhclude this chapter.

Thecrisisin Carthage

During and immediately after the Decian persecut@yprian had to deal with four
issues which affected the unity of the Christiaarch in Carthage. He provided an
explanation of the persecution

itself which called the community to greater cobasand avoided singling out any one
group for blame. He also had to exert control dkierexiled confessors who proved to
be a divisive force within the church. His majoolplem, however, was the usurpation
of the roles of the community and its bishop inpleaitential process by a group of
presbyters. Then, as he returned to Carthage fresrovim exile, Cyprian labored to re-
establish the structures which guided the comnferofithe Christians in face of the
challenge to his leadership and the division inrteecharistic fellowship.

Reasons for the persecution

Discord and division within the church provided daliest recorded explanation
which Cyprian offered to his community for the suiihg its members were undergoing
in the persecution. Shortly after his flight fromar@hage, Cyprian claimed a vision in
which the church refused God’s order to pray inccod for certain of its members.
The only conflict attested in the surviving evidenehich might offer an interpretation
of this prophecy had arisen when a group of presbyipposed the election of Cyprian
as bishop but were overruled by the people. Cyjwiaiographer claimed that the
bishop’s patience and goodness later won overgpsments but Cyprian himself
asserted that they consistently worked againsadnsinistration and were eventually
excluded from the churchOne of the presbyters, Novatus, had already bemrsad

of various crimes and the outbreak of persecutioestalled the hearing which had
been expected to result in his removal from offidalhether the vision Cyprian
reported referred to this division, so that memloéisne faction in the community
were refusing to pray for their bishop or clerggnoot be determined. Still, the causes
of discord within the church were widely enough kmndor Cyprian to allude to them

in such veiled terms and significant enough to @ewa plausible explanation for the
catastrophe which God had allowed to descend upmnhurch. Cyprian’s primary
concern, however, was the danger of discord andtdgration of the community under
the imperial pressure. As the persecution continbhedattempted to secure the unity of
the church by urging others to join him in conttibg funds to aid their fellows who
were suffering from loss of property or livelihodduring the year its bishop was in
exile, however, the divisions within the churctCarthage became more active.



Return of the exiled confessors

The first set of Christian confessors were noteactjo torture by imperial officials
but instead were deprived of their property and s@o exile. Some of them returned
to Carthage in triumph and apparently considerethdelves unrestricted by either
Roman law or the behavioral standards of Chridagh. They may have considered
their salvation secured by their confession of §&hkiVhen their conduct was reported
to Cyprian, he proposed to return to the city hiimeedeal with the conflicts. His
advisers convinced him, however, that his preseréd be far more dangerous for
the community> so he asked the clergy to take responsibilitytierchurch in his
stead? He also took the precaution of writing directlythe confessors as a group,
urging that they not only support the efforts af tlergy but use the considerable
influence of their own status to control their distive fellows who were dishonoring
the good name of all confessofdn this and subsequent conflicts he enlisted the
active engagement of all members of the communigniforcing its standards rather
than asserting his episcopal authority alone.

The revolt of the presbyters

The problem which was to dominate the period ofpisecution and several
following years involved a usurpation of episcogatl community authority by a
group of clergy, some of whom had originally oppb#ee election of Cyprian. Using
their position as delegated leaders of the eudiwritial, ® they welcomed back into
communion those of the lapsed who had secureddeifeeace from the martyrs.
They neither required the penitential ritual noraéed the return of the bishop at the
end of the persecution, as they had been instrutttedresponse, Cyprian cautioned
the confessors that the assistance they providegtettapsed was being abused and
threatened to suspend the clergy for violatingdinectives they had received.
Cyprian again tried to defend the rights of the oamity as a whole and to secure
broad support for the established structures dfaity, even when he had to assert
the privileges of his own office against thoseroled for the martyrs.

Cyprian’s contention that the lapsed must not lenedd back into the eucharistic
communion until God had ended the persecution lansl granted peace to the whole
church seems to have won broad agreenighie argued that those who had secured
their persons and property from the imperial thisaperforming the

idolatrous sacrifice should not be welcomed intmmpaunion while the confessors who



were upholding the community’s fidelity to Chrisere still suffering in exile or prison,
having forfeited all their good$® The confessors themselves picked up this point and
specified that the clergy should act upon the fietbé peace they were granting only at
the end of the persecutiofl.Even some of the lapsed recognized its force areedg

to await the cessation of danger and the retutheoaf bishop before petitioning for the
church’s peace?

Next Cyprian argued that the reconciliation of ldggsed on recommendation of the
martyrs was a change in the policy and practigh@thurch, which would affect
everyone in the community. His constant practiceuch matters, he recalled, was to
act only upon the advice of the clergy and conséttie peoplel® Any decision made
in Carthage, moreover, would have repercussiomaigout the churches of Africa
and thus would require consultation with the otbaders!’ A delay would thus be
necessary until the danger had passed and thepsisioold safely assemble with the
clergy and the people. Although the confessorsidicconcede that the consultation of
the bishops was necessary for the implementatioheaf directives, they did recognize
that the crisis was not a local one. After beintitioeed for letters of peace in favor of
the lapsed in Romé® they issued a general declaration of forgivenesalfdhe lapsed
and directed Cyprian to inform his fellow bishopsheir decree™

When some presbyters began to welcome the lapgedommunion on the basis of the
letters of the martyrs alone, Cyprian objected thist procedure violated the right of
the people to advise on the reconciliation of imtlirals who had been excluded for
public sin. The lapsed, he pointed out, should ltavdessed their sin before the
assembled community; their penitence should haee peblicly enacted to
demonstrate their repentance and recommitment; ¢baduct would then have been
judged by the bishop with the advice of the peopPlely after these communal actions
might they have been readmitted to communion thHrdbg ritual of imposition of
hands by both the bishop and the clefdyn usurping the authority of the bishop and
in trampling the rights of the clergy and peoplhe bffending presbyters had not even
respected the restrictions which the martyrs amiessors had themselves placed upon
their patronagée™ In their decree of general forgiveness, if notheit earlier letters for
individuals, the martyrs and confessors had spztifiat the lapsed were to
acknowledge

their sin before the community and submit to the judgment of the
bishop on their conduct since the time of their failure. 2> Though they
made this concession to the authority of the bishops, Cyprian
observed, the confessors had made its exercise extremely difficult. 22
The lapsed would demand that the peace which the martyrs had won
for them in heaven should be granted on earth without either delay or
restriction. In some towns, he reported, mobs of sinners forced the



clergy to admit them to the eucharist. >* Cyprian appealed directly to
the people to enforce their rights to receive an apology and to exact
satisfaction for the betrayal of the shared commitment. 2

In claiming his own rights as bishop, Cyprian tried to present himself
as acting on behalf of the community as a whole. On one significant
point, however, he clearly distinguished the episcopal authority and
power. The confessors were willing to recognize the parts played by
the community, clergy and bishop in actually conferring the peace of
the church. The power to forgive the sin of apostasy, however, was not
only claimed by the martyrs themselves and the confessors serving as
their agents but acknowledged by the lapsed seeking the letters of
peace, those clergy accepting them, and those people who tolerated
the readmission of the apostates. Cyprian was willing to concede the
right of the martyrs to intercede before Christ and to advise the bishop
in judging individuals. 2° He insisted, however, that within the church
only the bishop had been given the power of binding and loosening.

This conflict between the privilege of the martyr and the authority of
the bishop developed in three stages. First, Cyprian asserted the point
which the rebel presbyters were contesting: the bishop is appointed by
God for the governance of the church during the present time; judging
belongs to him and submission to his authority is a necessary sign of
repentance. 2/ Second, groups of lapsed wrote to Cyprian, presuming
to speak for the church and demanding that he recognize the peace
granted them by the martyrs. ?® Instead of undertaking public penance
and petitioning for reconciliation, they laid claim to the status on earth
which the martyr Paulus had promised to secure for them in heaven
immediately. ?° In response, Cyprian cited Mt. 16.18-19, as a
justification of the structure of authority in the church: Peter was
appointed the first bishop, upon whom Christ laid the foundation of the
church; the power given to Peter by Christ was passed to his successor
bishops, who then held and exercised it within their individual
communions. 3° In his last letter from exile, he repeated the text and

drew out its implications: the bishop, not the martyr, was authorized
by Christ to forgive sins; no sinner could find sanctification and
salvation through another source. 3! Third, Cyprian began to question
the intercessory influence of the martyrs. How could they claim to
sway the judgment of Christ because they had professed the faith
when they were advising others to disregard Christ’s teaching in the
gospel. 32 Cyprian would focus this battle on the bishop’s status as the



successor recipient of Christ’s commission to bind and loosen within
the unity of the church and on the limitations of the martyr’s power to
intercede before Christ.

To prevent his own isolation from the community in a stand-off against
the confessors, Cyprian began to form alliances with some who had
actually suffered for their faith and thereby countered the rebel
presbyters and their supporters. He appointed four of them to clerical
office and promised them promotions in the future. 33 He established a
commission including two exiled bishops and two of his own
presbyters; of the four at least three can be identified as confessors. 34
These commissioners were to determine whether all the impoverished
Christians supported by community funds had indeed remained faithful
during the persecution. 3> They were also to recommend candidates for
ordination, presumably to replace both lapsed and rebellious clergy. 3°
This action precipitated an open conflict with the rebels, who
countered that anyone who maintained communion with Cyprian would
be excluded from their own fellowship and denied its funding. 3’ The
excommunication of some rebel leaders *® was supported by a minority
of the clergy and a portion of the faithful, including some penitent
lapsed. 3° Cyprian was provoking strategic divisions in order to secure
a larger unity.

The rebels proceeded to establish a rival communion, headed by five
presbyters, which included other clergy and confessors, many lapsed,
and some faithful who followed the guidance of the confessors. This
group did not, however, elect and ordain its own bishop. Instead, the
dissidents apparently intended to maintain pressure on Cyprian and
force him to admit the entire group into communion on the terms
specified by the confessors. %°

In his last letter from exile, Cyprian analyzed the rebellion as a series
of attacks on episcopal authority. First, the dissidents had refused to
recognize God’s own providential government of the church in the
people’s original selection of Cyprian to be their bishop. ** When the
persecution broke out, these same rebels sullied the glory of the
confessors and set the people against their bishop by granting the
lapsed immediate admission to the eucharist, contrary

to the directives of both. *2 Once the imperial persecution finally
ended, they took up the devil’s work by impeding the repentance and
restoration of the fallen and hindering the efforts of the bishops to



govern the churches. ** Finally, they had attempted to set up a
separate altar and establish a new priesthood. **

Cyprian asserted that the unity of the communion rested upon a
heavenly foundation: as God is one and Christ is one, so must the
church be one. The union of church and bishop was also based upon
divine ordinance: the Lord himself established a single church upon a
single bishop, signified by Peter. To reject the bishop’s authority and
gather a rival communion around a second altar served by an opposing
priesthood, therefore, violated the order which God had established.
Such insurrection must, therefore, be branded as adultery, impiety,
sacrilege, and even idolatry. *> The rebels, therefore, carried a
contagion which could spread disease throughout the entire body of
the church. #® Thus he insisted that every Christian must resist this
attack on the unity of the church. The faithful should shun the rebels,
flee their pollution, and continue to stand fast in the faith. The lapsed,
who had been deceived by the wiles of the devil in the first trial, now
faced an even more insidious temptation: the false communion offered
by the rebels was actually another denial of Christ. In revolting against
the bishops established by the Lord, the fallen would make themselves
permanent exiles from the church and would never be forgiven by
God. ¥ Whoever gathers apart from the bishop and the church,
Cyprian reminded the people, was scattered and lost. 8

Even though he remained separated from Carthage in his exile,
Cyprian had managed to meet the threats which might have resulted
in the dissolution of the community or his own isolation. He had
characterized the misbehavior and usurpations of the confessors and
presbyters as violations of the rights of the other members of the
community as well as the bishop. He had won the support of a number
of confessors and the acquiescence of at least a minority of the lapsed
for his policy. He had asserted the rights of his office within the
context of its service to the whole church. Most importantly, he had
won the delay necessary for building a coalition which would isolate
the rebels and allow him to confront the problems in person.

Restoring the structures of the church

In returning to Carthage, Cyprian faced the task of reviving the
processes through which the community regulated its life and



justifying the procedures which had been challenged by the
persecution and the usurpations of the clergy. He clearly demarcated
the membership of the church and insisted on the marginalized status
of the lapsed. He then specified the privileges of the confessors within
the community and reclaimed the roles of the bishop and people in the
process of reconciling penitents. He also advanced an interpretation of
the conflict and division within the church as a form of persecution, in
which Christ could again be confessed or denied. Finally, he brought
the communal authority of the bishops to bear within local churches.

In the treatise On the Lapsed, which Cyprian seems to have delivered
as an oration to the assembled community upon his return to
Carthage, he clearly marked the line dividing the core community from
those who were at the margins. Though he recognized the
achievements of those who had suffered for their faith, he classified
them with all the rest who had avoided public apostasy, honoring all as
confessors. Thus he asserted that a passive protection of Christian
commitment by allowing the imperial decree’s deadline for performing
the sacrifice to pass unheeded or by voluntary flight into exile to avoid
confrontation with the authorities was as effective a witness to Christ
as public proclamation, even under torture. *° By honoring all the
standing faithful as confessors, he continued to undercut the special
status claimed for those who had actually been apprehended and tried.
% His classification of the fallen was equally global: any who had
voluntarily obeyed the edict by sacrificing, or capitulated under
torture, or acquired certificates of compliance either personally or
through an agent without actually sacrificing. >! All these he placed at
the margin of the community and urged to undertake penance in the
hope of attaining God’s mercy. >2 By acknowledging that they would
have fallen if actually confronted by the imperial officials, some of the
standing faithful challenged this stark classification scheme. >3 Though
Cyprian praised their forthrightness and urged others to imitate their
confession, he required only private repentance of their weakness. >*

In this same oration, Cyprian further attacked the claim that the
martyrs could win forgiveness for the sin of apostasy. He recognized
that they could intercede for the fallen but specified that this would be
done before the tribunal of Christ himself, when he returned to judge
all. They had no role in the meantime, however, while the bishop
judged in Christ’s place within the church. >° Elaborating his earlier
argument, he observed that since their power to petition was



based upon Christ’'s promise to acknowledge thoseashfessed him, it must be
limited by the corresponding threat to deny thoke Wwad denied him. To ignore the
threat was to abandon the promi€dJnlike the bishop, then, the martyrs had no
scriptural basis for an authority to bind and logs® even assurance of effective
intercession>’ Cyprian would later argue that the intercessorg oflthe martyrs was
shared by other Christians; even those who hadinehatanding only through the
protection of others could intercede with God fugit excommunicated benefactots.

The competition between the episcopal and presdytemmunions within the church
at Carthage evinced the overriding value whichAfreean Christians set upon
participation in the unity of the eucharistic fellghip. During and immediately after
the persecution, many confessors and a majoritiyeo€lergy refused to support the
bishops’ policy of withholding this essential meafsalvation or granting it only at
the moment of death. All apparently believed tharethe intercessory power of the
martyrs in heaven would be salvific only if the afades were first admitted to the
church’s communion on eartt.While sharing this belief in the efficacy of euciséic
participation, Cyprian denied its saving powertte tompeting altar set up for the rebel
presbyters’ fellowship. In Peter, he asserted, STimad established the bishop as the
foundation of the church’s communion; altar, ptiestd and bishop’s throne were
consequently inseparable. Any communion gatheradhagthe bishop was opposed to
the church, to Christ and to God; sharing in it ldgarove an obstacle rather than an
aid in gaining access to heavéh.

By reclassifying the penitents and confessors,dwalliing the influence of the martyrs,
and by insisting on the authority exercised bykitstop, Cyprian moved to re-establish
the processes of public repentance and reconoiliatithin the church. In the meeting
they held in Carthage after Easter 251, the bisbbpdrica decided to begin this
process immediately: those who had acquired ceatdés of compliance without
actually sacrificing might be readmitted as soomdssidual cases could be reviewed;
those who had sacrificed could be enrolled as petstand granted peace as death
approached thenfi: The bishops’ claim of authority to deal with tha sf apostasy and
their subjecting the lapsed to the establishedlrfproved a great boon to the
community. A process of reintegration began by Wlalt the sinners could
acknowledge their failure and be accepted by thelevbommunity as penitents, with
the promise of full membership either in the neduife or at

least before their deaths. Cyprian described thegss of public examination of
individual candidates and the exhortations throwith the members of the
community were convinced to accept back even sdatismwho had assaulted the
unity of the church. Admission of the certified@lgsolved at least partially the



perceived unfairness of excluding some who haddeadeprotectors and shields,
thereby enabling their dependants to remain standithin the communiort? In
publicly performing the rituals of repentance aadanciliation, moreover, the entire
church could acknowledge the failures and diviswhg&ch had led to the persecution
and resulted in its lossés.

As has been argued earlier, Cyprian justified fheaey of the ritual of repentance by
interpreting the division of the church initiateg the rebel clergy and their supporters
as a second phase in the persecution which theemqesl a new opportunity for the
lapsed to confess Christ and thereby reverse ¢lagdlier failure. Submitting to the
authority of the bishop and the intercession ofdbmunity rather than relying on the
influence of the martyrs and accepting the falsscpef the schismatics was identified
as an adherence to Christ in the face of temptatigkfter having argued this case to
the lapsed, Cyprian made a similar appeal to tidessors and those of their followers
who were splitting the church. In sectiongdof Unitywhich clearly pertained to this
stage of the conflict, Cyprian warned that the Hesuld tempt not only to idolatry but
to a false form of Christianity’ As he had exhorted his community early in the
persecution to pray with united hearts, so he nibwreed that the efficacy of Christian
prayer depended on the unanimity of the commuiitypse who broke from their
fellow Christians could not assemble separatethépeace of Christ and thus could
not expect God to heed their pray€ior could anyone who had violated the
solidarity of the church on earth hope to enjoypbkace of the kingdom of heaven.
Those who refused to love their brethren on easthdcnot be rewarded by admission
to their company in heaven, even if they had d@dtbnfessing the name of Chri&t.
He concluded that the unity of the church derivednf God and that the community
was thus indivisible; anyone who abandoned the lpagiped together in harmony lost
God, Christ, faith and the hope of salvatith.

During the persecution, Cyprian had begun to baiitdalition of bishops who
supported his opposition to the confessors andetbellious clergy’® The meeting of
bishops from the provinces of Roman Africa in Cagi after Easter 251 to determine
a policy for

the reconciliation of the lapsed ’! strengthened the position of each
bishop in his own church. First, the individual bishops could appeal to
the council’s decision as a justification for the actions which they took
or refused to take in their individual churches. Cyprian, for example,
met the Novatianist charge that he had changed his own rigorous
position after the persecution by appealing to the decree of the council
allowing the certified to be reconciled immediately and the sacrificers
on their deathbeds. 7> Second, the adoption of a rule requiring that
each sinner’s case be heard in the church where the crime had been
committed meant that no bishop could undermine the authority of



another by overruling his decision on an individual. ”> Third, the
bishops reviewed and affirmed the removal of the rebel clergy at
Carthage and further agreed to enforce the excommunication of any
clergy who reconciled the lapsed without penance, 7* again
strengthening the authority of the local bishop over his clergy. Fourth,
individual bishops retained the right to refuse reconciliation of the
lapsed, as they had been given freedom to deny the peace of the
church to adulterers by an earlier council. ”> The council of spring 251
responded to the revolt of the laxists by reasserting the role of the
local bishop in organizing and governing the church.

One bishop in a church

In the spring of 251, the Roman clergy decided that a successor to
Bishop Fabian, who had died a martyr at the outset of the persecution,
could be safely chosen. Cornelius was elected by the clergy and
people, then ordained by sixteen bishops from the surrounding area. 2°
Novatian, who had shaped the policy of delaying reconciliation of the
lapsed during the persecution, objected to the choice and, with the
support of a number of recently released confessors, secured his own
ordination as bishop in opposition to Cornelius. Both Cornelius and
Novatian then solicited letters of recognition from their colleagues
throughout the world. Novatian’s emissaries remained in Carthage,
trying to build support for their cause, while an African episcopal
delegation traveled to Rome to investigate the conflicting claims. %%
This commission found in favor of Cornelius and he was universally
recognized by the African bishops. Undeterred, however, Novatian
worked to establish his rival church in Africa. He sent the bishop
Evaristus and a deacon Nicostratus over to Carthage from Rome. "8 He
also directed letters to the African bishops attacking their delegates’
decision, impugning the

qualifications of Cornelius, and seeking recognition for himself. ’° A
year later, the presbyter Maximus, who had headed the original party
seeking African support for Novatian, was ordained bishop and sent to
contest Cyprian’s position in Carthage. 8 Novatian ordained other new
bishops from among his followers and sent them out to challenge the
established bishops who held to communion with Cornelius and
practiced the reconciliation of the lapsed. 8! Although they won some
support, the rigorists did not pose a significant threat to Cyprian and
his colleagues. 8 The primary problem in Africa was rather the
development of the laxist opposition into a separate church.



At the first meeting of African bishops after the persecution, in May
251, a group of lapsed bishops led by Privatus, the previously deposed
bishop of Lambaesis, presented themselves for recognition. Though
they were condemned and excluded from fellowship, they appeared
again in May 252, apparently hoping to be admitted to communion
along with their congregations. 3 Rebuffed a second time, the five
bishops proceeded to ordain Fortunatus bishop of the laxist community
in Carthage and to establish a rival college of bishops in Africa,
claiming some twenty-five members in the province of Numidia. ®* The
rebels immediately sent a delegation to Rome to seek recognition. &
Initially, Cornelius refused to receive them but when they threatened
to make the whole dispute public, he granted a hearing in which
letters attacking Cyprian and his colleagues were read out. Although
the Roman church denied the laxists’ demand that Cyprian be deposed
and Fortunatus admitted to communion, Cornelius then had to deal
with Cyprian’s outrage at the proceeding itself. 8¢

The analysis will consider first the process by which bishops were
selected as a basis for understanding Cyprian’s teaching that they
received the authority Christ had conferred upon Peter. Next, the
composition and revision of the treatise On Unity and its
characterization of the structure of the local church must be explored.
Third, the role of the bishop as the guarantor of the unity of the local
church will be specified. Finally, the justification for granting peace to
the lapsed who had sacrificed because of their confession of the unity
of the church will be reviewed.

The succession of bishops

The issue between Cornelius and Novatian in Rome, and later between
Cyprian, Maximus and Fortunatus in Carthage, was not

whether a local church might be served by more than one bishop.
Neither the history of Israel nor the Roman political system nor even
the Trinitarian theory of the third century church provided a model of
shared imperium.%” Each of the rival bishops in Rome sought the
exclusive recognition of his fellow bishops. 8 Cornelius denied all
legitimacy to his opponent and reported that Novatian was requiring a
loyalty oath from his communicants and a vow not to return to
Cornelius. 8 When a group of schismatic confessors did rejoin
Cornelius, each was required to affirm that there could be only one
bishop in a Catholic church. ?° Novatian sent out bishops to other



cities, intending to supplant the existing bishops who had refused to
recognize him, just as he had attempted to overthrow Cornelius in
Rome. °! Similarly, the laxist bishop of Carthage sought the approval
of the Roman bishop as the replacement, not the colleague, of
Cyprian. °2 Displaying a prejudice against the multiplication of bishops,
many of the laity who had joined the laxist schism in Carthage refused
to support Fortunatus as a rival bishop and returned to Cyprian’s
communion. 2> The bishops of Africa had themselves drawn up a list of
all approved bishops and sent a copy to Rome, so that no one would
unwittingly recognize a schismatic or lapsed pretender. °* All parties
assumed that only one bishop could preside in a local church.

Neither in practice nor in theory did Cyprian provide any indication of
the manner in which new churches and bishoprics were established,
though his theory of episcopal succession to Peter and the other
apostles of Jesus clearly required the expansion of the college. His
explanatory efforts were focused instead on the disputed cases in
which rivals fought over succession to existing sees. The procedure for
the succession of bishops was designed to establish a single bishop in
each town or city and to secure his status through recognition by other
bishops in an episcopal college of indefinite extension. A bishop was
replaced only upon his death or deposition, so that no bishop had a
role in selecting his successor and handing on his episcopal power and
responsibilities. °> In most instances, bishops died in office. Those who
voluntarily resigned after a public sin were often allowed to remain in
communion among the people. °® When a bishop had to be removed
by the action of his colleagues, exclusion from communion seems to
have resulted, as in the cases of Privatus of Lambaesis and some of
the bishops who sacrificed or did not require penance of the lapsed in
Africa. °’ Cornelius achieved the removal of the three bishops who had
consecrated Novatian, though one confessed his fault and was

allowed to remain in communion among the laity. °® The church was
not in a position, as it would be after the Constantinian toleration, to
utilize the assistance of the government in removing a bishop who had
been deposed. Successful action, therefore, might require extensive
collaboration among a wide range of bishops, in order to render an
obstinate bishop ineffectual. Thus Donatus of Carthage and Fabian of
Rome were needed to endorse the deposition of Privatus of Lambaesis.
%9 The removal of Marcianus of Arles was beyond the power of the
bishops of his province, so that the support of the bishops of Carthage



and Rome was being sought. 1°° In extreme cases, the bishops had to

urge the congregation to withdraw and abandon its deposed leader. 1%

Following a death or deposition, a new bishop was elected by the laity,
and perhaps the clergy, with the approval of the neighboring bishops.
192 cyprian appealed to the precedents set in the selection of a
replacement for Judas, the choice of the seven deacons, and the
installation of the Israelite priests to justify the role and responsibilities
of the community in securing a worthy candidate for the office. °2 The
election need not have been unanimous—it was not in the choice of
either Cyprian or Cornelius. The successful candidate may not always
have been a member of the community he would head: in inscribing
the confessor Numidicus among his presbyters, Cyprian indicated that
this confessor was destined for higher honors, presumably outside

Carthage. 1%

A newly elected bishop was installed in office and given his authority
not by his predecessor, who was dead or deposed, but by the bishops
who supervised the election and performed the ordination. The
surviving evidence indicates that Cornelius was consecrated by sixteen
bishops, 1°°> Novatian by three, 1% and Fortunatus by five.'®” No bishop
or Christian community, therefore, was autonomous; each was
necessarily part of a broad network of bishops and their churches.

The number of consecrators could be important in securing the
recognition of other episcopal colleagues, without whose acceptance a
new bishop could not function effectively. Cyprian argued that once an
election had been completed and the candidate installed by the
attending bishops, no other bishop could be elected as a replacement.
Any dispute over the succession had only to establish which of the
claimants had first completed these two stages of the process. % In
Novatian’s challenge to Cornelius, however, the argument was
advanced that Cornelius was unworthy of the office because he lacked
integrity 1° and had entered into communion

with sacrificers. 1° Cyprian defended Cornelius against the charges
themselves ! and argued that a different procedure had to be

followed if havere to be removed from office. 12

Letters of communion were apparently granted routinely to the new
bishop by his colleagues upon announcement of his election in a
particular church, on the supposition that the selection was undisputed



and consecration had been proper. !1* The consecrators, particularly
the principal bishop of a province, may have had an important role in
testifying to the regularity of the process. When Cornelius and
Novatian competed for the recognition of the bishops of Africa, ! for
example, those bishops sought the testimony of their colleagues who
had been present at the election. ' The process of approval also
seems to have been mediated through the churches in the major
cities, with those bishops taking responsibility for informing and

coordinating the responses of their colleagues. 11°

Significant elements of Cyprian’s theory of episcopal office can be
correlated with the process of electing, installing and recognizing new
bishops. He argued that divine providence would not abandon the
church in the important process of choosing a bishop, so that the
election by the people actually reflected the prior divine choice of a
particular candidate. ''” He then inferred that anyone who opposed a
candidate once elected and established was contesting the decision of
God. '8 Furthermore, he asserted, this refusal to submit to the
judgment by which God had declared a particular candidate suitable
for office was the origin of heresies and schisms within the church, and
by implication the work of the devil. }!° The experience of having the
presbyters who steadfastly opposed his own election end up as rebels
against the church seems to have served as a foundation for his
judgment. ?° It would have been confirmed by the unworthiness
which the previously trusted Novatian displayed once passed over by
the people of Rome in favor of Cornelius. 2! Thus he argued that even
had Novatian been properly elected and installed as bishop of Rome,
he would have lost his place in the episcopal college when he sent out
replacements for other bishops who had been properly installed in
other cities. *2 Cyprian later observed that only Cornelius was later
arrested by the imperial government: Satan had not attacked
Novatian, who was already one of his own. 23 Despite his appeal to a
divine sanction for elected candidates, Cyprian also argued that
congregations had to act responsibly in electing or retaining a leader
and that bishops had to be careful in approving and entering into
communion with colleagues. The laity must neither select an unworthy
bishop nor act in false loyalty

to a fallen one. ﬁThough he chided Antoninus for indecision about
Cornelius, Cyprian carefully answered all the questions raised about
his suitability for office. 1> Later he intimated that Stephen was in
danger of communicating in the apostasy and blasphemy of Basilides



and Martialis through his negligence in investigating the charges which
had led to their being deposed and replaced. ?® The process of
electing, approving and confirming bishops indicated that they were
chosen by God and functioned as members of a collegial body.

On the Unity of the Catholic Church

The episcopal commission sent by the African bishops to Rome was
charged not only with determining which of the candidates had been
properly elected and installed but was to attempt to resolve the
conflict and restore unity. 12’ Caldonius and Fortunatus may well have
carried a version of On Unity which Cyprian had originally directed
against the laxist schismatics in Carthage. °® When their efforts failed,
Cyprian tried to convince the confessors who had followed Novatian
into schism to return to the unity of the church. ?° Acknowledging
their desire to defend the gospel of Christ against the laxists as they
had against the persecutors, he warned that they must guard their
holiness within the unity of the church. 130 To demonstrate his
sympathy for their insistence on the purity of the church, he also sent
along copies of On the Lapsed, in which he had both demanded
penance without promising reconciliation until the time of death and
On Unity, in which he upheld the indivisibility of the church. *3! His
efforts were successful: the formula in which Cyprian had asserted the
unicity of God, Christ, church and bishop was incorporated into the
statement by which the confessors publicly submitted to Cornelius and
were received into his communion. 32 He then congratulated them on
their confession of the unity of the church. 133

Cyprian’s treatise On the Unity of the Catholic Church, which was used
against both the laxist and rigorist schisms, summarized his thinking
on the church. The text has been transmitted in two manuscript
versions which differ principally in chapters 4, 5 and 19. 3* The
contrasting versions of these chapters are generally referred to as the
Textus Receptus (TR) and the Primacy Text (PT), which latter was at
one time considered an interpolation into the former but is now
recognized as an alternate version deriving from Cyprian himself. At
least one version of On Unity was certainly

produced by the middle of 251, when Cyprian recortie sending of the treatise to the



Roman confessors®® Moreover, portions of the common text clearly refléhe issues
under debate in Africa and ltaly at that tifi&.Cyprian warned that the confessors
were in greater danger after their triumph and tihey were being tempted under the
guise of the Christian gospel rather than solicitedngage in idolatry>’ He asserted
that not even martyrdom can bring salvation tositlsmatic'*® He elaborated these
points through a number of other scriptural citasiovhich also appeared in
contemporary letter$® Jer. 23.16-17 warns of the danger of false propf&tsit.
15.14 characterizes the leaders of the oppositdsliad guides*' 2 Tim. 2.17
compares the speech of heretics to carlcerit. 12.30 asserts that those who do not
gather with Christ scattel*> The text of Eph. 4.4-6 well illustrates Cypriantsjective
in 251: he alluded to the text to link the uniafyGod, Christ, faith, church and throne
founded on Peter but passed over the text's referenbaptisn**

The specific variants in thHerimacy Texwersion ofOn Unityseem to indicate that
Cyprian introduced these changes when he senéxihéotRome to try to effect a
reconciliation between Cornelius and Novatianoantluence the return of the
Novatianist confessors to unity. The referencénéodrimacy of Peter in chapter 4
might have served the same function as the latererece to the Roman church as the
chair of Peter, the source of the unity of the chuwhich Cyprian used as an
accusation of the laxists when they sought recagnfor a second bishop in Carthage.
> The Roman church should certainly have recognizatlih giving power to Peter
first, Christ had demonstrated the unity of chuaold chair. To desert the unity and
chair of Peter, therefore, was necessarily to abatide church'*® The more specific
reference in chapter 19 to the penance being wadertby “those who had sacrificed”
accurately described the situation in the time betwthe African councils in 251 and
253 when only the certified had been reconciledtardsacrificers continued to do
penancel*’ The more inclusive reference to the “lapsed” wdwdgte been part of an
earlier version prepared for Cyprian’s own churtiCarthage or presented to the
Afric?zr;3 council in spring 251. It did not descrithee situation at any time after spring
253.77

The specific variants in thBextus Receptusersion of chapters 4 and 5, as well as the
issues which were addressed and scriptural passdmes were adduced in support,
clearly belong to the later period of the contreyeon rebaptism, as shall be argued

below.1

Thus On Unity seems to have been written for delivery in Carthage in
spring 251, and then revised when it was sent to Rome that summer,
either with the episcopal commission investigating the election or later
when it was sent to the Novatianist confessors. It was then
substantially rewritten during the rebaptism controversy in 256 not
only to remove ambiguities in the statements made about Peter in the
version sent to Rome but to forge a clearer link between the unity and



sanctifying power of the episcopate itself. The text will be used to
interpret Cyprian’s justification of the unity of the local church against
the laxist and rigorist schisms of spring and summer 251, except as it
clearly indicates a later revision.

The most striking image of the unity of the church Cyprian introduced
in On Unity was the tunic of Christ, which had been woven in one piece
from the top to the bottom and remained undivided. The unity of the
church, symbolized by that garment, comes from the Father and from
heaven; it cannot be divided. In contrast, the Prophet Ahijah divided
his cloak into twelve parts to symbolize the division of the kingdom
and people of Solomon. Christ’s people cannot be torn apart; some
may leave but the church remains whole and undivided. *°° This
exegesis may have been directed at the laxist presbyters. Nor could
the schismatics appeal to the words of Christ in Mt. 18.19-20 that
where two or three gathered in his nhame and prayed together, he
would be among them and the Father would hear their prayer. This
promise applied, Cyprian contended, only to those who were joined in
harmony with the whole community and prayed in unanimity, not to
those who separated themselves off in opposition. °* He added a
second image aimed at the Novatianists: when Christ himself had
proclaimed one flock and one shepherd, how could they pretend to
establish two flocks and two shepherds in the same place? 12

The two levels of composition seem to be revealed in the successive
commentaries on those leaving the church. Apparently referring to the
conflict which had characterized the presence of the opposing
presbyters in the church at Carthage, Cyprian explained that only the
evil leave the church, like chaff from the threshing floor, because they
never belonged within it. Their loss has been our gain, he exclaimed.
153 The following argument might have been aimed at Novatian and
the confessors supporting him. The coming of schism within the church
was a divine judgment before the end time, *>* in which people were
judged not by the bishops but by the exercise of their own freedom.
The resulting division revealed the true faithful and unmasked the
hidden traitors. **> This barb could

only have been aimed at the Roman situation, amdulstanding presbyter who
revealed his true colors by usurping the namesidp by irregular ordination.



The first version oDn Unifywas directed against the schismatics in Carthagera
Rome, attacking them for attempting to divide tharch. In it, Cyprian advanced the
thesis that the church was indivisible becausentsy rested upon a divine
foundation. Those who left separated themselvas febirist and his church; they
took nothing of its sanctifying power with them amad no access to salvation. The
images employed in the treatise broadened Cypreariger emphasis on the role of
the bishop by stressing the integrity of the comityutself.

The bishop in the local church

Against the assaults of rigorists and laxists aliBgprian asserted that the bishop was
first and foremost the leader of a local churcHijllung the role which Christ had
assigned to Peter as the rock of foundatidtRelying on the Petrine authority to

bind and loosen, he concluded that the bishop kad Bppointed by Christ as judge
and leader in the time between his ascension dnthrim judgment>>’ In reflecting

on Peter’s response when Christ challenged higptiscin the Bread of Life

discourse of John’s Gospel, Cyprian explainedwiett Peter had said of Christ
himself applied to the church: the Christian cdind no other way to salvatiof?®

That church, therefore, was itself in the bishog e bishop in the church, so that to
abandon the bishop was to lose the church andtCtimiself.1>

When the African laxists consecrated a bishop fantltage and applied to Cornelius
in Rome for the deposition of Cyprian and recogmitof their own candidate,
Fortunatus, their principal charge was that Cypwvias himself guilty of dividing the
church through his refusal to accept the schismatio communion. In defense, he
asserted that he regularly labored to overcomaiimaosity which he found within
his own people against the rebels who had arrogdetpised their communion and
the religious standards they upheff. This attack on a bishop who required
repentance of those who had publicly denied Chgistacrificing was in fact an
assault on the church itself. Cornelius, he impheds being derelict in his own duty
when he entertained the petition of these peoplewuld force their way into the
church by threats rather than be welcomed by repest:®

In explaining why unworthy bishops must be remofrech office, Cyprian pointed to
the episcopal role of offering the community’s dlda and interceding for its welfare.
%2 He also found the unity of the local church symibatdi in its eucharistic celebration.
The irreversible mingling of water into wine symizeld the inseparable unity of the
people with Christ. The joining together of the manains of wheat through grinding,
moistening and baking signified the unity of theiath itself as the body of Chridf2
The crushing of many grapes and mingling of th&g into the one cup carried the
same significance®* Concretely, he argued that the eucharistic celielorabuld not

be dispersed into private homes but required teerably of the entire communit}?>

In Cyprian’s way of thinking, the local church waspecific social group with an



identifiable membership, sharing eucharistic feBbyp under a bishop. To refuse to
adhere to such a community under the leadershageditimate bishop was to be
outside the church and by implication ineligible participation in the kingdom of
Christ.

Reconciling the sacrificers

The division between Cyprian’s community in Carthaad its rivals, both laxists and
rigorists, had been thoroughly hardened by thergits to establish bishops for each of
the schismatic groups. As has been argued abaserdsented Cyprian and his
colleagues with an opportunity to justify the recitiation of the sacrificers who had
persevered in penance in submission to the bishtigedCatholic church rather than
accepting the peace of a competing commuri§he reconciliation of the certified
among the lapsed and the admission of the sacsfae®penitents in 251 had relieved
conflicts within the community. Tension had beerdng again, no doubt, through the
admission of penitents during the seasons of surilmess.’®” Some of the sacrificers
admitted to communion on what were taken to be theathbeds had then recovered
and remained in communion while their fellows conéd as penitentﬁThese
disparities are evident in the questioning of thdier decree. One bishop proceeded
with the private reconciliation of a former prestrythough he was not in danger of
death:**? another urged that those who had failed underr®ghould be given
preference over others who had volunteered tofaaeri™

When the bishops met in council in spring 253, tlegided to authorize admitting all
the penitents into communion without further delBlye bishops argued that signs and
warnings of a new

outbreak of persecution had moved them to act.dBeesion was justified, however,
by the loyalty which the penitents had consisteddynonstrated toward the church.
> Unlike the many who had abandoned the Christiandifmpletely or had taken up
arms against the church as schismatics, theseep&nttad never wavered from their
determination to regain the communion of the chur@They had accepted the
connection Cyprian had made explicit between thkaity to forgive sins and the
one bishop in the one true churtf.In welcoming the penitents backs into
communion, he and his colleagues recognized thiession of faith in the unity of
the church which the penitents had made, a coniesghich they believed would be
approved by God and crowned with martyrdéff.

Later, during the controversy over rebaptism, Gypsvould reassert this
foundational link between the office of bishop, thety of the church, and the power
to forgive sins. Then he would use two premisasyvalidate the rituals of



schismatics. First, in practice everyone agreetidhly one bishop could be found in
a local church. Second, all should recognize thiatane bishop held and exercised
the power to sanctify. Thus for a bishop to recegrhe power of a rival to baptize
was necessarily to give up his own claim to théauity and the office of bishop; it
was also to concede the title of church to the atimg assembly and place oneself
outside the kingdom of God. Because the bishopwedeand held the powers given
to Peter, he was the foundation and guaranteeeairifty and holiness of his

communioni?®

The unity of thelocal church

By the end of the council of African bishops in 8ping of 251, the main lines of
Cyprian’s theory of the unity of the local churclene already clearly established. In
response to the Novatianist and laxist attempéstablish competing churches, the
theory was applied and developed but not changeel church was a concrete unity,
a particular group of people sharing eucharistiofeship and exclusive faith in
Christ, under the leadership of their elected awdgnized bishop. The common
welfare had to take precedence over the religioasl @f any individual and no
Christian’s standing before God might be separatad that of the community as a
whole. Those who violated the explicit or implieghlavioral code of the community
were excluded and might be readmitted only thraaugbnegotiation of that code—as
in the

case of the certified—or a public acknowledgmerthefr failure to follow the agreed
practice and a commitment to do so thereafter—é#sertase of the sacrificers. Both
procedures involved the community as a whole. Tarmmunity could tolerate
disagreements, tensions and rivalries among itsbeesrbut not a break in eucharistic
fellowship. If a division occurred, only one of tharts actually remained a church. The
others were deprived of all connection with God &dist; they were demonic shams,
no better than the idolatrous gatherings of impaoaiety.

Cyprian provided two different justifications fdre unity of the local church: the
indivisible unity of the community and the unityroeng from its leader. The bishop
elected leader of the church was actually a suocés$eter, upon whom Christ had
founded the unity of the church and through whowrhezurch received its power to
sanctify by forgiving sins. The bishop must notiadependently of either the people in
his own church or the leaders of other churchepri@y’s people believed that they
had the right to be consulted and heard both oompajlicy changes and in significant
decisions about persons, such as the selectiofficdrs and the admission of penitents.
The selection and installation of a bishop demaestt that no community was
autonomous; it must coordinate its decisions aadtfmes with those of other churches.



The bishop’s inheritance of Peter’s authority todoand loosen, to judge and forgive,
could enable him to serve as a unifying foundatibthe local church.

The community itself was established as indivisthl®ugh the divine will. Like the
tunic worn by Christ, the church could not be tapart and divided into pieces. As the
flock of Christ, it must be united and thus havéyame pastor in each town. The unity
of the members of the community with one anothes sacramentally symbolized in
their union with Christ in the one loaf and one afiphe eucharistic celebration.

Both these positions would be revisited in the tondver the rebaptism of schismatics
and purity of the church. Finally, they would grovto twin foundations of a theory of
the church spread throughout the world. 99

6
INITIATION INTO UNITY

The division of the Christians in Africa into three competing
communions, each with its own college of bishops, involved conflict
over the efficacy of the rituals performed in other churches. Initially,
the conflict focused on the ritual of penance: the laxists questioned the
efficacy and necessity of the Catholic ritual of reconciliation; the
Catholics restricted the intercessory power of the martyrs on which the
laxists relied. The rigorists claimed that only Christ could forgive the
sin of apostasy and concluded that the Catholic and laxist eucharistic
fellowships had both been polluted by the participation of the lapsed.
Catholics rejected the eucharistic celebrations of laxists and rigorists
as violations of the unity of Christ’s church. Each denied the efficacy of
the others’ eucharistic celebration as a pure sacrifice sanctifying the
community and qualifying its members for entrance into the kingdom
of Christ. The competing churches were soon questioning the efficacy
of the primary ritual of purification and forgiveness, baptism. The
laxist practice remains unknown but the rigorists rebaptized converts
from the Catholic communion. The Catholic bishops debated the
necessity of rebaptizing a convert who had originally been baptized in
a competing communion.

In the period immediately following the persecution and division of the
church, it may be presumed that most of the separated laxists and
rigorists had been baptized originally in the Catholic communion. Some
of their adherents, however, might have been baptized in the laxist
and rigorist communions. Catechumens, for example, might have



participated in the rebellion over the reception of the lapsed. The
children born to schismatics might also have been baptized in these
new communions. * In the following years, new members may have
made their first approach and commitment to Christianity in these
churches. 2 Eventually, some of the schismatics became dissatisfied
with their leaders or were persuaded by the

competitors’ arguments; they left one communion for another,
bringing their families with them. Those originally baptized as Catholics
were received as penitents, just as the lapsed themselves had been. 2
The question of how to receive converts baptized in schism became
the focus of debate.

Where did these converts actually come from and by whom had they
originally been baptized? The laxist hierarchy was established in Africa
after the petition of the dissident bishops for recognition at the council
in the spring of 252. * A rigorist bishop had challenged Cyprian less
than a year earlier. > The first firmly dated correspondence between
Catholic bishops raising the question of rebaptizing converts from
schism can be placed no later than spring 255, a maximum of four
years later. ® Would these three or four years have allowed adequate
time for significant numbers of schismatic Christians to pass through
the final stages of catechumenate in the laxist or rigorist communion,
enter that church through baptism, become dissatisfied, then petition
entrance into the Catholic church, pass a period of preparation as a
Catholic penitent or catechumen, and finally be ready for admission
into the church by baptism or the imposition of hands? ’ The
documents of the controversy never hint that most of the subjects
involved may have been children, who would be received without a
probationary period. ® The initial years of the schism, when the threat
of renewed persecution loomed, moreover, seems an unlikely period
for rapid expansion of newly established schismatic churches through
recruitment of polytheists. ° The Novatianists would have been likely to
enforce the full time of preparation of candidates for baptism, since
they rebaptized even those who had already been initiated into the
Catholic communion. They would also have been hampered in making
new converts by the lack of an indigenous clergy; most were
missionaries sent from Italy. % The laxists, with their native clergy and
established network, are the more likely source of the troublesome
converts. In fact, the laxist church would have integrated the
adherents of Privatus of Lambaesis when he established the laxist
episcopal college in spring 252. Privatus had been deposed as much as



a decade earlier but apparently continued to lead a local church, in
which he would presumably have performed baptism on a regular
basis. !! Some of the adherents of Privatus in Lambaesis may have
refused to remain in his church after he had entered into communion
with sacrificer bishops, such as Jovinus, Maximus and Repostus, and
with the congregations of sacrificers which made up the laxist church.
12 Thus the African laxist church

must be considered the most likely source of already baptized converts
to the Catholic communion, particularly in Numidia.

The inquiry addressed by the Numidian bishops to their Proconsular
colleagues clearly indicated that some converts were entering their
communion who had originally been baptized in schism. 1* The
operating hypothesis of this investigation, therefore, will be that the
laxist community in Africa provided the converts who initiated the
discussion of rebaptism. The earlier conflicts over the power to forgive
the sin of idolatry, moreover, made the efficacy of schismatic baptism
a more pressing issue in Africa than in Italy. This would account for
the unanimity and adamancy of the African bishops in upholding the
necessity of rebaptizing converts from schismatic churches. Although
the rigorist church actually practiced rebaptism, both in Italy and
Africa, the focus of the controversy in Africa was the laxist church. ¢

Whether as a practical or theoretical issue, the question actually arose
of the ritual by which those baptized in a schismatic church were to be
received into the communion of the Catholic church: as reconciled
penitents by the imposition of hands to restore them to membership,
as baptized neophytes by the imposition of hands to confer the Holy
Spirit incorporating them into the church, or as catechumens by the
full ritual of baptism? Because the separation of the churches did not
involve differences in belief about the Christian God, it revived an older
controversy over heretical baptism within the African church, which
then grew into a major conflict involving the overseas churches.

The course of the conflict

The value of baptism administered in a competing Christian
communion had apparently been debated years earlier in Africa.
Cyprian regularly attacked the efficacy of heretical baptism by
referring to the teaching of Marcion, whose influence had peaked
during the previous century. Tertullian’s own judgment on heretical



baptism might have been the source of Cyprian’s assertion that those
who do not share the same God and Christ could not share the same
baptism. 1> Schismatic baptism, however, may have been an unsettled
question. A council of bishops from Numidia and Proconsular Africa
held when Agrippinus was bishop of Carthage established a common
policy, whose application was being called into question during
Cyprian’s day. ° The council may have pronounced on the inefficacy of
heretical baptism alone or perhaps

of that performed in schism as well. ” No record of the meeting itself
survived and the subsequent evidence is ambiguous. Some of
Cyprian’s letters asserted that Agrippinus’ council rejected all baptism
performed outside the church 8 but one specified that it dealt with
heretical baptism. ° Firmilian of Caesarea in Cappadocia, to whom
Cyprian appealed for support, indicated that although his church had
always rejected the baptism given by heretics, it had been required to
reconsider that performed by the Montanists, who supported the
Trinitarian formula and faith. ?° He also implied that the African
bishops had changed their custom first on heretical and then on
schismatic baptism. 2

That a controversy over schismatic baptism arose following the laxist
and rigorist schisms also suggests that only the issue of heretical
baptism had been considered and determined at Agrippinus’ council. A
group of bishops in Numidia wrote to their colleagues in Proconsular
Africa in spring 254 or 255, seeking guidance about the admission of
schismatics, who shared their own faith and had originally been
baptized according to the same ritual they used. %2 In responding,
Cyprian tried to demonstrate that the two communities did not in fact
share the same faith: denying the church’s power to forgive sins was
actually heresy. 2> Even at the council in September 256, only four of
the eighty-seven sententiae mentioned schismatics, as distinct from
heretics; of these only two took note of the difference between them.
>* The status of baptism performed in schism as distinguished from
heresy, therefore, may have remained unresolved in the African
church at the time the question was raised by the Numidian bishops. 2>

In the competition between Christian communions after the Decian
persecution, moreover, the practice of accepting a rebel bishop’s
baptism carried new implications which changed the nature of the
question itself. The dispute over the admission of those who failed
during the persecution had focused on the power of the bishop to



forgive sins and the conditions under which it might be exercised.
Cyprian had argued that the laxists had no access to such authority;
he had also defended against the rigorist charge that he and his
colleagues lacked such power. Those, and only those, bishops in
proper succession from the apostles had received the power which
Christ had handed over to them, he asserted. When the controversy
over rebaptism arose, therefore, Cyprian was astonished by his fellow
bishops’ failure to defend their exclusive authority to baptize and
sanctify. He insisted that baptism could be given only by a bishop who
had received the power to forgive sins.

To recognize a rival bishop’s authority to baptize was either to
legitimate his succession to office in an established church and thereby
to abandon one’s own claim to that office, or to acknowledge a source
of authority to forgive—such as the patronage of the martyrs—which
was different from Christ’s grant of the Holy Spirit to the apostles. By
implication, the bishop accepting a baptism performed by his rival
would surrender his church’s claim to provide the only access to
salvation, thereby contradicting the convert’s very motive for
abandoning the schismatic in favor of the Catholic communion. 2° The
question facing Cyprian and his colleagues, therefore, had not been
settled by Agrippinus’ council. A similar issue had arisen but its new
context made the earlier decree appear unrelated and therefore not
determinative.

Two stages in the development of the controversy over the rebaptism
of heretics and schismatics might be distinguished: the first involved a
clarification of the practice and the reasons for applying it; the second
brought sharp conflict over requiring or even allowing it. The first
remained largely within Africa and must have focused primarily on the
reception of laxists. The second introduced a debate over Novatian and
entailed a bitter dispute with the bishop of Rome over the power of
schismatics to perform sacred functions.

The first part of the controversy opened in spring 254 or 255, when a
synod of thirty-one Proconsular bishops received an inquiry from
eighteen of their colleagues in Numidia about the practice of admitting
converts from heresy and schism by the ritual of baptism. The
Numidians apparently affirmed their adherence to the policy of
Agrippinus’ council but questioned its appropriateness in their actual
circumstances. 2’ The Proconsular bishops responded that those
baptized in schism should be received by a new baptism but did not



specify the communion which the converts in Numidia were leaving to
join their church. Sometime after this letter, Cyprian responded
personally to an inquiry on the same subject from Quintus, a bishop in
Mauretania. 2 Again, the schismatic group from which the converts
were arriving was unspecified in the reply but Cyprian did include a
copy of the letter which he and his colleagues had earlier sent to
Numidia. 2° Finally, in spring 256, a council of seventy-one bishops
from throughout Africa meeting in Carthage sent a letter to Stephen,
bishop of Rome, informing him of the position they had taken on two
issues arising from the schisms in Africa: the reception of converts by
rebaptism and the admission of clergy from such communions into the
Catholic

laity. *° They included copies of the two earlier letterstmm subject of rebaptisrit

This seems to have been a routine communicationlasito the letter the Africans had
written to Cornelius three years earlier, to infdrim of their decision to admit the
penitent sacrificers to communion in anticipatidmenewed persecutiorf: While
recommending their own policy of rebaptizing, thigidans recognized that within the
unity of the church others followed different piiaes; they intended to apply no
pressure for conformity” In this letter as well, no mention was made ofipatar
heretics or schismatics. The bishops did not godtei the reaction which their letter
would provoke in Romé*

In contrast to these polite exchanges, the contsgisesecond stage focused sharp
debate on the practice of Novatian. A letter beloggo this conflict can be securely
dated shortly after the council held in spring 2&fishop Jubianus sent Cyprian an
extensive list of questions about the practiceebbptizing converts—which Novatian
was following and Cyprian was promoting—as welbasopy of a letter defending the
admission of converts from heresy or schism byirtiosition of hands alone. In
response, Cyprian asserted that Novatian was folpthe proper procedure for
defending his claim to possess the gifts of the twrch® he then attacked those
among his fellow bishops who refused to rejectithgtism of their rivals and thus
failed to protect the powers which God had bestowmsh them?® Jubianus’ response
signaled that he had been convinced by Cypriamsraents’

During the summer of 256, Cyprian received Stephetartling response to the packet
of letters sent by the springtime council. Not odigt Stephen insist on receiving
converts from heresy and schism by the impositidmaads alone—the policy of his
own church which, he claimed, even heretics folldwdut he threatened to break
communion with any bishop who insisted on rebaptjzi® He insulted Cyprian
himself, moreover, and forbade the customary hakfyito the representatives of the



African episcopate. As news of Stephen’s actioeagpithrough Africa, Cyprian sent
his colleagues more specific information, copieStphen’s letter, and arguments
solidifying the position they had themselves takéne of these letters, addressed to a
Bishop Pompeius, has survivéda response from Bishop Firmilian of Caesarea in
Cappadocia is also found among Cyprian’s lettedsrafiects the documents which had
been sent to secure his suppdtt.

Cyprian’s exchange with Magnus, who cannot be etlseridentified, seems to belong
to this period as well. This letter focused on

Novatian’s power to baptize, though it did not mention his practice of
rebaptizing, and shared a number of arguments with the other letters
Cyprian wrote during the summer of 256. *! Like the letter to Jubianus
and unlike the one to Pompeius, the response to Magnus gave no
evidence of open conflict with Stephen; thus it may have preceded the
news of his rejection of the African envoys. This letter must be dated
on the basis of internal evidence, whose consideration is delayed until
later in this chapter. %2

On 1 September 256, some eighty-five bishops from throughout Africa
met in Carthage to take action on what had become a dispute with
Stephen. *3 After listening to a reading of the full correspondence
between Cyprian and Jubianus—the original inquiry, Cyprian’s
exposition of the earlier council’s position, and Jubianus’ agreement—
they individually expressed their judgments on the status of baptism
performed outside the church. The bishops unanimously insisted on
the rebaptism of converts who originally had been baptized in heresy
or schism. #*

The conflict between the African bishops and their Roman colleague,
Stephen, seems to have remained unresolved at his death. His
successor, Sixtus, did restore cordial relations, perhaps by accepting
the plurality of practices within the unity of the one church which the
Africans had repeatedly proposed.

The opponents in the controversy over
rebaptism
The preceding division of the controversy into two stages is based in

part on the supposition that the African bishops were competing
against two different schismatic communions: the laxists and the



rigorists. The focus on baptism performed by the rigorists is made
evident in what is here interpreted as a second stage in the
controversy by the frequent references to Novatian in the two letters
of Cyprian which can be securely dated after the council in spring 256.
%> None of the three letters which deal explicitly with Novatian,
however, clearly indicated that the rigorist opponents were in Africa,
although a rigorist bishop had been sent from Rome to establish a
competing church in Carthage. ?® The question of rebaptism seems to
have originally arisen in Africa in response to the laxists.

The laxist movement had begun during the Decian persecution as a
rebellion of presbyters and deacons against the authority of their
bishops, under the patronage of confessors and martyrs. By the middle
of 252, however, a college of bishops led by Privatus of

Lambaesis had been established and a laxist bishop had been
consecrated for Carthage. *’ At the same time, Cyprian noted that
former members of his communion who had followed the laxists into
schism had begun to return to his communion, where they were being
received as penitents. *® He never provided specific information,
however, on the reception or method of incorporation of converts who
had originally been baptized by a laxist bishop.

The first synodal action in the controversy over rebaptism was the
inquiry from a regional meeting of Numidian bishops to a council of
Proconsular bishops meeting in Carthage. The question raised was
whether the established policy on heretical and schismatic baptism
was appropriately applied in their controversy. *° The letter of inquiry
itself has not survived but because the response from Cyprian and his
colleagues argued from belief in the powers of the church rather than
from faith in the identity of the Creator or Christ, it may be presumed
that the opponents in question were schismatic rather than heretical.
% Furthermore, the inquiry seems to have been sent from Lambaesis,
the capital of Numidia: the lead bishop among those addressed in the
reply was Januarius, who can be identified as bishop of that city,
though only two of his seventeen colleagues can be confidently located
in the immediate geographic area. >! The instigator and head of the
laxist episcopal college was Privatus of Lambaesis, Januarius’ deposed
predecessor and current opponent. Although the rigorist schism might
have been operative in the capital of Numidia, the laxist schism would
have been the more likely problem because it relied on indigenous



clergy. >2 Thus the first letter, which served as the foundation for the
next two, may have been directed against the laxist schismatics.

The second letter in this sequence was in response to an inquiry
addressed to Cyprian from Mauretania, though its author, Quintus,
cannot be securely identified. >> With his reply, Cyprian sent a copy of
the response of the Proconsular bishops to their Numidian colleagues;
these two were in turn sent with the letter to Stephen from the African
council meeting in spring 256. That synodal letter dealt with both
baptism outside the church and the reception of schismatic clerics as
laymen. The renegade clergy were charged with having turned against
the church the very arms with which it had originally equipped them.
In an African context, such an accusation fits the laxists, whose
extensive clergy were drawn from among the African Christians, rather
than the rigorists, whose officers were sent over from Italy. >* Thus
the circumstances indicate that the initial problem may have been with
the African laxist church.

The two letters composed for the African councils and Cyprian’s
intervening letter to Quintus share several internal characteristics
which also indicate that they were directed against the laxists in Africa.
First, Novatian’s rebellion against Cornelius and his being ordained out
of succession were never mentioned as an impediment to the opposing
communion’s power to baptize. >> Second, the Apostle Peter was
regularly used as a foundation for the unity of the local church, as he
had been in the original version of On Unity and in subsequent
correspondence. °°® The careful balance of Peter and the other apostles
which characterized the revision of On Unity is found, however, in the
letters which belong to the second stage of the controversy. >’ Third,
each of the three early letters described the opposing bishops as sinful
or unclean: their foul washing and sinful anointing polluted and stained
those whom they baptized and sealed. *® Such accusations would have
been more appropriately directed against the laxist bishops, many of
whom had been accused of idolatry during the persecution, >° than
against the Novatianists, who maintained the freedom of their
communion from idolatry. ®° Fourth, the followers of these unholy
bishops were treated as deceived and defrauded victims, who had
been led astray in their sincere quest for God. ®! This fits the laxists
better than the adherents of Novatian who, in contrast, were later
characterized as active rebels who fully deserved the damnation they
would consequently suffer. °2 Finally, these three letters all ignored the
actual practice of the opposing party, an issue prominent in those



letters which dealt explicitly with Novatian’s rebellion against Cornelius
and his practice of rebaptizing. None of the letters assigned to this first
phase of the controversy indicated that the unnamed opponents were
rebaptizing anyone coming to them from the Catholic church. ®3 If
these two synodal letters and one private letter were concerned with
the laxists, then the omission of any reference to opposing practice
could be explained in a number of ways. As has been suggested
above, the converts in question might have been those baptized by
Privatus during the decade-long schism following his deposition from
office in Lambaesis. Second, the laxists themselves might not have
won additional converts after the initial success following the
persecution, since Catholic losses had apparently been stemmed by
admitting the certified and promising eventual reconciliation to the
penitent sacrificers, as well as the subsequent granting of peace to all
penitents. Third, if the laxists were not rebaptizing converts from the
Catholic communion because they did not consider the Catholics—
whose communion they had sought at two consecutive

councils—heretics, they might have been following letter of the decree of
Agrippinus’ council. They might have been receivthgse converts—many of them
lapsed—by the imposition of hands characteristithefrite of reconciliation and thus
did not directly challenge the efficacy of baptigimen by Cyprian’s colleague¥'
Only converts from polytheism would have been lzggtiin the laxist schism. Such
new Christians would have given rise to the questiothe Numidian bishop&>
should they also recognize the baptism given bisswdtic bishops—all former
colleagues—who recognized their own.

On the basis of this constellation of indicators—eme of them probative in isolation—
the first phase of the controversy over rebaptishthbe interpreted as a conflict over
the proper mode of receiving converts from the d@mi opposition group in Africa,
the laxists. This phase began in 254 or 255, vaghlétter of the Numidian bishops to
their Proconsular colleagues, and ended with thertéo Stephen by the council held
in Carthage in spring 256.

Almost immediately after the synod of spring 256wkver, Cyprian and his colleagues
were faced with a barrage of questions about Namand the crisis of Stephen’s
reaction in Rome. These defined the second statieeaontroversy. Three of the four
letters belonging to this phase are securely d&isthop Jubianus wrote to Cyprian
with some observations of his own and included lzeoletter®® which defended the
practice of admitting heretics and schismatics authrebaptism. Cyprian’s reply must
have been sent shortly after the spring 256 meefirgrican bishops in Carthag®.



The letter Cyprian sent to Magnus is usually as=igio the first phase of the
controversy but belongs more properly in the peatftdr the synod but before the
receipt of Stephen’s reply to its communicationc®&tephen’s response to the
conciliar decision had been received, Cyprian megpa full refutation of his
arguments. Cyprian’s letter to Pompeius, itselt pathis effort, can be dated to the
summer of that same ye&tFirmilian of Caesarea in Cappadocia respondedetier
Cyprian had sent by the deacon Rogatianus. Cypriatter was sent after Stephen’s
rebuke but before the African bishops’ meeting @pt@mber 256, though Firmilian’s
reply must have arrived in Carthage later, perhagtsbefore the end of the shipping
season in 2562

Jubianus suggested and Stephen charged that Cyodimis colleagues were
following Novatian’s innovative practice of rebaptig schismatics rather than the
established tradition of both the

church and most heretics: receiving baptized cas\sr the imposition of hand€
Cyprian returned the compliment, charging thatdmiponents were themselves siding
with heretics by defending the efficacy of theittiaand rituals!* More significantly,
he elaborated the argument which had been develapithe African context: no
salvific action may be performed outside the chukté culled the scriptures for
passages which would justify a firm and high waliding insiders from outsiders, a
boundary enclosing the efficacious rituals witthe bne church.

Cyprian’s response to the inquiry of Magnus destiieitly with Novatian.” Although
the letter to Cyprian and his response cannot tersly dated nor can Magnus be
identified and located on the basis of references from other letters, the
preponderance of evidence indicates that this exgghbelonged to the second phase of
the controversy.® First, Cyprian did not include this letter with thther letters which
he sent to Quintus, Stephen and Jubianus. The tettddagnus does, however, seem to
have been forwarded to Firmilian in late summer; 26 the letters to the Numidian
bishops and Quintus, which are assigned to thiedirase of the controversy, do not
seem to have been includédThus Cyprian grouped this letter with others of the
second phase of the controversy. Second, unlikeettess to Jubianus and Pompeius,
this letter to Magnus did not mention the Novasapiractice of rebaptizing® Third,

like his letter to Jubianus, Cyprian’s reply to Mag carried none of the personal
animosity sparked by Stephen’s response to the#ircouncil, which was markedly
evident in the correspondence with Pompeius andil@n. Thus this letter might be
dated after the synod of spring 256 but before @ypreceived either the letter from
Jubianus in support of Novatian or Stephen’s réplyhe synodal letter of spring 256.
The dating is complex and important enough, howdeemerit fuller investigation.

Internal evidence also seems to place the compoifithe letter to Magnus in the



summer of 256. The arguments Cyprian used in ithagacteristic of the second stage
of the controversy. The images and biblical prenedierhich he marshaled to convince
Magnus that those outside the unity of the chuesinot share its power to sanctify
closely parallel those used in the letters to Juldaand Pompeius but differ from those
employed in the letters sent to Numidia, Quintusg &tephen, which can be dated
earlier. First, figures and images which sharpffedentiate the boundary of the church
and exclude those outside from its gifts are

common to these later letters but absent in the earlier ones: the
enclosed garden, the bride, the sealed fountain, the well of living
water, “° and the ark of Noah riding above the flood. 7’ Second, the
characterization of the church as the bride washed and cleansed by
Christ is found only in the letters to Magnus and Pompeius. “® Third, in
addressing Magnus, Cyprian used the rebellion of Core, Dathan and
Abiron against Aaron to show that their sharing true faith did not make
the rebels’ sacrifice efficacious; in writing to Jubianus, he cited this
incident to defend the divine establishment of priests. 79 Fourth, the
text of Jn. 20.22-3 was employed to connect the gift of the Holy Spirit
and the power to forgive sins first to one another and then to the
apostles and their legitimate successors. This argument appeared in
the letters to Magnus and Jubianus, and in Cyprian’s revision of On
Unity, which was itself tied to the conflict with Stephen. 8° Fifth, the
letter to Magnus used the inspiration of John the Baptist in his
mother’s womb to demonstrate that only those who have received the
Holy Spirit can baptize; the letter to Jubianus noted the inspiration but
argued that John’s baptism still had to be repeated by the apostles
because it had been conferred outside the unity of the church. 8! Sixth,
the letters to Magnus and Jubianus both judged the supporters of
Novatian deserving of their impending condemnation by Christ while
the letters belonging to the first phase of the controversy treated the
adherents of the unnamed schismatic church as innocent victims who
had been deceived and defrauded by false clerics. &2

The letter to Magnus alone addressed a question which might have
been relevant to the controversy in Rome rather than the problems in
Africa: the efficacy of a baptism performed for the gravely ill by
pouring water rather than immersion and unaccompanied by the
episcopal sealing. & In his letter to Fabius of Antioch, Cornelius had
charged that Novatian had not been properly received into the church
because he had been baptized on his sickbed by pouring and never
anointed by the bishop. 8 In his letter to Cyprian, however, Magnus
drew a parallel between reception of schismatics by the imposition of



hands and the established two-step reception of the sick by deaconal
or presbyteral baptism and later episcopal sealing. The bishops, he
apparently argued, could therefore recognize schismatic baptism
without compromising their proper role in the ritual: they alone could
complete the ritual initiated by their own assistants or even by a
schismatic. Cyprian, however, would allow no parallel between the
efficacy of baptism performed within the church by a deacon or
presbyter and the ritual performed outside by

a pretender bishop. Even prior to the episcopdirggdne insisted, the entire divine gift
was conferred by baptism within the church, regessiiof the rank of the ministé?.

This argument was not fully compatible with hispesse to Jubianus, however, where
Cyprian allowed the standard distinction betweenftngiveness of sins in baptism and
the subsequent conferring of the Holy Spirit by bighop’s sealing® Cyprian, of
course, might not have perceived a conflict intthe positions because the presbyter
or deacon acting within the church could not be jgared to the schismatic bishop
acting outside i’

Thus in outlook and argument, the letters to Magdubianus and Pompeius appear
closely related to one another. The letter to Julsain particular, repeated and revised
many of the arguments used in the response to Magvhich might have been the first
in this series. Even in their variations, howewadirthree were clearly distinct from the
two conciliar letters and Cyprian’s reply to Quisitthich have been firmly dated in the
first stage of the controversy.As has been indicated in passing, these letters aleo
closely related to the revision 6 Unity. They will, therefore, be treated as a group
dealing with the Novatianist problem which becahefocus of the second phase of
the rebaptism controversy, during the summer ahoff256.% Firmilian’s letter of
response to Cyprian can also be used as a mirtbearguments which were made in
the documents sent to him, so closely does it agpdsave followed points which are
found in Cyprian’s surviving letters. The discussghall proceed, therefore, on the
working hypothesis that the first three lett&tdealt with the reception of laxists
schismatics and the other four lett&réocused on the rigorists through the lens of
African experience with the laxists.

Theinitial stage of the controver sy

During the part of the controversy which is reprasd by the post-Easter councils of
254 or 255 and that of 256, as well as by Cypritetter to Quintus, the defining issue
was the appropriateness of applying the Africancgadf rebaptism to converts from
schism, as distinct from heresy. Unlike heretic®wlssented from true doctrine, the
guestioners observed, schismatics shared the atubprofession of faith through
which the one Christian baptism was performié@yprian and his colleagues,
however, focused not on the similarity of doctram&l ceremony but on the exclusive



unity of the church. They asserted that the ondisrap

could be found only within the one church and codel that those who opposed that
unity were separated from its unicity and couldrehlreone of its powers. The
arguments offered in these three letters intergréte baptismal question as an
extension of the original controversy over the remdion of the lapsed into the
communion of the church. In both cases, the bisklepged the power to forgive sins to
their opponents and asserted the efficacy of their rituals of purification.

One set of arguments pointed to the inseparalitebtween the Spirit, the unique
church, and the one baptism. The church, Cyprieallesl from the first versions @n
Unity, was built by Christ upon each local bishop, repnésd by Peter. Those who
separated from their bishop’s communion thereblydéshe endowments which Christ
bestowed upon the church.Cyprian insisted, moreover, that in rebelling agathe
church, the leaders of the schism had made theeselvemies of Christ and thus
incapable of acting for hini* As dead men, they could give no life to othé?s;
polluted by their crime of dividing the church, yheould perform no sacred functions.
*® The same point was made by citing the baptismatiogation, in which the
candidate was asked to affirm that everlastingdifd the forgiveness of sins came
through the holy church: to grant the efficacy aptism to schismatics would be to
concede the church itself to thethThe Catholic bishops, Cyprian concluded, must
themselves uphold and defend the unity of the ¢hurgractice by rejecting the
pretensions of the schismatics and offering the@mestian baptism to converts from
competing communiong2

A second set of arguments focused on the ritubhptism itself. How could a bishop
who was himself loaded with sins and deprived eflloly Spirit sanctify the waters of
baptism; how celebrate the sacrifice through whinghoil of anointing was hallowed;
how offer the solemn prayer for the neophytes; konfer the Holy Spirit?° Because
the gift of the Holy Spirit was essential for amnstifying action, the ritual of baptism
could not be divided into parts, some of which etlenschismatics might effect while
others were beyond their power. A minister coufeéatfall or nothing. Thus the

African bishops reasoned that if the impositiomahds must be repeated by a Catholic
bishop in order to confer the Holy Spirit upon awert baptized and sealed in schism,
then the water baptism itself must also be perfdragain for the forgiveness of sins.
1% peter himself, the bishops observed in writingtepSen, demonstrated the
inseparability of the two stages of baptism: even



though Cornelius and his friends had clearly received the outpouring of
the Holy Spirit, Peter still ordered that they be baptized in water. 1%
Cyprian and his colleagues did, of course, recognize that schismatics
who had been baptized originally in the true church could be received
back into it like other penitents, by the imposition of hands alone and
without the repetition of baptism. Only those truly baptized, however,
could be received as penitents. Hence, in receiving schismatic converts
by the imposition of hands alone, a Catholic bishop would actually be
performing the second half of the initiation ritual rather than
reconciling a penitent, and thus would be recognizing the efficacy of
schismatic baptism. 1°2 Such practice, Cyprian then concluded, was
inconsistent with both the documented practice of the apostles and a
sound understanding of the operation of the Spirit. 193

As they had during the conflict over the purification of idolaters,
Cyprian and his colleagues evinced that strong sense of ritual efficacy
which characterizes tightly bounded communities. They insisted that
the baptism and anointing performed in schism were not empty and
meaningless rituals but actually had harmful effects on their recipients.
The baptismal water and oil of anointing had become polluted by
contact with the sinful ministers; they then soiled those to whom they
were applied. Through the ritual, converts to schismatic Christianity
contracted the sin of the ministers, even though they might have
unwittingly wandered in their quest for salvation and been deceived by

the schismatic clergy. 1%

Throughout this part of the debate, the ire of the Catholic bishops was
directed against the leaders of the opposing communions, whom they
characterized as having been adversaries of Christ even before they
had gone forth in schism. 1°° In contrast, the bishops remained
sympathetic and welcoming to the followers of the rebels and to those
whom they subsequently led astray. '°° Though these unfortunates
would be deprived of salvation by dying outside the true church, Christ
would require an account for their souls from the authors of their

perdition. 1%

In this first stage of the controversy over rebaptism, then, the
arguments were focused on the unity and unicity of the church and on
the exclusiveness of its bishops’ power to forgive and sanctify through
the rituals of baptism and the eucharist. In the second part of the
conflict, new arguments were introduced by the Catholic opponents of
rebaptism which questioned this close connection between the church
and the power of Christian rituals.



The second stage of the controver sy

After the council of African bishops in spring 2B&d affirmed a common policy on
the reception of converts baptized outside theathand clerics who returned from
schism, Cyprian received a series of pointed ingsliobjecting to the baptismal policy.
Two of these, from Magnus and Jubianus, were appgranswered before the Roman
bishop rejected the decisions made by his Africaleagues. A third letter was sent
later in the summer to Pompeius. Unlike the twdiedetters of the councils and that
of Cyprian himself to Quintus, these three letsgscified Novatian as the cause of
concern and discussed his baptismal practice aild€yprian’s responses were
initially gracious but became increasingly impatias he faced the arguments
advanced for the salvific efficacy of Christiarugats performed in opposition to the
church of Christ, in rebellion against its bishopke letter to Magnus, as has been
seen, appears to be the earliest of the threenaisdtill be considered first; then the
letters to Jubianus and Pompeius will be reviewgether. Finally, the views of
Cyprian which were reflected in the letter of Filiam of Caesarea in Cappadocia will
be considered.

The letter to Magnus

Cyprian’s response to Magnus shared the perspsdive many of the arguments of
the conciliar letters; it regularly elaborated titeemes, however, and introduced new
considerations. The first set of reasons which @ypoffered for the inefficacy of the
rivals’ baptism was its being performed outside amadpposition to the church. The
texts of Lk. 11.23 and 1 Jn. 2.18-19 which weredusdhe first conciliar letter to brand
the schismatics as enemies and antichrists weegjdieed by that of Mt. 18.17, in
which the community was instructed to treat thobe wefused to heed its warning as
heathen® Cyprian next introduced an array of related imagkish portrayed the
church as the bride of Christ, a beloved only dé&rglan enclosed garden, a sealed
fountain, a well of living water, the ark of Noaling above the flood. All showed that
the church’s treasures were fully protected fromdhtsider, who could not share them.
%9 Finally, the unity of the church was compared ® flouse in which the passover
meal was eaten and the home of Rahab in Jerichcevidee family found refuge: those
who voluntarily deserted its safety were personagponsible for their own
destruction

From these images of its separateness and ex¢jusdyiprian moved to the cosmic
foundation of the unity of the church, in the hanyof wills shared by Christ and the



Father. In discord from the unanimity of the chym@lperson could be neither a shepherd
nor a member of the one flock. 111 The unity of yngrains and grapes in the one loaf
and cup of the eucharist also expressed the caressg of the flock of Christ. Because
Novatian rebelled against the ordinance of the glosipd the tradition coming from the
apostles, he and his supporters could not shareffibets of the church’s one and only
baptism; 112 instead, they would share the fatbeheathen. 113

As in the earlier letters, the discussion of thiyuof the church led Cyprian to the
examination of the ritual of baptism itself. In pesse to Magnus’ observation that
Novatian used the same ritual and profession ¢ &8 the Catholic bishops, Cyprian
focused on the link between the church, the HolyitSnd the efficacy of the rituals.
Modifying an earlier argument, Cyprian asserted Navatian, who had abandoned the
unity of the church, should omit that section & baptismal interrogation in which the
candidate was asked to confess that sins werev@rginly through the holy church. 114
Nor, he observed, had sharing belief in the one @otkd the divine wrath aside from
those Israelites who rebelled against the authofiaron. 115 Even the ritual of
imposing hands, which Magnus proposed for the temepf schismatics, demonstrated
to Cyprian that no one could receive or conferHliody Spirit outside the church. 116 Yet
Christ clearly indicated that only those who shatetiHoly Spirit could exercise the
power of forgiving sins and could thus perform lgpt 117 The text of Jn. 20.22-3, 118
which was here employed, would play a prominerd molthe revision of On Unity,
where it demonstrated the equality of all the bgshevho received their common power
directly from Christ. In the letter to Magnus, tiet confirmed the link between the
possession of the Spirit and the power to puridyrfrsin through baptism. 119 Finally,
Cyprian observed that even John the Baptist haglwed the Holy Spirit in his mother’s
womb, thereby demonstrating that only those whoeshthe gift of the Holy Spirit could
baptize. 120

Nor could the efficacy of the ritual be partitioné&iprian argued, in response to
Magnus’ suggestion of a parallel between schisntetptism and that performed by a
deacon or presbyter for the sick, when the bishdmdt immediately add the anointing
and sealing. The implication would have been thatschismatic

-116-

baptism might have a lesser though real effect which was
subsequently completed by the imposition of a true bishop’s hands.
Cyprian insisted that the washing ritual alone had a full salvific effect
when performed within the unity of the church. ?! He admonished
Magnus not to belittle the baptism of the church in a vain attempt to

assign some value to the rituals of schismatics. 122

Since Magnus had focused attention on Novatian, Cyprian moved
beyond his earlier arguments based on the unity of the church and the
structure of its baptismal ritual to attack the attempted usurpation of



the episcopate. In violating the procedure established by Christ for
selecting bishops, he asserted, Novatian had made himself not only an
outsider to the unity of the church but an object of divine wrath. When
the ten tribes rebelled against the Davidic kingship, God had destroyed
the northern kingdom which they set up. Even the prophet sent to
warn the rebels was killed by a lion on the return journey because he
disobeyed the prohibition of eating or drinking with schismatics.
During his own ministry to Israel, Christ forbade his disciples to preach
to or help the Samaritans who continued that division of Israel’s
worship. 1?2 Even within a community of faith, Cyprian observed, those
who challenged the priesthood of Aaron—along with all their
followers—were immediately destroyed by God and their ritual
instruments were ordered to be set up as a warning to future
generations. %% Cyprian professed amazement that any of his
colleagues could defend Novatian’s right to share their efficacious

rituals. 22

In many of these arguments, it will have been noted, Cyprian assumed
a more severe stance toward the followers of Novatian than he had
taken toward the adherents of that schism treated in the earlier
letters. Those who left the sanctuary established by God in the unity of
the church were responsible for their own destruction, he asserted,
since unlike the lapsed, they were not cast out by the bishops but had
departed of their own accord. 12° Even the supporters of those who
challenged Aaron’s office were ordered to be shunned by Israel and
summarily punished by God. *?” Thus Cyprian concluded that all who
intentionally joined themselves to the Novatianists had been defiled by
their sin and would justly share their fate. 1?8 In the earlier letters, it
will be recalled, the schismatic laity had been regarded as
unintentionally stained by impure rituals. All these rigorist schismatics,
in contrast, were fully responsible, since they deliberately participated

in the sin of their leaders. 122

In tone and argument, Cyprian’s letter to Magnus seems to

belong to the intense conflict which arose in the summer of 256, a
conflict clearly focused on the Novatianist schism. As such, it serves to
distinguish the earlier stage of the controversy, which was apparently
confined to the laxists in Africa. Close examination of the two letters
which can be more firmly dated during this later period will confirm
this hypothesis.



The letters to jubianus and Pompeius

The letter of Jubianus to Cyprian and the unidentified letter he sent
along introduced new theological elements into the controversy and, in
particular, appeal to the efficacy of both the divine name and the faith
of the person baptized. The letter to Pompeius indicated that the
bishop of Rome had strongly defended an apostolic tradition of
accepting the baptism performed by heretics. Cyprian responded to
these theological and historical arguments by appeals to scripture and
practice but he regularly returned to what had always been, for him,
the defining issue in the debate—the exclusive unity of the church and
the boundary effectively dividing insiders from outsiders.

In response to the claim that baptism could be effective because of its
invocation of the name of Jesus, Cyprian cited instances in which
Christ himself warned that calling on his name might be inefficacious
or even deceitful; he added other texts in which Christ required
recognition of the Father and baptism in the name of the Trinity. **° He
then observed that the name of Jesus could not win the forgiveness of
sins outside the unity of the church. 3! Would Christ, after threatening
to deny anyone who denied him, then support someone who had
denied his Father instead? Or, Cyprian added, the church, the very
mother claimed by the false Christian? 132

To the argument that the faith of the recipient of baptism won the
forgiveness of sins, independently of the heretical beliefs of the
minister, Cyprian replied that the appeal to saving belief proved too
much. If the recipient’s faith could win the forgiveness of sins, it would
also earn the gift of the Holy Spirit. Yet even the objector required that
such a convert receive the imposition of hands for the giving of the
Holy Spirit. 13° Returning to familiar ground, he argued that not even
martyrdom, the most perfect of baptisms and professions of faith,
could save when it was suffered in opposition to the unity of the
church. 134

A third set of objections appealed to a tradition deriving from

the apostles themselves which recognized the efficacy of baptism,
even when performed in heresy or schism. Had not the same apostles
clearly handed down the teaching of a single church and one baptism
within that church, Cyprian asked. 1** His own analysis, moreover,
showed that apostolic practice supported the exclusive unity of the



church. Certainly Paul recognized the preaching of envious brothers,
but within the church. 1*® Peter and John received the Samaritans by
the imposition of hands alone but they had been baptized by Philip
within the church. 37 Paul, in contrast, rebaptized the disciples of John
the Baptist, even though he had been filled with the spirit (of Elijah),
because John’s baptism was performed outside the unity of the
church. *® Thus Cyprian met Stephen’s appeal to an apostolic tradition
maintained in the Roman Church by demonstrating that according to
the clear evidence of scripture, the apostles had always defended the
unity of the church and its exclusive claim to both the Holy Spirit and
baptism. The objectors, he asserted, were preferring human custom to

divine law. 132

A fourth group of arguments was based upon established practices of
the church. In insisting on rebaptism, Jubianus implied, the Africans
were following an innovation introduced by Novatian. Cyprian retorted
that Novatian was absolutely right in principle: because he recognized
that the one baptism could be held and conferred only by the one
church, he claimed both of them for himself alone by refusing to
recognize the baptism given by bishops outside his communion.
Novatian was inconsistent, Cyprian wryly observed, only in failing to
rebaptize himself and all who joined him in founding his church. +4°
Thus Cyprian reversed the charge: because some Catholic bishops
could not grasp a principle obvious to Novatian, they ignored their own
identifying boundaries and allowed the treasures of the church to be
carried off by renegades. !*! Cyprian found this same failure to
appreciate the unity of the church evident in other objections raised
against the practice of rebaptism. A catechumen who died a martyr
before formal baptism not only achieved the more perfect baptism, he
explained, but owed its efficacy to confessing Christ within the unity of
the church. Even the communicants who might be admitted by erring
bishops through the imposition of hands but without rebaptism could
be saved through the divine mercy, because they belonged to the
unity of the church. 142

Although new arguments, specific to the practice of Novatian and the
traditions of the church, had been introduced by his

correspondents, Cyprian continued to define the status of heretics and
schismatics primarily if not exclusively on the basis of their relation to
the unity of the church and the authority of its bishops. He repeated
and augmented the images by which he had earlier asserted and



illustrated the significance of the containing boundary of the church:
its waters could not flow outside of paradise; the water from the belly
of Christ was given only in the church founded on Peter; the church
was like an enclosed garden with a sealed fountain or like the ark of
Noah. 3 How, he demanded, could a person be born a child of God
apart from the one bride whom Christ washed and sanctified; how
could one who had not yet been born of God be sanctified by the
imposition of hands; how could the offspring of an adulteress or
prostitute be acknowledged by the Father? ** Could the Holy Spirit be
divided and parceled out between two opposed and conflicting
communities, so that baptism might be performed in both? *> The
issue, he insisted, would be easily settled by defining and defending

the boundaries which separated insiders from outsiders. 14©

Cyprian also appealed to the differentiation of roles within the one
church, specifically the divinely established procedures for selecting
and empowering its ministers. The power of forgiveness had been
given first to Peter and then to the other disciples; thus only their
legitimate successors within the unity of the church received the power
to baptize and forgive sins. God’s annihilating those who usurped the
authority and power conferred upon Aaron clearly demonstrated that
no one attacking the divine ordinances could exercise the church’s
power or escape the divine wrath. 47

Over the summer of 256, as this review indicates, Cyprian became
increasingly impatient with bishops who did not share the African
understanding of the church and its powers. After repeatedly
attempting to explain and demonstrate the basis for this position, he
began to denounce his opponents. As he charged heretics and
schismatics with practicing fraud and deceit by offering a baptism
which polluted rather than cleansed, with preventing rather than
conferring the grace of faith, 1*® so he warned his Catholic colleagues
that they were contributing to that deception. Converts to the true
church knew that the baptism they had earlier received in schism was
empty and vain. When they came seeking the gifts of the true church,
however, some bishops denied them. *° By refusing to rebaptize these
converts, moreover, the Catholic bishops sent a false signal to those
remaining in schism: that the schismatics possessed and conferred
true baptism, and

thereby forgiveness of sins and the other saving blessings of the
church. Reviving an argument he had originally directed against the



laxist clergy after the persecution, Cyprian charged them with making
the schismatics complacent in their error and thereby cruelly
preventing their salvation. Receiving schismatics by baptism rather
than the imposition of hands alone was, Cyprian urged, the only

responsible course of action. 122

Finally, Cyprian had become exasperated at the objections raised by
his correspondents who were obstinately defending erroneous custom
even after the Holy Spirit had made the truth clear. '°! Indeed, he
suggested that the defenders of the efficacy of heretical and
schismatic baptism were participating in the evil of their clients by
dismissing their blasphemy against the Father and Holy Spirit as
harmless, as well as by sharing communion with sinners whom they
refused to cleanse in the waters of baptism. >> Not only had such
bishops failed to protect the gifts which had been bestowed on the
church by God, 1°3 they now threatened to split the unity of the
episcopal college by quarreling with their fellow bishops in order to
defend heretics. °* Although Cyprian ended by granting each bishop
freedom to follow the direction he considered best, 1°° the rhetoric of
these letters clearly marked out the one path of sanity and sanctity.

The letter from Firmilian of Caesarea

The letter which Firmilian addressed to Cyprian certainly reflected the
viewpoint of the dossier of letters which had been sent to him and the
additional information which the courier, the deacon Rogatianus, was
able to provide. 1°® Although Firmilian professed that he was adopting
Cyprian’s reasoning and even his words, he also indicated his intention
to add his own thoughts. '°” In a few areas, Firmilian’s arguments
were more elaborate than they appeared in Cyprian’s surviving
correspondence. In recalling the image of the ark of Noah, for
example, he observed that everyone outside the ark had been
drowned, specifying the fate of the schismatics which Cyprian had
implied. **® Additional scriptural citations supported Cyprian’s thesis
that the church was the only bride of Christ and sole mother of the
children of God. !*° Schismatics admitted to the communion without
the prior cleansing of baptism, he warned, were placed in grave
danger by coming into contact with the body of Christ. 122

Firmilian provided information about the policy of the church in



Cappadocia which paralleled and confirmed the position adopted by
the African bishops. In particular, he attacked Stephen’s assertion that
apostolic tradition required all bishops to accept baptism performed by
heretics. He insisted that such practice could hardly be traced back to
the founding of the church, because heresy had arisen only after the
establishment of true faith by the apostles. 1** The Romans had not
always preserved customs accurately, he observed, as instanced by
their deviation from the authentic practice of the earliest Christian
church—the one in Jerusalem—on the proper date of the Easter
observance. 1°2 Having thus prepared the ground, Firmilian asserted
that the Cappadocian church had always followed the practice of
rebaptizing converts from heresy. When the policy was questioned
because of the activities of Montanus, an episcopal council had
confirmed the original practice even in the case of schism. He
congratulated the African church for giving up the erroneous custom of
accepting converts by the imposition of hands and embracing the truth
once it had been recognized. The Cappadocians, he boasted, had
always united truth and custom. °3 Firmilian also attacked the appeal
to the similarity of the schismatic to the Catholic ritual by citing an
instance in which a woman who turned out to be possessed by a
demon had baptized and offered the eucharist in the customary
manner but with a different effect. %%

Firmilian did not, however, share Cyprian’s appreciation of the salvific
efficacy of participation in the unity of the church. In response to the
objection that in the past heretics and schismatics had been admitted
to the communion without baptism, Firmilian suggested as a parallel
the case of a catechumen who died before receiving baptism. 1°> Both
the convert and the catechumen received some unspecified but real
advantage by abandoning idolatry or heresy to accept the true faith
but neither qualified for the fullness of grace and the remission of sins.
156 Unlike Firmilian, Cyprian had steadfastly refused to divide the
efficacy of divine grace, so that a person might receive only a partial
measure. *®’ The implications of his distinction were clarified,
moreover, when Firmilian warned that on the day of judgment Christ
would hold bishops responsible for the deaths of the converts from
heresy and schism from whom they had withheld the waters of life. 18
Cyprian, in contrast, believed that the divine mercy could reach those
who shared the unity of the church even though they had not been
properly baptized, and consequently, he allowed each bishop to follow
the procedure he considered best in admitting converts to communion.
159 Relying on the indivisibility of the divine grace, he could



trust in the efficacy of the eucharist to supplytfee inadequacies of baptismal
initiation.

Firmilian’s response to Cyprian affirmed the Afmcpolicy and the reasons which had
been advanced to justify it. Even in supportingghectice of rebaptizing, however,
Firmilian showed that the Africans had drawn o ithplications of the unity and
exclusivity of the church in ways which the Cappadns had not yet grasped. The
laxist schism had shaped the thinking of the Afribéshops.

The climactic council

On 1 September 256, bishops from the provincesafdAsular Africa, Numidia and
Mauretania, along with a number of priests and desa@nd a great number of the laity,
gathered in extraordinary session in Carthage tet the challenge of Stephen’s
rejection of the decision made by the council @fpinevious spring. The
correspondence between Jubianus and Cyprian wai®uéas an introduction to the
expression of judgments: the original inquiry, Agpis response, and Jubianus’
consent to the reply. Each of the bishops was &is&ed to give his opinion in the
matter. The secretary recorded eighty-five voioeg, of which carried proxies for two
colleagues. All asserted that the baptism performaside the church was not to be
accepted; converts were all to be baptized upshdintrance into the Catholic
communion.

Some of the arguments which Cyprian had been makerg clearly reflected in the
opinions of his colleagues. Twenty-four of ententiaeexplicitly affirmed that there
was only one baptism and that could be performéylwithin the one church.” Six
made the point that to approve the baptism perfdrbyethe opponents was to make
their own ritual vain and empty’* Individual bishops picked up variations of this
theme: those who do not have the Father, Son amid &uld not have the church or
baptism;"? forgiveness of sins could not be given outsidectiech.}”> A significant
minority of the bishops affirmed the hard line tiafprian himself had inserted into the
debate, asserting that to admit the converts withaptizing them was actually to
communicate in their sif’* Three went so far as to imply that if the converése not
baptized upon entrance into the true church, theylgvnot be saved™

The listing of episcopal judgments in thetaof the meeting indicated that the primary
issues in the controversy were those

which the two earlier councils and Cyprian him$elfl put first. The ritual of baptism
could be effectively performed only by the powetltd Holy Spirit within the unity of
the one church. The term “church” was used to epes® a set of local gatherings of



the faithful, each of whose bishops brought it imt@on with the others. Any local
communion which stood outside or in opposition e of those local gatherings was
not a church or part of the larger church. Thudithendary between the church and the
nonchurch was very carefully and definitely drawa.grant to any opposed gathering
the status of church, with its power to act innlaene and authority of God, would have
been to deprive oneself and one’s whole communidhad status. For the African
bishops, this was a matter not of discipline ota@osbut of foundational belief: those
who divided from them were heretics, whose faithmbt save!’® The church itself

had become part of the dogma of the African Clansti

Opposition within Africa

The treatis®©On Rebaptismyhose authorship and exact dating cannot be igcis
established, was apparently written as part ofraitcoing controversy within the
African church. It argued against the position whad been advanced by Cyprian and
supported by his colleagues but does not appdaraw their correspondence on the
subject which has survivet. In many ways, however, it relied on principles and
perspective which were remarkably similar to thibseAfrican bishops had offered for
the practice it challenged. Citing scripture totimss its assertion of the efficacy of the
ritual, the treatise argued that the name of Jpmagtuced results which were
independent of the individuals and communities Ibypm it was invoked. The enemies
of Jesus, according to Mt. 7.22*% and 24.23-4"° could perform miracles and

control demons by calling upon his name, even thabhgy would thereby neither gain
nor confer salvatiort®° Thence the author inferred that even Christ's opptsicould
baptize with water in his name. He then reasonatlliy repeating the invocation in a
repetition of that baptism, the church would disbrofesus and the power of his name.
8 The treatise did not succeed in specifying theceffghich water baptism alone
might have outside the unity of the church, thoitghsisted that it either helped or
hindered, depending on the person’s subsequeonatt

Since the effect of water baptism, at least whefopmed

outside the church, remained unspecified, thisawaksigned the heavenly efficacy of
the church’s ritual of initiation to baptism in thi®ly Spirit, which was usually given by
the imposition of episcopal hands within the chud®8 Again citing scriptural
precedent, the author argued that this spirit baptiad the power to forgive sins and
bring a person to salvation. 184 Thus the norntaaliof initiation included both water
and spirit baptism, in a two-stage ceremony. Withmunity of the church, water
baptism alone might be salvific—as regularly ocedrn the emergency baptism of the
dying by lower clergy—because Christ himself wosldbstitute for the bishop by
conferring the Holy Spirit upon the departed. 18thé newly baptized recovered, the
bishop would confer the saving baptism of the 86 Water baptism conferred



outside the church, however, must be completedigiréhe imposition of the bishop’s
hands upon reception into the true church. 18fdftteretic or schismatic did not join the
church before death, Christ would refuse to supplerthe water baptism by conferring
the Spirit himself; the outsider would be condemas@n enemy. The schismatic was
condemned as an evil doer; the heretic for refusorsgek Christ himself, being satisfied
with the name alone. 188

On Rebaptism partially shared Cyprian’s understagdi the cosmic significance of the
boundary separating the true church from falsesfians. Salvation was limited to the
unity of the church: the saving spirit baptism cbbé received only by those within the
church, either from the bishop or from Christ. Gdeghe true church, heretics and
schismatics could neither confer nor receive thy13pirit. 189 Even within the church,
only the bishop could give the baptism of the $pif90 In order to assign some efficacy
to water baptism performed outside the church, wewehe treatise had to postulate a
heavenly supplement performed for those who digdimthe church after water baptism
but before receiving the imposition of episcopaldg By implication, this requirement
would have undercut the efficacy of the water sptperformed within the church,
removing its power to forgive and sanctify, to gaire recipient across the cosmic
boundary between heaven and hell. 191 What Cyphniarcolleagues, and their
congregations celebrated as the ritual of crodsotg a social and cosmic boundary
became a preparatory ceremony, a step toward tnegsaual of spirit baptism through
the imposition of hands. Tertullian had proposecthsaidistinction between the two parts
of the ritual. 192 The second, saving ritual, hogremight even be performed in
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heaven by Christ. Thus On Rebaptism accepted the communion of the
church as a necessary condition rather than a cause of salvation.

The difference between the estimation of the heavenly significance of
the church in On Rebaptism and that of Cyprian was also evident in its
consideration of the status of heretics. Like the first bishops who wrote
to Cyprian about the problem of schism, the treatise focused Christian
dogma on the Creator and the Christ. 1° Cyprian and his colleagues, it
will be recalled, agreed that the schismatics were actually heretics not
because they dissented on the identity of the Creator or the status of
Christ but because they did not profess faith in the one church as the

sole agent of forgiveness, sanctification and salvation. 124

The significance of social structures

The controversy over rebaptism among the bishops of Africa and
against the bishop of Rome can be analyzed in terms of the coherence
of the social groups and the differentiation of roles within them. In this



instance, moreover, the belief in the efficacy of ritual requires
particular attention.

During the conflict over the power to forgive sins, Cyprian and his
colleagues had been uncertain of their ability to forgive the sin of
idolatry, because Christ had asserted that anyone who denied him on
earth would be denied by him in heaven. As was proposed in the
analysis of that controversy, the bishops solved the problem of
readmitting the idolaters to the church by relying on the parallel
element in Christ’s statement: those who confessed him on earth
would be acknowledged in heaven. '°> With the persecution over, of
course, there was no longer an opportunity for the kind of public
confession of Christ which would reverse the equally public denial. The
laxist schism, however, did provide just the sort of opportunity for
confession of Christ which the lapsed needed.

The laxists asserted that submission to the penitential ritual of the
church and the authority vested in the bishop was not necessary for
receiving forgiveness of the sin of idolatry. Instead, the lapsed could
attain direct access to Christ through the martyrs and their delegated
agents among the surviving confessors. Cyprian interpreted this as a
revolt against the church and a second form of persecution. He
identified the schismatics as agents of the devil. Thence he suggested
that to resist the temptation by remaining within the unity of the
church and submitting to its penitential discipline was to confess Christ
by recognizing the assemblies and

their bishops as Gods designated agents. Thosgaweoup the letters of peace
received from the martyrs and submitted to theiplise of penance thereby confessed
before the community that Christ had made the ¢htire sole means of access to the
kingdom. Moreover, when Cyprian asserted that th@fsschism, of attempting to
divide the church, was equivalent to idolatry, implied that to resist this sin was itself
a rejection of false gods and a confession of €hiéile they judged that confessing
the unity and holiness of the church was more authig and its heavenly result less
certain than martyrdom, Cyprian and his colleags=erted that it did sufficiently
rehabilitate and cleanse the penitents, so thatittwatry was rendered non-contagious
and the penitents would win a hearing before tibeitial of Christ.

The admission of the certified was begun in sp#&g. Two years later, in April 253,
the penitent sacrificers were reconciled to therdhin anticipation of renewed



persecution. The surviving records of the contrey@ver rebaptism indicate that this
question arose in spring 254 or 255, one or twaosyatier the admission of the last of
the lapsed. Apparently, some of Cyprian’s colleaguere confused because the
schismatics were using the same ritual and comfesifaith as they were. Cyprian,
however, immediately focused attention on the wsthblished role of the church as
the agent of Christ in the forgiveness of sinseAsmies of the church, he insisted, the
schismatics could not forgive sins by calling oa ttame of Christ in baptism any more
than they had been able to forgive the sin of itlplay appeal to the martyrs. Instead,
their rituals would spread the guilt of schism{jas they had the pollution of idolatry.
Only the one church built by Christ upon the bishbpd been given the authority to
purify and sanctify. Observing that the role of tieirch as the agent of forgiveness
was included in the baptismal confession of faidhconcluded that no one could
profess faith and win forgiveness in oppositioth® church.

Because the African episcopate had made accepbétioe church’s power to forgive
sins in the face of the laxist schism a form oflputonfession of faith in Christ,
Cyprian argued that it could not recognize thecaffy of schismatic baptism. As a
result, the gift of the Holy Spirit which endowedtetone church with the authority to
forgive sins was made a dogma of the African chuftis advance in its turn
eliminated the distinction between heretics andssaatics: no one could confess the
forgiveness of sins through the church while aciimngpposition to the unity of the
church.

Thus the foundational issue in the African standhenefficacy of baptism performed
outside the church was the significance of the damwhich defined the communion of
the church. In the view of Cyprian and his colleaguthis was a clearly delineated social
boundary which marked off insiders from outsidénese who were allowed to
participate in the eucharist from those who werke Tbis social boundary was assigned a
heavenly as well as an earthly significance: bez#uspecified the limits of the presence
and operation of the Holy Spirit, it also deternadiveého might gain access to the
kingdom of heaven. Within the church, water anctoilld be sanctified, the divine name
could be invoked, saving faith could be professedside the church, water and oil were
polluted by idolatry or schism, appeals to Christevin vain, the baptismal profession
contradicted its very interrogation. Cyprian assgéthat the rituals and prayers of the
church were efficacious not because their formulaee properly invoked or their actions
correctly performed but primarily because they wagrerations of the church.

The significance of the bounded community itselfhia thinking of the African church
can be grasped in the two points at which Firmiba&aesarea differed from Cyprian.
The Asians allowed some positive standing to thieataumen who had renounced
idolatry but died without baptism and to the sctaimadmitted to the church by the
imposition of hands but without baptism. The Afneaefused salvation to both the
unbaptized catechumen and the unreconciled pemitsatuse they died outside the unity



of the communion. By relying on the efficacy of #necharistic ritual, however, the
Africans could regularize the status of schismaiibe had been admitted to the unity of
the church without being rebaptized in the past@ndd even tolerate such future
admissions without jeopardizing the salvation @& tlonverts. The Asians, in contrast,
feared the unbaptized as polluters of the euclhafedtowship. Unlike the Asians, the
Africans made the bounded community itself the agésalvation.

The African treatise On Rebaptism shared this pesitiew of the unity of the church.
Because it acknowledged the efficacy of the namkesfis, even when it was invoked
outside the church, its author identified the impg®f hands within the church as the
ritual necessary for crossing the boundary intakihgdom of heaven. Christ himself
would confer spirit baptism upon those who die@raftater baptism in the unity of the
church but not upon those who died in oppositioi. tutside the church, the name of
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Jesus was effective but inadequate; inside the church it was actually a
sufficient condition for salvation.

The differentiation of roles within the church also played a part in the
African understanding of the efficacy of baptism. In the conflict with
the laxists and rigorists over penance, Cyprian had focused on the
bishop, symbolized by Peter, as the basis for the unity in the local
church. In the controversy over rebaptism, he relied more heavily on
the role of the apostolic college as the recipient and transmitter of the
gift of the Holy Spirit and the consequent power to forgive sins. The
succession of legitimate bishops guaranteed the efficacy of the
baptismal ritual. Both the laxist and rigorist bishops lacked this power
not only because they stood in opposition to the church but also
because they had not qualified for the episcopal role by legitimate
succession. To admit that a rival bishop had the power to forgive sins
through baptism or to advance salvation in any other way was to
abandon one’s own claim to be the one legitimate bishop in the one
church authorized by Christ. For Cyprian, moreover, it was to undercut
the interpretation of schism upon which he had built the purification
and admission of the lapsed who submitted to the authority of the
church.

The Africans’ understanding of the significance of the episcopal office
appeared as well in their map of the unity of the church. To Cyprian
and his colleagues, the church was first and foremost the specific local
assembly whose unity was established by Christ upon the one bishop
symbolized by Peter. These local churches were built into the full flock
of Christ through equally concrete alliances of their episcopal leaders,



all of them in succession to the original apostolic community, all
meeting to deliberate on the good of the whole. The Holy Spirit had
been conferred upon Peter and the other apostles and passed to their
successors, who in turn shared the Spirit within their local
communions. That someone could quit the unity of this assembly,
rebel against the authority of its bishop, establish a competing
community within the same town, and there exercise the power to
forgive and sanctify, was unimaginable and inconceivable to Cyprian.
In his view, the Holy Spirit and thus the power to purify simply could
not be found on both sides of such a division between churches. His
African colleagues, who had shared the struggle to maintain the
coherence of the local communities under the twin attacks of the
Decian persecution and the laxist schism, came to think, and more
importantly to imagine, in the same way. Cyprian articulated a world
view, sketched a map of the union of

heaven and earth; once his colleagues grasped it, they defended it
adamantly.

Cyprian and his colleagues also believed in that system of ritual
efficacy which is characteristic of tightly bounded communities. All
rituals were effective: those performed within the church cleansed and
sanctified; those performed in opposition polluted and condemned.
Within the unity of the church, the ritual of water baptism
accomplished the initiation of the Christian, even if it was not
supplemented by the imposition of episcopal hands. If a Catholic
bishop failed to rebaptize a schismatic or heretical convert, the
eucharistic ritual could effect the initiatory cleansing. Outside the
church, the rituals of idolaters, heretics and schismatics were not
empty and harmless; they would contaminate and condemn those who
shared them. On Rebaptism even recognized an efficacy in the
invocation of the name of Jesus which transcended the church itself,
though it asserted the necessity of spirit baptism, even if it had to be
performed in heaven by Christ himself. The Africans agreed in
believing that the rituals were both necessary and effective in gaining
access to the kingdom of heaven.

Finally, the African Catholic insistence on control over the boundary of
the church by the rituals of baptism and reconciliation must be
understood within the context of active struggle against the imperial
culture and the schismatic churches. The social boundary of their
church had been severely challenged. The Christians lived under



recurring threat of persecution; they suffered repeated internal conflict
and division. In the debate over rebaptism, the schismatics were
former colleagues and the conflict was personal. Thus the sympathy
which Cyprian extended to those who had first become Christian in the
laxist and rigorist communions was not extended to those who had
perpetrated the rebellion. This legacy of partisan conflict would
continue to trouble the African church for centuries to come.

Conclusion

The analysis of the controversy over the rebaptism of schismatics
which is here proposed rests upon two foundational hypotheses. First,
the controversy was a continuation of the conflict between the three
communions in Africa over the power to forgive sins rather than being
driven by a demand to coordinate the procedures for accepting
significant numbers of converts baptized in schism. Second, the
controversy began over relations with the laxist

communion and only later involved the rigorist schism, which was
much less significant in Africa than in Italy. The thesis here advanced
states that the African bishops responded to the question of rebaptism
as they had to that of the forgiveness of the sin of idolatry; they were
guided by their assumptions about the social boundary of the church
and the role differentiation within it. Thus they concluded that the
unity of the church and its exclusive power to sanctify were integral to
the Christian confession of faith. Schism, therefore, became a form of
heresy.

7
PURITY OF THE CHURCH

Cyprian might seem to have inaugurated a mediating position for
preserving the holiness of the church by restricting to the clergy the
purity requirement which had extended to the whole assembly: he
argued that penitent apostates could be admitted to communion
without polluting the entire congregation accepting them; yet he
insisted that the sanctifying power of the church depended upon the
holiness of the clergy, particularly their freedom from all taint of



idolatry, apostasy or schism. The outcome of Cyprian’s actions in
response to the ecclesiastical consequences of the Decian persecution
might be so summarized but his stance was actually less innovative
and more nuanced. Cyprian’s primary concern at the time he
considered the admission of the penitent lapsed was not the danger of
pollution which would jeopardize the church’s holiness and power to
sanctify but a fear of inciting divine wrath by contravening the
corrective function of the persecution itself. When he dealt with failed
clergy within the unity of the church, he judged that they posed a
threat of contamination only to clergy and laity who actually consented
to their sins. In neither of these cases was the holiness of the church
itself necessarily in jeopardy. When Christian rituals of baptism and
eucharist were performed outside and in opposition to the unity of the
church, however, they not only failed to sanctify but polluted their
participants in the same way as the idolatrous ceremonies of Roman
polytheism.

In fact, Cyprian did not introduce an entirely new policy for dealing
with either lapsed laity or unworthy clergy. The custom of the Roman
church and at least some parts of the African church had allowed
penitents—even those who had accused themselves of apostasy—to be
reconciled and readmitted to communion at the time of death. This
position was announced by the presbyters of the church

in Rome ! and Cyprian himself adopted it under pressure from the
community in Carthage even during the persecution. % Penitents
admitted at the last moment of life only for the purpose of dying in the
communion would still have posed a threat to the purity of the church,
as Novatian later insisted; their survival in the communion, moreover,
could not be precluded. 3 The true innovations were made when the
bishops voted to allow first the penitent certified and then the
sacrificers into communion while still in good health. Similarly, Cyprian
inherited an established practice which required that clerics who had
proven themselves unworthy be removed from office. Nor was
apostasy the sole charge on which clerics were excluded. ? This view
was shared not only by the bishops of Africa but by Cornelius and the
bishops he consulted in Rome, as well as bishops in Spain. > Privatus
of Lambaesis, for example, had been removed from office in a council
held while Cyprian’s predecessor, Donatus, was bishop of Carthage,
and the decision was confirmed by the Roman bishop. ® The
innovation, introduced in Rome rather than Africa, seems to have been
in demoting rather than excommunicating failed clerics.  Thus, at



least in principle, the basic scheme for preserving church purity had
been established prior to the Decian persecution and was followed
during and after it.

The first task of the present chapter is to specify the concerns which
faced Cyprian and his community on the admission of fallen laity and
the exclusion of unworthy clergy. Then the specific positions which he
and his episcopal colleagues took on the dangers posed by the
sacrilegious rites of idolatry and schism will be explored.

The danger of divine wrath

In dealing with the lapsed laity during and immediately following the
Decian persecution, Cyprian’s concern was primarily the danger posed
by their moral failures rather than their ritual impurity. During the
early part of his exile, he wrote to the congregation in Carthage
offering an interpretation of the persecution and urging the response
appropriate for the community to make to it. Appealing to dream
visions, Cyprian explained that God had allowed the persecution in
order to demonstrate the church’s negligence in its prayers and refusal
to promote unity among its members. Since it was a divine call to
repentance and reform, the persecution would be brought to an end
once the entire church had mended its ways and prayed for the
forgiveness of its sins. &

Cyprian argued that this divine intention to putifie church was manifest in the move
from the first to the second phase of the enforcgraokthe Decian edict. After
withstanding their interrogation by the Roman autles, the initial set of confessors
had been sent into exile. Some of them had thevepranworthy of their achievement:
they violated their sentence by returning to Cagéhao that they might subsequently
be punished as criminals rather than Christianagdutition, they transgressed the moral
standards of the community in the celebration eirttictory. Clearly, Cyprian
observed, they had failed to grasp the divine tidenn allowing the persecution; they
returned to the community worse than when theyliesh dragged away from tAs a
consequence, Cyprian explained, God had allowe&tmean authorities to intensify
the prosecution by introducing torture into theernbgation of the next set of Christian
confessors, a development which produced both nsaatyd reluctant apostaté$On
this basis, Cyprian exhorted the community to régreee and united prayer, explaining
that the persecution would continue a bit longethst additional members of the
church could be testetf.By reforming their lives and praying for one anatimeunity,
however, Christians might voluntarily satisfy therifying purpose for which God had
brought the persecution. Divine forgiveness andeirigh peace would then follow?



Clearly, Cyprian believed and expected his condgregdo believe that God governed
the universe according to moral standards; that @@steéd, rewarded and punished
according to the merits and for the best intergmsiaps of all humans, but certainly of
Christians. He asserted that the imperial prosecwtias carried out by the Roman
officials under both the instigation of Satan ane tontrol of God. Thus he explained
that although Christians had brought on the petgatby their negligence, God
intended it for their correction and salvationthéy would heed the call to repentance
and improvement, the imperial action would stoghéy continued to sin—as the first
set of confessors had—it might be intensified stidire. The divine intention to correct
and punish would become Cyprian’s guiding principléirecting the church’s
response to the persecution and in deliberatindgp@meadmission of the lapsed.

By the letters of peace which they began to issw@ltand sundry in the name of the
martyrs, the Carthaginian confessors proposeddhession of the lapsed through the
intercession of the martyrs and without requiring penance. In three letters to the
confessors, clergy and people, Cyprian then opptisggbolicy by

signaling the danger of provoking divine anger tigio refusing that reform which the
persecution was intended to promdfelhe letter to the confessors did refer to the
profanation of the body of the Lord which was pémied when the lapsed were
admitted to communion without a purifying penanaé ®@yprian’s focus was on the
insult offered to God by the impenitence of thensis rather than the pollution of the
Christian offering. By cooperating in the audaaftyhe lapsed, he charged, the
confessors would lead them to destruction rathem Salvation* In writing to the
clergy, Cyprian again warned of the peril in whtblke lapsed had placed themselves by
offending the Lord and recounted recent visionscWitionfirmed his interpretation of
the persecution as a correctiohGod continued to rebuke, he warned, but the lapsed
and their supporters, both oblivious to the thre&te in extreme danger. In contrast,
Cyprian praised the faithful laity for the pray@dapenance they were undertaking.
Finally, he asked their support for the policy efay in reconciling the lapsed until
God had relented and given peace to the churchwdmke, implying that additional
time was necessary to allow the correction of Gilans and even the purging of some.
®In a subsequent letter to the clergy of Rome, iitivhe defended his voluntary exile
and summarized the actions he had taken to catbdarommunity, Cyprian
emphasized the need for repentance and for impjohi@ mercy of God.” Thus his

first response to the admission of the lapsed wagynal not the contamination of the
communion by their participation but the dangetheir flaunting the divine call to
repentance given in the persecution itself. Eve@@s continued to rebuke and cleanse
the church, some of the clergy and confessors agparently allowing the lapsed,
whom God had purged, to return unrepentant to tkiect’'s communion.



In writing to his community in Carthage, as hasrbseen, Cyprian did refer to the
profanation of the body of Christ by the lapsedngd Cor. 11.27 and 10.20-£.In

his first letter to the Roman clergy, he again spokthe pollution of the hands and
mouth of the lapsed through their contact withghaerilegious sacrifices and even of
their conscience by accepting the certificatesonfijgliance from the imperial officials.
¥ Once again, the context indicates that his intentias to signal not the threat which
the lapsed posed to the sanctity of the communubnhe clear and present danger that
their readmission would provoke the anger of GB&ven after God had exhibited
their sin to these people, they did not repentirifvery impenitence, he argued,
confirmed the

rightness of the divine judgment in bringing dovergecution upon the churdf.

Once he had returned to Carthage after Easter 251, @yppicked up the theme of
persecution as reform again in his address todghenwnity,On the LapsedAfter he

had catalogued the sins of the Carthaginian comtynand the wider church which had
originally made the persecution necess&rie charged that the fallen had further
provoked the divine anger by refusing to do penafidéext he turned on the
confessors and their clerical supporters: in aeffpg act of presumption, they
claimed to have come to the aid of the church loyiseg divine mercy for the fallen.
Could they truly have believed that God was in nefdtheir assistance to forgive sins,
to rescue Christians? In their blindness, the gsdis and laxist clergy had failed to
recognize that God was working the salvation ofdimerch by testing, purifying and
correcting. By their arrogance, they were impedatfer than aiding God’s saving
action.?* The divine wrath of which he had been warning stheeoutbreak of
persecution could now be discerned, Cyprian obskeiaehe very refusal of the lapsed
to recognize and do penance for their sin. Thd&nfehe explained, were now being
rejected rather than corrected by G&d.

The understanding of persecution as divine cowaand purification of the church
remained an interpretative resource which couldgp#ied to new situations. A year or
so after his return to Carthage, for example, Gypeargued that the lapsed bishop
Fortunatianus must not be allowed to return tooffise because God had intended to
expose and remove such unworthy bishops througpetsecution?® When a new
imperial action was anticipated in spring 253, Gypragain advanced his explanation
of the divine purpose but in a modified form. Siteeand his episcopal colleagues had
decided to reconcile and restore to communion tiadsehad received certificates and
the penitent sacrifices who had come close to déatlvould not assert that the church
once again needed divine purification, and themalggest that God might be intent on
removing those whom the bishops had readmittetedas he argued that the church
was being tested rather than purified, specificddgt the divine mercy was providing a



new opportunity for those sacrificers who werd giiing penance to prove their
devotion by public confession of the faith and thegain full communior?’ When the
government in Rome struck at Cornelius but igndtesatian, Cyprian observed that
the persecution served the further function ofilggtishing the true church

from schisms. The sparing of the rigorists indidatet divine but demonic protection:
Novatian was already serving Satan’s cause bylmeelgainst Cornelius and need not
be tempted again to abandon Christ. 28

The persistence of this theme of divine testing@ednsing in Cyprian’s interpretation
of the persecution clearly demonstrates its sigaifce for him. Though he signaled the
impurity of hand, mouth and mind which the lapsad mcurred by their contact with
idolatry, he did not identify this pollution as ausce of danger to the church as a whole.
Instead, as shall soon be seen, he believed dtdmed primarily the individuals who
carried it. His concern was not that admitting ldpesed would contaminate the
communion and all its members but that their acoeg would further provoke divine
wrath, which might then engulf even those who vatilestanding in the faith.

The danger of ritual pollution

Although ritual pollution from idolatry did not pvade Cyprian’s weapon of choice for
attacking the laxists during and after the Deciarsecution, he did hold and employ a
concept of contamination through bodily contacgreinvoluntary contact, with the
satanic ceremonies of idolatry. As has been naheding the persecution he cited 1 Cor.
10.20-1, which he interpreted as forbidding conveith the table of the Lord after eating
at the table of the demons. 29 He accused thedagfgerofaning the body of Christ by
eating it unworthily, using 1 Cor. 11.27. 30 Simlyain writing to the Roman clergy, he
described the lapsed as having soiled their hamd$reouths through contact with
sacrilegious sacrifices. 31 In On the Lapsed, Gypemployed the categories of ritual
pollution more fully, returning over and again @ tcontamination which the fallen had
incurred through their manual and oral contact wh#hsacrifices, again citing 1 Cor.
10.20-1 and 11.27. In this instance, however, hgfdd the meaning of these texts by
qguoting Lev. 7.20: “Those who eat flesh from thed’s sacrifice of well-being while in
a state of uncleanness shall be cut off from tkieif 32 Thus Cyprian clearly indicated
that the true danger was to the unclean indivitluathing the holy food of the Christian
eucharist. 33 Similarly, he decried the foolishnafsthe lapsed when they assaulted the
clergy who were trying to protect them from theide/wrath which would fall upon the
sinners through their contact with the euchariétT8 illustrate the danger
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to anyone contaminated by idolatry, Cyprian thexouaited the bodily and mental
injuries which had resulted from sacrilegious contgith the eucharistic body of the



Lord. *> The Christian eucharist posed a danger to the conged, not the impure to
the communion!

The examples of pollution which Cyprian offerechte congregation indicated that
African Christians understood that idolatry contaatéd not only through voluntary
bodily contact but also when the touching was ioatdry or even contrary to a
person’s explicitly manifest intention. In one kiing instance, an infant who had been
fed the demonic food by a nurse, without the knodg&eor consent of the child’s exiled
parents, refused the eucharistic cup and thenrsdffextreme pain when the sacred
blood was poured into its mouti.In a similar vein, Bishop Caldonius wrote to
Cyprian inquiring about the proper handling of tase of a wife who had been
dragged to the place of sacrifice against her Widr husband had actually forced her
hand through the motion of the forbidden ritualeereas she maintained the purity of
her conscience, Caldonius explained, screamingotest that he rather than she was
performing the deed. Caldonius asked whether tiie emposed by the governor for
her steadfast confession of Christ, an exile shait#dtwo male companions who had
themselves sacrificed, was adequate to purify toen the sin>’ In his response,
Cyprian failed to distinguish the impurity of ti®man who had been forced from that
of the men who had willingly complied; he praiskdit confessions of Christ and
consequent exile as a repentance for the Sid$ws, Cyprian seems to have agreed
with Caldonius in accepting a bodily pollution whicould be incurred even contrary to
a person’s intention and thus required repentandeoarification.

This significance of physical contact with idolatmas also evident in the distinction
which the people made and the bishops acceptedbgtihe certified and the
sacrificers. During the persecution, the focusathlCyprian and the Roman confessors
was on the moral failure of the lapsed. He decl#énatthe certified were no less
contaminated than the sacrificet$Their successful avoidance of bodily contact with
idolatry had, he implied, done nothing to lessegirtguilt and protect them from divine
wrath. The Roman confessors focused primarily endéfilement of the conscience
which then entailed the pollution of the hands aralith touching or tasting the
sacrifices, and even the eyes which had looked tipoidols.*° When his fellow
bishops, both in

Africa and Italy, decided to admit these penitemshediately after the persecution,
Cyprian had to acknowledge that the particulanuitstances of each case were
important in determining the individual’s statffsHe recognized that the certified had
retained the purity of their hands and mouths;lleevad that many had acted with
good-will, believing they were allowed to accept tertificates as long as they
declared themselves unwilling to sacrifice. S@jprian described their consciences as
polluted and asserted that they had themselvestadinais much by repenting of an
action which had actually been construed as ar@atlu confess Christ? Thus

Christians in Carthage were apparently prepared@a the notion of bodily pollution



through involuntary contact with idolatry to be extled to a pollution of conscience
through misguided intentional contattYet they insisted that the contamination of
this non-bodily contact was not as serious ashlif@might on by touching, eating or
drinking; it could be more easily purified or fovgn.

Finally, to advance his polemical purpose, Cypdahnot refrain from suggesting an
even more contagious contamination. When the laxisismatics appeared before
Cornelius in Rome to accuse him of cruelty andriggo, Cyprian recalled the
readiness of these schismatic presbyters and sdbagnter into communion with the
sacrificers whose hands and mouths were still rgekbom the incense, the sacrificial
meat and libation wine of idolatry. He sought tepime horror at Cornelius’ petitioners
who had polluted themselves by embracing the lapsddmight infect him in turrf?

In this particular instance, however, Cyprian waalohg with voluntary
communication through what he regarded as a shahmest celebrated outside the
protection of the church. In the later conflict ovebaptism, he would make a sharp
distinction between the church’s pure rituals drmpolluting ceremonies of the
schismatics?®

In the understanding of Cyprian, and apparentlyesportion of his community in
Carthage, any form of contact with idolatrous dams—according to intention, apart
from intention, contrary to intention, or even bisguided intention—contaminated, so
that the polluted person had to be purified by négeece. Within the unity of the
church, however, that impurity was dangerous omlghé person carrying it and not to
any others who came into involuntary contact witffhe body and blood of Christ, at
least when celebrated in the true church, coultheebe defiled by the pollution of an
unworthy recipient nor could it serve as a vehiole

involuntary contamination of others; instead, tb#lyted recipient would be harmed by
contact with this holy reality. Outside the unitiytbe church, the laxist presbyters were
contaminated by their contact—even if misguided—hwiite carriers of idolatrous
impurity. Those contaminated in body or mind byirtieentact with idolatry were a
danger to themselves and not to the holy church.

Sinful laity in the church

During and immediately after the persecution, Cyprihis brother bishops, and his
congregation did not regard the presence of pasitgho had been guilty of apostasy
and idolatry as a threat to the holiness of themmmunion. The twin dangers, from his
perspective, were that the church would bring ddwime wrath upon itself by
rejecting the call to reform and that the impureuldcsuffer from contact with the holy
realities within the church. As the controversyimstn Novatian and Cornelius
developed in Rome and the rigorists attempted ito géoothold in Africa, Cyprian and
his colleagues were drawn into the debate ovecah@munication of impurity through



the communion of the church. He consistently arghatdadmitting the lapsed into
communion as lay persons would not jeopardize thiedss of the church, its
relationship to God, or its power to sanctff.

In a letter to the confessors in Rome who had pbidevatian’s communion upon their
release from prison, he referred to the parabteeivheat and tares, observing that the
presence of some who were unworthy was no reasleave the communion of the
church. At this time, the tares would have beerewtdod as symbolizing the certified
whom Cornelius had elected to admit and the saergiwho were in the congregation
of Bishop Trofimus?’ Shortly thereafter, in defending the African prefese for
Cornelius over Novatian, Cyprian explicitly repugid the principle that one person
can infect another with sin through their shariogymunion in the church. Had this
been the case, he observed, Novatian himself simmildave followed the already
established practice of accepting repentant aduténto communior® While he
recognized the danger of condoning or approvingjrofvithin the unity of the true
church, he argued to the Roman confessors thangh@mmunion did not of itself
imply consent to another’s siff.To an African colleague, he observed that the
innovative practice of admitting repentant adultetgad not harmed the practice of

continence and marital chastity within the community. >° As has
already been seen, however, in his attack on the laxist clergy, Cyprian
did allude to the danger of contamination through communion with the
polluted outside the unity of the church. 2%

Thus Cyprian explicitly rejected the thesis that ritual pollution or even
voluntary sin could be transmitted through the communion of the true
church. Instead, he did recognize—as has been discussed in
considering the necessity of penance—that accepting sinners into
communion without the process of public repentance jeopardized the
identity of this voluntary community and its relationship to God.
Intentionally disregarding the cosmic significance of apostasy, as the
laxists had done, could bring down divine rejection on the church.
Unlike the satanic rituals practiced in idolatry or schism, however, the
unity and rituals of the church did not transmit impurity and sin among
the participants.

Sinful bishops in the unity of the church

Cyprian insisted that clerics who had failed by sacrifice, certificate or
similar crime must be removed from office and could be readmitted to
communion only among the laity. In particular, any church which



knowingly allowed lapsed bishops to perform the functions of
sanctifying and praying for the community not only failed to receive
the benefits of these ministries but stood in danger of sharing the sin
of the leader. Apart from the controversy over the efficacy of baptism
performed by heretics or schismatics, Cyprian dealt with six instances
of unworthy bishops within the church. His position was remarkably
consistent and his explanations provided a rationale for the established
practice of removing unworthy bishops once they have been
discovered.

In rehearsing the evils which God had used the persecution to punish
and correct, in On the Lapsed, Cyprian did not hesitate to describe the
greed and negligence of some of his episcopal colleagues. They shared
the evils which had afflicted the people. Yet he did not speak of their
sinfulness as posing a threat to the efficacy of their ministry. It had
rather contributed to the sufferings of the persecution. 22

In defending Cornelius against charges reported by his African
colleague Antonianus, Cyprian implied that two of the counts might
have justified Novatian’s call for the deposition and replacement of his
rival in Rome. The Roman bishop, he asserted, had not himself fallen
during the persecution. >> Nor had he allowed the

sacrificer bishop Trofimus to enter his communisragishop but only as a laymah.
Such accusations could be defended only on the basgact; proven true either would
have disqualified Cornelius, as is evident in sghseat instances.

In his insistence that the African bishop Fortuswatis must be removed because he had
been guilty of sacrifice during the persecutionpfign presented a full consideration of
the dangers associated with unworthy bishops. #taiaed priest, the bishop was
himself in danger of incurring the wrath of Goddpproaching the altar to sacrifice, as
certified by Lev. 21.17, Ex. 19.22 and Ex. 28 #%econdly, the bishops sin had
deprived him of the power to exercise the priesilg for the community: having lost
the Holy Spirit, he could not sanctify; by Jn. 9.81e sinner’s prayer could not gain a
hearing before God® Thus the community which tolerated him would ldse i
intercessor before God and its rituals would hav@ower to sanctify. Accepting the
ministry of such a sinful priest, moreover, wouwdd the laity to assume that penance
was superfluous and that God would ignore Eifyprian adapted his earlier
interpretation of the persecution as a divine deanof the church to apply it
specifically to unworthy bishops: God had actedxpose them, so that they could be
removed and further contact between the cleantandriclean would be thereby
prevented>® He warned that returning such a sinful bishop fiwefwould result in his
polluting the altar and infecting the communi/If the bishop refused to step down,



the community must desert him: by supporting omeiederating a known sinner as its
representative, it would identify itself with hiailiure.®° In this instance, Cyprian
implied that the bishop might communicate his cgiu@a to the entire community
through the eucharistic sacrifice. The danger belgawever, only once the minister’s
unworthiness had been made manifest by God'’s tgskimough Cyprian’s language
described a pollution by bodily contact, the comitys voluntary acquiescence
played an essential role in the contaminatfon.

Attacking the appeal for recognition made by thestacollege of bishops to Cornelius,
Cyprian noted that its leader, Privatus of Lambs®esid three of his colleagues had all
been removed from office by their colleagues, tired followers for sacrificing during
the persecutiorf? Cornelius should recoil in horror, Cyprian implidghm the
emissaries of such polluted bishops.

Cyprian repeated many of the arguments he had ags@lfor the case of Fortunatianus
when he responded in the name of an epis-

copal synod to an appeal from colleagues in Spain for assistance in
preventing the two bishops, Basilides and Martialis, deposed for
apostasy, from regaining their offices. The assertion that such priests
were incapable of praying and offering was again supported by Jn.
9.31, “God does not hear sinners.” ®* He then cited Hosea 9.4, “Such
sacrifices shall be like the bread of mourning; all who eat of it shall be
defiled,” to indicate that sinful clergy would defile those who accepted
their communion and consented to their ministry. ®> In a similar vein,
the immediate divine punishment of all who had supported the revolt
of Core, Dathan and Abiron against the priesthood of Aaron, in Num.
16.1-26, was invoked to show that anyone who supported the ministry
of an apostate priest would thereby participate in the sacrilege of his
sacrifice. ®® The unity of the church would not protect Christians who
knowingly consented to polluted priests presenting their prayers,
petitions and offerings to God. In a move aimed at the Roman bishop
Stephen, who was apparently supporting the claims of the failed
bishops to be restored to their offices, Cyprian charged that any bishop
who recognized and entered into communion with such colleagues
would become a willing partner in their sin and punishment. ®’ This
assertion might reflect the stance developed in the struggle against
the laxist schism in Africa, whose episcopal college included at least
three bishops condemned and deposed by their Catholic colleagues as
sacrificers. 8



In defending himself against the attack of a rigorist, Cyprian argued
through a reductio ad absurdum by spelling out the full implications of
the charges which were being brought against him. ®° Were he a failed
priest, then all whom he had baptized, reconciled and communicated
would have lost their salvation. ’° Were he polluted by communion
with idolaters, as his opponent Puppianus claimed, then all who had
communicated with him shared his contagion and thereby lost the
hope of eternal life. ! The sarcastic and even ridiculing tone of this
riposte makes Cyprian’s commitment to the principles of his argument
uncertain; the premises might have been those of his adversary. In
this instance alone, for example, he implied that Christians who acted
within the unity of the church might lose their salvation through the
hidden defects of the priest from whom they received baptism,
eucharist and reconciliation. 7> The rhetoric employed, therefore,
prevents this letter supporting the conclusion that Cyprian believed
pollution could be transmitted unwittingly through the communion and
rituals within the unity of the church.

In four of these six instances, Cyprian clearly affirmed that fallen

bishops were capable of polluting the altars afecimg the congregations which
accepted their ministry and even the other bishdps recognized them as
colleagues. In all but Cyprian’s self-defense,ld@ler’s sin was public and widely
known, however, so that those who communicated thigtfailed bishop could be
construed as tolerating or approving his sin. lalidg with the Spanish apostates, for
example, Cyprian built his argument on the peopiels in choosing a bishop whom
they knew to be worthy, and thus their responsibibr rejecting one they had come
to recognize as unworth{® He allowed that the Spanish bishop Basilides’ déorp
might have protected the Roman bishop Stephen auries that such an excuse
could not endure once the blasphemy and apostasykmewn.”* Although he used
the language of ritual contamination, the evidese®ems to focus Cyprian’s concern
on intentional acquiescence and wilful participatio a leader’s sin. He appears to
have held to the principle articulated in dealinthwhe acceptance of the laity into
communion: within the church’s unity, contaminatiwas not transmitted through
unwitting or unintentional contact. Still, he sidgd a clear difference between the
intentions operative in tolerating a penitent d&ygoerson and allowing a failed priest
to represent the community before God. The repeetahbishops such as Trofimus,
Fortunatianus, Matrtialis and Basilides did not gate the danger which they posed to
their churches. Once they had sinned and thewasknown, their acceptance as
bishops by the laity or other bishops would jeojmadhe church’s relationship to
God and the saving power of its rituals. To toleipenitent apostate as a



communicant was only to preserve a sinner for teecgnor judgment of God; to
tolerate an idolater or blasphemer as priest wasadck the holiness of the Spirit, to
violate the baptismal oath of fidelity to Chrigt,ibsult the holiness of God.

The sacrilege of schism

The controversy over the rebaptism of converts hdmb originally been baptized
outside the unity of the true church focused thestjon on the role of the bishop in
the holiness and sanctifying power of the churdke lthe problem of unworthy
bishops within the unity of the church, this issuenlved the inability of the sinful
minister to sanctify and the people’s voluntarytiggration in a sin instituted by their
bishop. According to the analysis presented eathercontroversy in Africa over the
power to baptize focused

on the laxist communion, some of whose bishops geiléy of apostasy as well as
schism.”” In Italy, the primary opponent was Novatian, whd dot carry the pollution
of idolatry but only the sin of schism. To claritye focus of Cyprian’s concern,
therefore, the two stages of the controversy oseaptism will again be distinguished
and treated separately.

The laxists

The laxist organization built in Africa by Privataé Lambaesis included bishops who
had been accepted into its fellowship although tieey performed no penance after
being guilty of sacrifice during the persecutiGhiNor did this church require

penitential purification of any of its lapsed menmg& hus Cyprian and his
correspondents could have attacked this entirepgnaniike the Novatianists, as having
been polluted by voluntary contact with idolatfyThe correspondence reporting
synodal decisions and Cyprian’s own letters, howeeeused not on the impurity of
idolatry but on the contamination arising from riéiba against Christ and the church.
As the persecution in Africa was dying down, itoé recalled, Cyprian had already
begun to characterize the rebellion of the laxasta second form of persecution and
the laxist clergy as taking over the demonic dutieghe imperial commissioner&.
Similarly, in noting the imperial government’s negi of Novatian at the time of
Cornelius’ arrest, he implied that the rigoristsl ledready entered into the service of
Satan by their rebellion against the churéide did not hesitate to adopt the categories
of sacrilege and ritual impurity which were properdolatry as weapons for attacking
the rituals performed by the schismatf’dater he asserted not only that the outsiders
could not sanctify the converts they received hat their schismatic rituals
contaminated the participants in much the sameasgahe idolatrous rituals of Roman
religion had and would. A second, opposing altas wacessarily sacrilegious.



In the initial stage of the controversy over relmpt which appears to have been
focused on the laxists in Africa, Cyprian cleargarted that any minister who acted
outside the unity of the church lacked the powesawctify and thus could not cleanse
from sin, purify the water of baptism, consecréaie ¢il of anointing, forgive sins or
sanctify the recipients of his baptisthGoing further, he quoted texts of scripture
which implied that the schismatic ritual pollutéws$e who received it: Num. 19.22,
“And

everything which the unclean touches shall be unclean,” Ps. 140.5;
“Let not the oil of a sinner anoint my head.” 82 The synod writing to
Stephen in spring of 256 asserted that the profane water of the
heretics and schismatics stained those they washed. 8 Even a person
erroneously seeking the church among the outsiders incurred the sin
of sacrilege through contact with their ministry and need not have
been guilty of their formal rebellion against the bishops and the unity
of the church to be blemished by it. 3* Cyprian and his colleagues
made similar arguments about inefficacy and contagion to support the
policy of deposing unworthy bishops within the unity of the church. &
There, however, the contagion of idolatry could spread from a failed
minister only to a knowing and consenting recipient. In contrast, the
contamination from schismatic rituals was described as independent of
intention, like that of direct contact with idolatry. Despite the language
of the scriptural citations, which focused on the sin and uncleanness of
the priest, the bishops’ argument was that the schismatic rituals
themselves were polluting, like those of idolatry.

This law of impurity through contact also applied to any minister who
had left the true church or been ordained in schism: he was
permanently stained with the contagion of rebellion against Christ and
the sacrilegious sacrifices which he had offered in schism. The African
synod pronounced schismatic clerics subject to the same pollution as
the bishops who had offered sacrifice to the demons during the
persecution. Because such a priest was blemished and impure, the
Lord would desert him; because he was sinful, he would be injured
through contact with the holy altar. 8 The bishops asserted that
schism caused an uncleanness as disabling and contagious as that of
idolatry. As a result, such a cleric might be returned and admitted to
the unity of the church only as a layman. 8’ Because of the shortness
of time between the original schism and this controversy, no more
than four years, all the clerics under consideration in this letter would



have been baptized in the unity of the church before going into schism
and thus could be purified from their contamination only through
penance. They were to be treated exactly as a cleric who had failed
during the persecution; they could be accepted only among the laity.

Although the laxist communion, which is here identified as the focus of
the first stage of the controversy over rebaptism, contained at least
three sacrificers among its bishops, Cyprian and his colleagues did not
rely on this defect as the basis for their arguments. Instead, they
charged that the rituals of their opponents

were sacrilegious and contaminating because they were performed in
rebellion against the unity of the church. Moreover, they regarded the
pollution of schismatic rituals as equivalent to that of idolatrous ones:
it could be contracted even in error or unintentionally; it created a
disability which could not be removed by repentance.

The Novatianists

In the second phase of the rebaptism controversy, this charge of
contaminating sacrilege was extended to the Novatianists, who had
been careful to keep their communicants, both clerical and lay, free of
all stain of idolatry. In writing to Stephen in Rome about Marcianus,
the rigorist bishop of Arles, Cyprian accused Novatian of setting up a
profane altar, establishing an adulterous episcopal throne, and
performing sacrilegious sacrifices. He then repeated the charge in
writing to Magnus. 28 The assertion of using impure and contagious
water, which had been implied in attacking the laxists, was boldly
applied against the rigorists. 8 Instead of appealing to the purity code
of Exodus and Leviticus, however, Cyprian adapted the scriptural
support which had been used to warn the Spanish congregations
against accepting their apostate bishops back as priests. °° The
rebellion against the priesthood of Aaron mounted by Core, Dathan
and Abiron had brought summary punishment on leaders and followers
alike. °! Hosea’s characterization of intentionally participating in an
irregular sacrifice as eating the bread of mourning was transferred
from idolatry to schism. ?2 In a third appeal to precedent, Cyprian
recalled the rebellion of the sons of Aaron in bringing their own fire to
the altar. °> Schism had become an act of sacrilege equivalent to
idolatry.



In the controversy over rebaptism, Cyprian concluded that the rituals
of the schismatics polluted those who received them in the same way
that the rites of idolatry contaminated those who participated in them,
even involuntarily. The original charge that the laxist clergy were
continuing the work of the devil by preventing the repentance of the
lapsed had been extended to the college of bishops they established in
Africa. The rituals they performed to deceive failed Christians and
incautious converts were not only ineffective because of the absence of
the Holy Spirit outside the church but demonic: they polluted anyone
who participated in them. °* Once the schismatic rituals of the laxists
had been characterized as sacrilegious, that judgment was extended to
the rigorists as well.

The significance of social structures

The failures in unity and morality within the Christian community
required the persecution as a means of correcting and purifying. The
first and greatest danger which the lapsed posed was not, therefore,
the contamination of the church through their contact with idolatry but
the provoking of divine wrath by readmitting to communion those
whom God had purged, without their having demonstrated repentance
and a sincere commitment to the standards of Christ. The risk of ritual
pollution through contact with idolatry was a secondary, though real,
consideration. Cyprian and his community clearly manifested a fear of
the contagion which had been contracted by voluntary or involuntary
bodily contact with idolatrous rituals. They distinguished the certified
who had avoided bodily contact with idolatry, but still required
purification of their conscience. Cyprian later identified schismatic
rituals as demonic and equally polluting.

The Christian who had been contaminated by idolatry, particularly
voluntarily, was not so much a threat to, as a sinner threatened by the
holiness of the church. Although Cyprian occasionally referred to the
profaning of the body of Christ, the polluting of the holy altar and the
infecting of the community, the injuries which he actually described
were all suffered by the impure themselves rather than by the holy
realities with which they came into contact. A Christian who had
participated in the rituals of idolatry or schism after baptism could be
readmitted to the communion of the church so that its priest and
people could serve as advocates before God for winning forgiveness
and salvation. Such a person could not, however, serve as an advocate
for others. Thus the lapsed or schismatic clergy were removed from



office and reconciled penitents were permanently disbarred from
presenting prayer, petition or sacrifice to God for the community.

The rituals of baptism and eucharist celebrated within the unity of the
church could not communicate impurity among the people
independently of the intention of the participants. Because the holiness
of the eucharist was stronger than the impurity of idolatry, Christians
sharing the eucharist within the unity of the church were protected
from any contagion carried by their fellow communicants. Thus, if an
initiant had not been properly baptized, a penitent had not been
purified, or a bishop was hiding infidelity from his congregation, then
the endowments of the church itself supplied for their defects and
protected their colleagues from harm. A behavioral standard was
applied to the differentiation of roles just as it was to the

protection of the boundary: an evil intention hadbé addressed when it was acted
upon and manifest to other members of the commuthieyhidden or secret sin was to
be judged by Christ alone. Once impurity becamdipuftowever, the community
could not tolerate or acquiesce in its presenckiwihe communion. If sharing in the
ritual indicated approval of the known sin of ddwel, then the guilt would also be
shared. That union of consent was broken, howéyethe ritual of public penance in
which both the sinner and the community repudi#itedsin. Through the rites of
reconciliation, the community was protected frony aantagion which might exist
among the people. The church’s ritual, itself pame holy, would not transmit evil or
pollution from one participant to another.

Bishops and other clergy, even within the commumibthe church, posed a greater
danger. They were public persons chosen or approydide congregation, who
represented it before God, to other congregatiodsaen before the enemies of
Christ. They held their positions by the continuaapsent and approval of the
community. Pastoral necessity provided no excusause their salvation depended
upon their standing among the people, not upom tiwdding office. To tolerate their
sin, therefore, was to approve and thus to shaunivorthy bishops apparently posed
the same danger to any episcopal colleagues whmmeld them into communion: if
their sin was known it would contaminate but app#tyenot if it was unrecognized.
Thus within the unity of the church, contaminatssems to have been communicated
primarily voluntarily. Still, Cyprian did employ éhlanguage of involuntary
contamination by ritual contact or consensual comoruwith a bishop who was
unrecognized as a sinner. In his self-defense agRimppianus, however, the
implication that his flock could have been polluted destroyed by his own failings
was mockingly repudiated. In practice, Cyprian a&aph behavioral standard to the



clergy as well as the laity: sin which was unknaseld be neither approved nor
repudiated and thus could not contaminate anotitemathe unity of the church.

The rituals celebrated by heretics and schismatiasyntrast to those of the true
church, would infect those who participated in tharthe same way as idolatrous rites,
even without knowledge of and consent to the demewiil they symbolized. Cyprian
had insisted that schism was a form of idolatry be@quated the contaminating power
of the two sets of rituals. Only the power of bagij not a ritual of penance following
baptism, could so cleanse

from the stain of idolatry or schism that a persoanld be entrusted with the priestly
and mediatory role of the church. Moreover, outsigeunity of the church, no
minister shared the episcopate’s gift of the Hgbyri§ which conferred the power to
sanctify. The absence of the Spirit's power to §&nche sacrilege of the rituals
themselves, and even the unacknowledged crimesvednihy ministers resulted in
the pollution of all who shared in schismatic rltia

The logic of Cyprian’s identification of the powter sanctify with the reception and
retention of the Holy Spirit and his belief in tbentaminating power of idolatry
could have rendered the ministry of failed clemsthin the church not only void but
even polluting. Their congregations could have He#runprotected against the
holiness of God and stained by the impurity oftheaders. The power of the
scriptural texts he quoted against the schismatio&d have made the sinful minister
within the Catholic communion no less dangerousisccommunity than to himself.
Yet Cyprian consistently refused to draw these kmiens and held back from these
implications. He was no less assured that thosgdmithe true communion of the
church, both idolaters and schismatics were not deprived of all power to sanctify
but afflicted with no less effective a power tolpté and contaminate. Such
assurance of the cosmic power of its own rituadsyell as the contrary power of the
rituals of its opponents, is characteristic of enawunity which assigns cosmic
significance to its boundaries, its internal diffietiation of roles and offices, and the
behavioral standards of conduct by which it defithesn. Thus his firm sense of the
unity of the Catholic church was inseparable froppi@an’s belief in the sanctifying
and contaminating power of ritual.

8
UNITY OF THE EPISCOPATE



The issue of church unity has been an element throughout this study
of the episcopacy of Cyprian. In the schisms which challenged the
Carthaginian church at the end of the Decian persecution, he found a
way for the lapsed to confess the unity of the church and thereby to be
released from their sin, at least on earth. In commissioning Peter, he
insisted, Christ had established the bishop as the foundation of unity
for the local church. That unity, though reflected in the charity and
harmony of the eucharistic fellowship, was grounded in the unity of
God and the bond between Christ and the Father. The church was
indivisible in principle; schismatics could leave but not divide it. All this
Cyprian taught about the local church, gathered under the leadership
of its bishop. Though he made similar assertions about the solidarity of
the episcopate and the harmony of the world-wide church, his
understanding of its unity was significantly different. Though Christ’s
great flock was indeed one, it had many shepherds. Each of them had
been assigned a portion of the flock to govern and would answer to
the Lord for his stewardship. Though none was to intrude on the work
of another, all were jointly responsible for the whole and even for each
of its parts. Thus the theory of the unity of the world-wide church
contained conflicting elements whose balance was achieved by
negotiation. It is better understood by examination of actual practices
and their justification than by making any one of its components the
guiding principle of a systematic whole.

Attention will first be directed to the practice of unity, to the structures
of collaboration developed by the bishops. Only then will Cyprian’s
justification of these structures be examined. The final revision of On
the Unity of the Catholic Church, which was undertaken during the
conflict over the practice of rebaptism, will be investigated and
interpreted in the light of contemporary developments.

On this basis, an attempt will then be made to sketch Cyprian’s
understanding of the unity of the world-wide church.

Structures of collaboration

Many of the responsibilities facing the bishops could be discharged
successfully only through collaborative action. As has already been
noted, the election, consecration and recognition of a new bishop
required the cooperation of neighboring bishops. When a succession
was disputed, consultation and a unified response were essential. 1 A
bishop who had proven unworthy could be deposed and replaced only



by a judgment made and enforced by his colleagues. ?> The breakdown
of consensus, such as that which occurred in the case of the Spanish
bishops Basilides and Martialis, could paralyze or divide local churches.
3 Similarly, the discipline of penance required the adoption of common
policies which could be enforced at least regionally. The travel of
Christians between Rome and Carthage had required the coordination
of practice between these churches, even during the persecution;
movement of people within Africa must have required even closer
collaboration. * The Africans adopted the changes recommended by
the Roman presbyters > and worked to prevent the circumvention of
the Roman policy of withholding reconciliation from all but dying
penitents until the end of the persecution. ® The proclamation of a
general forgiveness by the Carthaginian confessors required the
immediate coordination of practice by the African bishops. ’ After the
persecution, all African policies were formed in councils of bishops and
the Romans were immediately informed of their deC|S|ons 8 Common
action was taken on the bishops who had failed in Africa ° and on the
presbyters who had extended peace to the lapsed without requiring
penance. 1° When conflict arose over the practice of rebaptism of
converts originally initiated into schismatic or heretical communities,
they used extensive correspondence and consultation to develop a
common policy.

In their disciplinary decisions, the African bishops seem to have
experienced no difficulty in making judgments once they had acquired
the relevant facts—thus the preference for Cornelius over Novatian, 2
the confirmation of Cyprian’s exclusion of the rebel clergy of Carthage,
13 the depositions of Fortunatianus of Assuras and Marcianus of Arles.
iMakmg policy decisions was more complex. In considering the
reconciling of the lapsed, the bishops claimed to have consulted
scripture, weighed the pastoral conse-

quences of particular options, and even read the signs and warnings of
the times. > The attempt to mediate between such texts as Mt. 10.33,
in which Christ threatened to disown those who had denied him, and
Mt. 16.18-19, in which Peter was given authority to bind and loosen on
earth and in heaven, can be discerned in the decrees of the councils. &
In the case of the rebaptism controversy, Cyprian built his arguments
from scripture and pastoral practice but claimed that the truth which
required the displacement of prior custom had actually been revealed.
17 The bishops seem to have realized that their situation could be
different from that of the apostolic times and therefore that they



needed to go beyond what had been handed down from the apostles—
even if it were accurately transmitted in the practice of some single
church—or what was reflected in the scripture. 18

In most instances, the bishops of Africa and Italy agreed on the proper
practice. In cases of conflict, however, the Africans both argued that
theirs was the right policy and defended their right to regional
autonomy within the unity of the universal church. When the laxists
appealed to Cornelius for the recognition of their episcopal college,
Cyprian insisted that the African bishops were adequately equipped
and authorized to judge the merits of the case. !° They reversed
Stephen’s judgment on the deposition of the Spanish bishops and
Cyprian insisted that Stephen cooperate in the removal of Marcianus of
Arles. 2° The Africans defiantly refused to bow to the jurisdiction of the
Roman bishop in the matter of rebaptizing schismatics. 2! Rather than
simply claiming autonomy, they sought the support of other regional
groups of bishops in overcoming the threat of isolation from the other

churches. %2

The authority of the collective and the autonomy of the individual were
delicately balanced in the cooperative action of the African bishops.
Although Cyprian and his colleagues regularly insisted that individual
bishops retained the right to dissent from common decisions, they did
not hesitate to reprimand deviants, particularly where common
discipline was jeopardized. The plan adopted in spring 251 allowed
individual bishops to withhold the allowed reconciliation from the
penitent lapsed. 22> They were not, however, authorized to liberalize
the policy by admission of any sinners without public penance or of
sacrificers who were not in danger of death. >* When Bishop Therapius
gave the peace of the church to a former presbyter who was in good
health without first consulting his congregation, he was threatened
with sanctions by a synod of his colleagues. > A bishop who wanted to
advance the

giving of peace to a group of sacrificers who had finally fallen after an
extended confession under torture took the precaution of seeking the
advice and approval of his colleagues gathered for the consecration of
a new bishop. Cyprian, to whom the matter was then referred,
professed his sympathy for the proposal but also refused to
recommend action on his own authority and promised to place the
question before a provincial synod which would soon meet in
Carthage. 2° At a subsequent council, the bishops again deliberated



and together decided to liberalize their policy by admitting sacrificers
who had persevered in penance up to that time. They allowed
individual bishops to restrict the liberation but this time warned that
anyone who did not follow the common decision would answer to the
Lord on judgment day for his severity and cruelty. 2’ The adherence to
these policies seems to have been general, which it had not been in
the earlier decision to allow reconciliation of adulterers. %8 The
unanimity and cooperation of the bishops of Africa in facing the
problem of the lapsed allowed Cyprian to argue later that in following a
practice contrary to the one which had become universal among his
colleagues, Marcianus of Arles demonstrated that he did not share the
common gift of the episcopate. 2° Still, the council of seventy-one
which pronounced on the rebaptism of schismatics in spring 256
allowed individuals to follow other practices, within the peace and
harmony of the episcopal college. 3°

The agreement of the bishops did not preclude sharp and extended
debate on the questions before them. The sustained epistolary
exchange over the practice of rebaptism lends credence to Cyprian’s
assertion that the deliberations in spring 251 had been lengthy, with
scriptural arguments advanced for both sides of the issue. 3! His own
positions on the church’s power to reconcile apostates and on
distinguishing the certified from the sacrificers were changed by the
council, whose decisions he later defended. 32> The unanimous vote
recorded in the meeting of September 256 may itself have been the
result of a sustained campaign of persuasion which preceded it rather
than being an indication of normal practice. >3 In these debates,
Cyprian did not hesitate to urge compliance in the strongest terms,
threatening the wrath of God in the final judgment upon those who
took a different stance than had been recommended. 3* Despite their
willingness to tolerate differing practice in other regions of the world,
the Africans expected to reach and follow common decisions. 32

The bishops also mediated cooperation between local churches in the
sharing of financial resources. Cyprian offered to accept and

support a member of another community who had giyehis theatrical profession to
become Christiart’ He and his community provided significant fundstfee ransom
of Christians who had been taken captive by rajdecognizing them as fellow
members of the one body of Chri&tDuring the Valerian persecution, he also sent



funds to support the Christians condemned to tmesii® This sharing of goods
between local communities reflected the practidhiwithem.

Coordinated episcopal action required structuretéboration. Bishops met and
consulted with one another on the occasion of liaetien of a new colleagué®
Synods were held regularly after Easter in Numaatid Proconsular Africa, as is
evidenced by their consultations with one anotffe®ther meetings drew bishops from
these two provinces and even Mauretania to Cartffagee of which seems to have
been an extraordinary, September 256 session dalledidress the challenge of the
Roman bishop in the rebaptism controveféylthough the bishop of Carthage or
Rome might consult with his colleagues in Cappaaldsyria or Egypt, no general
meeting of bishops from across the empire seerhave been conceivable before
Christian emperors provided the necessary loglstigaport.** Even a meeting of
eighty or ninety African bishops with their deacpssme presbyters, and other
assistants, must have taxed the resources of themaaities in Carthage and
Lambaesis*

The bishops of the imperial administrative cent@athage and Lambaesis, had
particular responsibilities for maintaining thevil@f communication between their
colleagues and with overseas bishops. Questiors adgelressed to Cyprian on which
he was expected to advise or which he was to flafre the next council. Individual
bishops and groups wrote for direction in recongilihe lapsed, handling a local
financial crisis, regulating the behavior of contgeand dedicated virgins, disciplining
an obstinate deacon, and receiving converts frdrissc’® Cyprian briefed all the
Africans traveling to Rome individually during tperiod of uncertainty over its proper
bishop.*® He informed the Roman bishop of the decisions efAfrican synods and
sought the support of the bishop of Caesarea ip&igzia in the dispute with Rome
over rebaptism’ Letters were addressed to him from Spain and Gzekisg his
support in local disciplinary actions and he regfshin his own name or that of a
council.*® As the proceedings of the council in Septemberr@&ée clear, the bishop
of Carthage functioned as the coordinator of asaggial college’® Indeed, some of

his correspondence suggests that Cyprian may remreih the habit of making the
rounds of the churches in his province, much asibrman proconsul did. 50 Though the
force of his own social standing, education anéeality must certainly have
contributed to the status which his colleagues @¢@d€yprian, the location of his see in
Carthage must certainly have been a significaribfabl

In practice, the African bishops maintained a bedalmetween the autonomy of each
bishop in his own church and the authority of tbdybof bishops acting as a group.
Though they were jealous of their regional indegere, they enforced strict limits on
local variation when a common policy had been aglbpthe desire for agreement does



not seem to have hampered Cyprian’s colleaguesastmpning and objecting to his
proposals, nor he in explaining and defending them.
The unity of the episcopate

While the commissioning of Peter to judge and goverthe name of Christ seems to
have provided a clear and effective justificationthe authority of the bishop within the
unity of his local church, the theories which legated the regional structures and
expressed the unity of the episcopal college ab@emvere developed gradually and
piecemeal.

The role of the neighboring bishops in supervistegtions and in consecrating new
bishops lent credibility to Cyprian’s assertionttttee members of the episcopal college
shared a single power among them which had firsh libestowed upon Peter and passed
down from the apostles, the original episcopaleg®l 52 The regular deliberations on
policy also provided an experience of bishops agerg the episcopate in unison with
their fellows. 53 These successes may have beea infarential than scriptural or
theoretical justifications for the unity of the spopate.

Cyprian had originally appealed to the foundatibthe church upon Peter as a
justification for the bishop’s claim, against thadehe martyrs and confessors, of
possession of the power of binding and loosenintbiwthe local church. During the
schisms and formation of competing episcopal cedg Italy and Africa, he asserted
that in commissioning Peter, Christ had establighedndissoluble unity of the
episcopate itself. 54 He cited the Petrine primagainst the division of the Roman
church 55 and later noted with outrage that thestgpretender in Carthage had lodged an
appeal in Rome, the chair of Peter, whose succeakivinave
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divided the African church. *® Even when he added the giving of power
to all the disciples in Jn. 20.22-3 to the bestowal of authority on Peter
alone in Mt. 16.18-19, he did not abandon the foundation of the
episcopal unity in Peter. £

The empowering of Peter and the other apostles first served as a basis
for the authority of individual bishops in their local churches and
Cyprian continued to support the autonomy of the local bishop. He
introduced a second consideration: the one flock of Christ was so large
that individual bishops had been assigned responsibility for different
parts of it, and thus that they would answer only to Christ for their
decisions in governing them. >® Yet in practice, synods of bishops
regularly acted to depose leaders whom they judged unworthy or
dangerous to their communities. >° To justify such action, Cyprian
argued that the many shepherds shared a common responsibility for
the one flock and must come to the assistance of those Christians



whose salvation was being jeopardized by the action of a bishop who
contradicted the consensus of his colleagues. ®° A bishop was neither
solely responsible for his own community nor responsible for his
community alone because that community was itself an integral part of
the universal church. A unity of episcopal authority was thereby based
on the unity of the church, for whose governance it had been given.

Cyprian understood the college of bishops as successor to the apostles
as a group rather than as individuals. ®! In addressing the division of
the Roman church, he moved from the commissioning in Mt. 16.18-19
to that in Jn. 21.17, in which Peter was commanded to feed Christ’s
sheep. Christ addressed Peter alone in order to show that he
established but one church and chair, and that he has but one flock.
All the apostles, however, shared that authority and responsibility,
feeding the flock in common accord. %2 The episcopate was one and
each bishop shared it in union with his fellows. ®* After developing the
image of the church as the indivisible tunic of Christ, Cyprian returned
to the metaphor of the unity of a flock by citing Jn. 10.17, “one flock
and one shepherd.” He attacked the schismatics in both Carthage and
Rome by asking how anyone could believe that Christ had authorized
more than one flock or more than one shepherd in the same place. &
As he had originally appealed to the glue of concord which united the
members of a local church, °° he later characterized the mutual love of
the bishops as the glue which bound together the universal church.

During the rebaptism controversy, Cyprian broadened the

scriptural foundation for the unity of the episctgphy introducing the text of Jn. 20.22-
3, in which Christ bestowed the power to forgivessiipon all the disciples
simultaneously. The thesis that the bishops wereesisors to Peter and the apostles as
a college had already been functioning in the égerof episcopal officé. It justified
individual bishops ceding their own judgment to tiedlective decision of their
colleagues, as Cyprian had in agreeing that tHeops had the authority to reconcile
first the certified and then the sacrificetslt legitimated collective action against
individuals who dissented from common accord, sagthe warning of Therapius not
to grant peace without penance and the removalastignus for refusing pardon to
dying penitents®® It had also been used to protest Cornelius’ rexdéthe disciplinary
decisions of the bishops of AfricZ,and to remind Stephen that he too was bound by
the decisions of his predecessors and colleaduiaghough the text of Jn. 20.22-3 was
introduced late in Cyprian’s writing, the structureupported had been functioning for



years.

The thesis that the individual bishop’s succestioReter guaranteed his authority to
forgive and sanctify had to be argued over andraigathe face of challenges from the
martyrs and schismatics. In contrast, the ideanaascopal college was so well
established in church practice that it required r@ogived minimal justification. Even
the schismatics sought recognition from the esthblil bishops and formed competing

colleges when they were rejectétdOnly when disagreements arose among bishops did

Cyprian advance arguments to legitimate the requiastice of consultation and
common action.

Cyprian did not offer a justification for the auttig which the bishops of imperial
administrative cities, such as Carthage and Lanrasstually exercised within the
episcopal college. When Stephen asserted suchtabigvirtue of being the successor
of Peter and the bishop of a church which preseautientic apostolic practice,
Cyprian explicitly rejected the claimi® Firmilian of Caesarea ridiculed Stephen’s
assertion and gave priority to the church of Jeemsaparticularly in the matter of
remembering when to celebrate EasteBtephen’s decree of excommunication against
the bishops who opposed his practice of accepthgmatic baptism was greeted by
Cyprian with outrage and by Firmilian with sarcasticredulity. Neither could
conceive of such authority being wielded legitinhatey a single bishop over his
colleagues’” Such action could be taken only by a communityistidps large enough
to address and resolve the issue. The primatial

sees which have been identified—Rome, Carthage, Lambaesis, and
Caesarea in Cappadocia—must have emerged because they were
necessary for effective collaboration of the bishops. In the African
understanding of the church, however, their status was simply
functional and not based upon any divine ordinance or cosmic
foundation, as was the unity of the episcopal college itself. Thus the
idea of a council of bishops from all over the empire may have been
inconceivable not only because it was logistically impossible but
because these African bishops could not imagine who might preside
over a universal council in the way that the bishops of Carthage and
Lambaesis regularly did over provincial and regional synods. Z°

The baptismal controversy and the
revision of On Unity
The issue which occupied the last of Cyprian’s polemics was the

exclusivity of the church’s power to forgive sins. In his conflict with the
confessors and laxist presbyters, he had asserted that within the



church only the bishop—and not the martyr—has been granted the
power to loosen and hold bound. This issue arose again in the
controversy over the rebaptism of converts who had originally been
baptized in schism. This time Cyprian insisted that the power to forgive
was held and exercised only by bishops who were established within
the unity of the church in legitimate succession from the apostles upon
whom the authority had originally been conferred by Christ himself. In
the letters of this controversy and in a final revision of his treatise On
Unity, he explained that a single power was held in common by all and
only those bishops joined in the unity of the episcopal college. Thus he
linked the authority of the bishops, the unity of the episcopate and the
unity of the church.

In the baptismal controversy, Cyprian’s interest was the church’s
exclusive authority to forgive sins. He insisted that those outside the
unity of the church had no access to this power and thus could not
perform the ritual of baptism. For the most part, his arguments were
derived from scripture, though they built upon the experiential
foundation of the unity of the episcopate. In two instances, Cyprian
began to use texts in new ways. The commissioning of Peter in Mt.
16.18-19 had been the standard for establishing the bishop’s exclusive
power to forgive sins since the lapsed advanced the claims of the
martyrs. To this, he began to add the bestowal of power on all the
apostles in Jn. 20.22-3 because it associated the authority to forgive
with the gift of the Holy Spirit to the apostles,

“Receive the Holy Spirit. If you forgive the sins of any, they are
forgiven them; if you retain the sins of any, they are retained.” In his
letter to Magnus, Cyprian used the latter text alone, arguing that only
those who had received the Holy Spirit could baptize and forgive sins.
He immediately observed that John the Baptist had also been filled
with the Holy Spirit in his mother’s womb because he was to baptize
Jesus. ’’ In writing to Jubianus shortly afterward, Cyprian’s objective
was to show that only those established within the church could
baptize and forgive sins. He began with the anticipated allusion to the
power conferred on Peter and continued with the citation of Jn. 20.22-
3, concluding that only those within the church could bind and loosen.
’8 This point was then amplified in responding to an objection
regarding the baptism of the Samaritans by Philip. Peter and John
imposed hands to confer the Holy Spirit, not to forgive sins, because
the Samaritans had been baptized in true faith and within the unity of
the church by a deacon sent out by the apostles. ’° Later in this letter,



he cited the account of Paul rebaptizing those who had already been
baptized by John the Baptist to show that baptism was effective only
within the church. 8° He then described John as filled with the divine
grace while in his mother’s womb and supported by the spirit and
power of Elijah, 8 carefully avoiding the earlier assertion that John had
been given the Holy Spirit: that gift now belonged exclusively to the
apostles and the church. 8 John could baptize Christ, through whom
everyone else would be baptized, but he could no longer be recognized
as filled with the Holy Spirit because he had been the precursor and
not the follower of Christ and thus had not been established within the
church itself. Cyprian continued to argue that the foundation of the
church’s unity was laid upon Peter, linking the two commissions in the
letter of Jubianus and the final revision of On Unity. 8 The objective in
adding the text of Jn. 20.22-3 was not to lessen the importance
assigned to Peter but to expand the meaning of Mt. 16.18-19 by
identifying the authority to forgive sins with the gift of the Holy Spirit
to the first bishops.

Similarly, the text of Eph. 4.4-6, “"There is one body and one Spirit,
just as you were called to the one hope of your calling, one Lord, one
faith, one baptism, one God and Father,” had been used at the time of
the schisms to affirm the unity of the church.  During the baptismal
controversy, however, this text was consistently employed in the
letters and in the revision of On Unity to affirm the connection
between the unity of the church, the power to baptize, 2° and the
presence of the Holy Spirit. 8 By these two texts, Cyprian

was able to introduce a new argument which limited the authority to
forgive sins to the unity of episcopal college. &~

Cyprian also introduced other incidents, all connected with the
privileges of Aaron to function as priest, to bolster the connection
between membership in the episcopal college and the authority to
sanctify. Core, Dathan and Abiron, along with all their followers, were
incinerated by divine fire and then swallowed by the earth for
challenging the exclusive authority of Aaron. %% Even the sons of Aaron
who appeared with strange fire for the altar were destroyed. ® Finally,
King Uzziah’s usurpation of the priestly role was punished with leprosy.
°% The danger threatening anyone who attempted to usurp the role of
the bishops was thus illustrated by the fate of rebels against the
Israelite priests. All three texts were employed in the revision of On
Unity.



In the letters of the second, Novatianist phase of the baptismal
controversy and the contemporary revision of On Unity, Cyprian also
introduced a new set of scriptural images to illustrate the restriction of
sanctifying power to the unity of the church. In writing to Magnus, he
linked the injunction which forbade taking any of the passover lamb
outside the house in which it was being eaten to the warning given the
family of Rahab that they would be safe during Joshua’s assault on
Jericho only by staying within the confines of her house. °! In On
Unity, he interrupted the reflection on concord and the Holy Spirit to
insert these two texts, insisting that the sacred flesh of Christ cannot
be eaten outside the one church. °? He also began to use texts from
the Canticle of Canticles to characterize the church first as dove and
chosen daughter. 23 To these images he then added those of the bride,
the enclosed garden, the sealed fountain and the well of living water.
°* In a third instance, he joined to these the figure of a paradise filled
with fruit-bearing trees, all drawn from the Canticle of Canticles. %> The
exclusiveness of the church as the source of salvation was also
reinforced by linking the images of the enclosed garden and sealed
fountain to that of the ark of Noah, the sole vehicle of safety in the
flood. °° In introducing all these new images, Cyprian’s objective was
to illustrate and establish that the sanctifying power of the church
could be held and exercised only within its clearly defined boundary.
These images were juxtaposed and intermingled with those texts
which linked the sanctifying power itself to the Holy Spirit conferred
upon the apostles.

These scriptural images and arguments, which are peculiar to the
baptismal controversy and in particular to its second or Novatianist
phase, appeared together in Cyprian’s treatise On Unity and indicate

a final revision of that text during the conflict. Two of the most
important texts, Jn. 20.22-3 and Eph. 4.4-6, were introduced in the
alternate, Textus Receptus version of chapter 4, thus indicating a
replacement of either the original version, or of the Primacy Text
revision prepared for dealing with the Novatianist schism in Rome. %
The text of the Canticle of Canticles introduced in this chapter was also
cited in one of the letters. °® Some of the most striking images drawn
from the Canticle of Canticles, such as the enclosed garden, the
paradise, and the sealed fountain, focused on baptism and thus
appeared not in this text but only in the letters of the controversy. 22
Thus the Textus Receptus version of chapter 4 seems to belong to the



period of conflict with Stephen and concern with the Novatianist

practice of baptism. 122

The rewriting of On Unity was not, however, confined to the
replacement of chapter 4 and part of chapter 5. Other scriptural
references which were peculiar to the baptismal controversy are found
throughout the common version of the treatise. The texts which
defended the prerogatives of Aaron were common to the second stage
of the controversy and the treatise, 101 55 were the references to the
passover meal and the house of Rahab. 102 The discussion of the
usurpation of the power to baptize, the assertion that schismatic
washing polluted rather than purified, and the reference to crumbling
cisterns from Jer. 2.13 all reflected the arguments peculiar to the
baptismal controversy. %3 They indicate that the treatise was
extensively revised during the baptismal controversy.

Cyprian’s objectives in this final revision of On Unity do not seem to
have been exhausted by the elimination of unfortunate language about
the primacy of Peter among the apostles. Except for the insertion of
Jn. 20.22-3 and the excision of the term primatus, the relations
between Peter and the other apostles are remarkably similar in the
two surviving versions of chapter 4. Even if Stephen’s claims were the
precipitating cause, Cyprian took the opportunity to link the unity of
the church, the unity of the episcopate, and the power to forgive sins.
Peter remained the foundation and symbol of unity but the authority
conferred upon him was actually the gift of the Holy Spirit bestowed
upon the apostles in their role as the apostolic college, after Jesus had
been glorified.

The unity of church and episcopate

The argument of this chapter is that Cyprian built his theory of the
unity of the world-wide church up from the collaborative practice of

the African bishops. Local churches were never autonomous units but
always part of a whole, since they were dependent upon the leaders of
neighboring churches for the establishment and removal of their
bishops. Individual bishops actually held and exercised their power to
judge and sanctify in union with their colleagues. Thus the
commissioning of Peter by Christ, which was the foundation of the
unity of the local church in its bishop was in practice also the
foundation of the unity of the church as a whole.



The foundational text, then, for the unity of the church, was the
commissioning of Peter in Mt. 16.18-19. Cyprian introduced this during
the conflict with the confessors and rebel presbyters but he was still
using it during the baptismal controversy and the final revision of On
Unity. It had been modified only to restrict the loosening power to
earth, as a necessary condition for being loosened in heaven. This first
commissioning of Peter was developed through two post-resurrection
commissionings. The first was in one or both of the versions of On
Unity (chapter 4 PT) prepared during the summer 251, in which Jn.
21.17 authorized Peter to feed the sheep of Christ. Thence Cyprian
argued that Christ has one flock and all the apostles together were
called to feed that one flock. In this reading, the unity of episcopal
power was justified and balanced by the unity of the church, the
purpose for which it was given. The multitude of pastors was seen as a
function of the greatness of the flock, as was laid out in the first
version of On Unity and repeated in other contexts. '°* The second was
in the final version of On Unity (chapter 4 TR) in 256, in which Jn.
20.22-3 placed the emphasis, as was appropriate in the baptismal
controversy, upon the one sanctifying power which was held by the
many pastors. They and they alone had the authority and power to
pastor the flock of Christ. Anyone not in the union of the college which
succeeded to them had no part in this power.

In practice and chronologically in the development of Cyprian’s theory,
the unity of the church as a whole preceded and justified the unity of
the episcopate. The richness and fecundity of the church made it too
large for any individual to rule, so the shepherds were multiplied and
assigned parts of the flock. The autonomy of each leader was strictly
limited, however, because the unity of the flock and the bishops’
shared responsibility for it required the unity of coordinated and
collaborative action. As the persecution ended, Cyprian had already
asserted the power of the local bishop in his church; the local bishop
was not a delegate of the college but a constituent member. As the
schisms developed, Cyprian recognized

that the individual bishop’s autonomy was limitgdHis membership in the college: he
had responsibility not only for his own part of tit@ck but together with his colleagues
for the whole of the flock; each of his colleaghesl a corresponding responsibility for
his part of the flock within the whole. The collabtion which had become absolutely

essential for the good of the whole and of itsvidiial parts was justified by the theory



of the one flock and its many pastors.

As the schisms developed and controversy contirumdever, the unity of the
episcopate itself became the necessary means fotaiméng the unity of the church.
Churches were understood as linked to one andthaugh the mutual recognition of
their bishops. Some of the laxist Christians intkage abandoned a bishop isolated in
a small, Numidian college for Cyprian, who held pigce in a large college linked to
those across Africa and beyond the sea. Thus tondeset of texts comes into play:
the unity of the episcopate and its indivisiblehauity to judge and sanctify became the
foundation of the unity and unicity of the chur€@mly those communities whose
leaders were recognized members of the world-wadlege could be parts of the true
and universal church, benefiting from its powesanctify on earth and intercede in
heaven. The one power shared by their pastors madg local communities into a
unified church.

In Cyprian’s theory, the unity of the church and thity of the episcopate were
dialectically related. The episcopate existed liersake of the church and must be one
because the church was one. The church functionedebecause the episcopate was
one; its structures of unity beyond the local levete those of episcopal collegiality.

The local church and the episcopal college hacaiglidifferent social structures. At
the local level, the community had a variety ofehéntiated roles which were assigned
by the group as a whole. Some had authority ovesrst though all were responsible to
the community. In the episcopal college, each meémias the equal of every other and
no one had authority over another, though the gesup whole had authority over each.
In actual practice, of course, some bishops haatgrénfluence over their peers but
their power was based on the location or size etity, the wealth of the congregation,
or the talents of the individual; it was not bas@on any cosmic or religious
foundation, as was the differentiation of rolesha local church.

Placed in the context of the development of thetpra of the

North African church and the theory through which Cyprian and his
colleagues justified their actions, the primacy language used in the
early version of On Unity could have had a very limited range of
meanings. It could have referred to authority and power over others
only within the local church, which must surely have been the author’s
intention in the summer 251. It could have referred to the symbolism
of the single power which was given to one person to demonstrate its
singularity and indivisibility, which must surely have been the author’s
meaning in summer 256. The primacy of one bishop over others which
developed into the patriarchal system in the fourth and fifth centuries
might have been practically conceivable by Cyprian and his colleagues.



Such a regional primacy of the patriarch, however, would have been
contradicted by their shared belief that bishops are equally and
communally successors to the apostles. Furthermore, they consistently
rejected the Roman bishops’ claims to authority on the basis of
apostolic foundation. They may have welcomed the possibility of an
ecumenical council as an expression of the unity of the episcopate,
though like Firmilian of Caesarea they may have expected the bishop
of Jerusalem, as custodian of apostolic tradition, to preside. The
primacy of the papal system which emerged in the medieval period
would have been puzzling to the African bishops of the third century:
they firmly grasped Peter as a symbol of unity but understood the
Petrine office only at the local level. They found the reality of their
shared episcopate, first conferred upon Peter, in the gift of the Holy
Spirit bestowed upon all the apostles once Christ had been glorified.

Both locally and universally, the church was in the bishop and the
bishop in the church.

9
CYPRIAN’S AFRICAN HERITAGE

Investigation of the correlation between the social structures of
Cyprian’s church and its theology depends upon the unusual historical
evidence, Cyprian’s letters and treatises, which permit modern
scholars to specify many aspects of church life in the third century in
Roman Africa. For the life of this church during the 140 years which
separated the death of Cyprian from the ordination of Augustine, the
historical record is much less full. Only with the surviving letters,
controversial writings and preaching of Augustine, as well as the
decrees of the African councils which carried forward the reform
program of Bishop Aurelius of Carthage, does the historical record
once again reflect the life of Christian communities in any detail. By
that time, however, the situation of Christianity within the Roman
world and the social structures of the churches had changed
significantly. The thesis of this study can be confirmed by a sampling
of these social changes and the corresponding shifts in the
appropriation of the Cyprianic theology.

At the end of the Diocletian persecution, the situation of the African
church changed dramatically. The Constantianian toleration and



support of Christianity brought to the fore a conflict over the episcopal
succession at Carthage, which was cast in Cyprianic terms. The elected
candidate, Caecilian, was charged with cooperation with the
government and one of his consecrators, Felix of Aptunga, was
charged with denying Christ by turning over the scriptures to the
imperial authorities. A schism resulted in which commissions of
bishops appointed by the emperor and the bishop of Rome chose
between the rival candidates. They recognized Caecilian as the rightful
bishop but as a condition for communion required that he adopt the
Roman practice of receiving schismatics and heretics without
rebaptism. Having made the concession, this Catholic party enjoyed
the support of the imperial government and the universal church. The
opposing Donatist party claimed freedom

from idolatry and identified itself through resist& to imperial oppression. It
ostentatiously continued Cyprian’s practice of plsan, especially of converts from
the Catholic communion. Both parties developedrttiaims to the heritage of
Cyprian, the one appealing to universal unity aeihdp charged with contamination by
idolatry; the other claiming purity and being chedgvith schism.

The Donatists

In their theology the Donatists held to Cypriantglarstanding of the purity of the
church as the necessary condition for its powsattctify. They focused the purity of
the church on the freedom of the clergy from afittaf idolatry and apostasy. Any
Christians who had been contaminated by theseafii@isbaptism were permanently
banned from functioning among the clergy, thoughdimner might presumably be
admitted to communion among the laity. The sinabism does not seem to have been
regarded with the same horror: Augustine pointedizat Parminian and his colleagues
had accepted the supporters of Maximinian’s scliaok into communion and even
into episcopal offices.

The Donatists also insisted that the Christiaratg@ransmit contamination, within the
church or outside it, from a bishop to the paracits in his communion and among the
members of the episcopal college. Cyprian, as bas been, had focused this danger
within the unity of the church on situations in waihithe acceptance of the minister had
been with knowledge and approval of his sin, tholighanguage and his citations
from the Hebrew scriptures had not so limited hests. The Donatists claimed that
Caecilian’s apostasy had spread from his consedatbe new bishop and thence to
those bishops in Africa who recognized him, andlfinto the whole episcopal college



which maintained communion with the polluted Afncapiscopate. Donatus’ charges
of apostasy were rejected at the time of the schisthcontested continuously
thereafter. Thus the operative question quicklyabez whether a bishop’s sin could
contaminate his church and colleagues rather thaather it actually had done so. The
debate focused on Cyprian’s understanding of tinstdation of the episcopal college
and particularly on the recognition and approvalbych a bishop became and
remained a member. The consecrators’ acceptartbe chndidate elected by the
people and the letters through which other bislveglsomed a newly elected bishop
into

their communion seemed to indicate a judgment®ttanding before God and
worthiness for ministry. Thus a bishop’s colleagmeght be construed as supporting
his sin and thereby sharing his gudlver the longer term, therefore, the debate
focused not only on the transmission of guilt withmformed consent but on the role
of mutual recognition in the establishment of énbjsand constitution of the episcopal
college. A college built, as Cyprian had conceiitedn mutual acceptance seemed
necessarily an instrument for transmitting sin aharing guilt. On the basis of this
theory, the Donatists accused the Catholic bislbpscomplicity in apostasy which
disqualified them for office and voided their sanemtal ministry.

The Donatists maintained Cyprian’s understandintdpefdefined social boundary of
the Christian church and the episcopate. In theictre, the local church seems to
have retained a large measure of voluntary adhereeacause it involved active
opposition to the government and the sufferingasfain civil disabilities. The
episcopal college was also a voluntary communityyhich each of the bishops
consented to the initiation of a new member andethebecame responsible for any
guilt he was carrying. These closely bounded groataned the social structure which
supports both a belief in efficacious rituals whedhuld purify or contaminate and a
behavioral standard of conduct for determiningtpuiihe retention of a hierarchal
differentiation of offices and roles within the &ahurch allowed the Donatists to
develop Cyprian’s system and to assign responsilidr the purity of the church to the
bishop and clergy. Cyprian’s understanding of the episcopal collegayéver,
allowed no differentiation of roles within it, thugh which sin and impurity could be
isolated and thereby tolerated. Because each bishs@ full member, the sin of any
one could pollute the whole. In order to maintdie plausibility and functioning of
their system, therefore, the Donatists narrowed#teavioral standard to the sin of
apostasy or idolatry. The principal danger of spahution in the fourth and fifth
centuries arose not from the practices of the impeult but from contact with the
Catholics, who were judged to be burdened withgthit of Caecilian and his
consecrator. To protect the purity which identifeatt justified their separate church,
the Donatist bishops had to maintain the assettianthe Catholic communion had
been contaminated As they became increasingly isolated from the dnonatside



Africa, they also had to overlook Cyprian’s warnieghe Roman confessors that
schism, even schism undertaken in

protection of the gospel and the holiness of thea was as sacrilegious and polluting
as idolatry.

The Donatists adapted the theology of Cypriantiewa social circumstance, in which
their church found itself isolated from the univar€hristian church. They maintained
the dependence of sanctifying power on purity fgostasy while ignoring its
restriction to the unity of the universal episc@pand church. As a clearly bounded and
role-differentiated community, the Donatists maiméa Cyprian’s trust in the efficacy of
rituals for sanctification or contamination.

The Catholics

The Catholic position after the Constantinian talem and the Theodosian establishment
of Christianity was significantly different fromahof the Donatists. Though the Catholic
communion in Africa was in the minority, it enjoyedmmunion with the universal
Christian church and thus could claim continuityhwthe apostolic foundations
throughout the empire. The Catholics had the supgdhe imperial government and
were preferred to the Donatists and the traditipadytheists. Catholic bishops, for
example, were civil magistrates and had accesarious forms of imperial assistance
and support. This recognition carried a price. &mghe approval of the bishops
appointed to judge between the rival candidatéserschism, Caecilian and his
supporters had to commit themselves to the Romaatipe of accepting converts from
schism and heresy by imposition of hands rather bagtism. The subsequent imperial
preference for Catholics meant that many of tholse associated themselves with the
church made no significant commitment to its stadsl@f conduct; their objective was
economic and political advancement. The resultavasvering of the voluntary cohesion
and a blurring of the boundary which defined théhGic communities.

In accepting the Roman practice of receiving cotsvieom schism, the African Catholics
had to face a major problem in the definition af toundary of their church. In
Cyprian’s theology, baptism was identified as taerament of initiation by which a
candidate was purified and transferred across dheéel separating the holy realm of
Christ’s church from the demonic realm of idoladryd schism. If baptism could be
effectively performed in an opposing Christian coamaty, it could no longer define and
negotiate the boundary of the Catholic church. Rbenan practice of

-169-

accepting baptism performed in schism or heresyecaithout a theoretical
justification; it was based upon customary practiome. In Africa, however, the



Catholics had to explain how they could recognieeliaptism of the Donatists without,
as Cyprian had warned, giving up their own claimbe the true church and to exercise
the single power to sanctify conferred upon it byi€t. The Catholics had available a
combination of theoretical positions: they couldefne their boundary so that it
included the schismatic communities as still pathe one church' they could divide
the efficacy of baptism so that it might be perfethwithout purifying? they could
assign some other ritual, such as the impositidmaofds or the eucharist, as the
purifying and boundary-crossing actidrCould the Donatists be recognized as a true
Christian church, though they lived in active sohisom the universal communion?
Could the Christian ritual of baptism fail to pyf?f Could the imposition of hands,
either as the second part of the baptismal ritualsahe culmination of the ritual of
reconciliation, become the actual boundary-crossergmony? To accommodate the
new practice required of them, the bishops hadakarsome adjustment in Cyprian’s
understanding of the necessary link between theeptovpurify and adherence to the
unity of the church and its episcopate.

In accepting citizens who joined the Catholic clurcorder to secure their status and
fortune in the empire as much as their standingree®od, the bishops had to expand
the marginal classes at the boundary of the chumbkide and just outside—and
redefine the efficacy of baptism and the eucharfsfiowship in the economy of
salvation. Many converts enrolled as catechumehsdught baptism late in life or at
the time of death. Others accepted baptism butdneils from communion after serious
sin—often under episcopal threat of exposure—andsioreconciliation only on their
deathbeds. Some failed a second time after thewiolec penance and reconciliation
allowed by the church; forbidden communion evededith, they persisted in private
penance and hoped to receive that forgiveness @bnst which the church could or
would not mediate’. What had been transitional stages toward full comprin
Cyprian’s church became long-term forms of limiggtherence in the imperially
sponsored church. The baptismal, eucharistic aad exconciliation rituals were
transformed into means of gaining access to thgdam of heaven rather than
ceremonies for constituting and maintaining therchas its sacrament on earth.

Faced with the continuing dispute about the idglatrCaecilian and its implications
for their power to sanctify, with the recognitiohszhismatic baptism as a real but
inadequate means of salvation, and with the blgrointhe boundary defining the
church, the Catholics eventually modified and depet Cyprian’s theology.
Augustine put together what may be described asiadart solution. First, instead of
the purity of the episcopate, he focused on tHebgtween the unity of the church and
its sanctifying power. Second, he recognized thatcthurch’s rituals could be
performed outside its social boundary, which hetleelefined as the limit of the
eucharistic fellowship. Third, he modified the piip which Cyprian had assigned to



behavior over intention, so that performance becamendition but not an effective
cause of unity and sanctity. Fourth, he abandonedlistinction which Cyprian had
made between the episcopal college and the univd@raech, so that the church
community as a whole held the power of sanctifyang guaranteed the efficacy of
episcopal ministry.

First, Augustine broadened the definition of theassary purity of the church to
exclude sins other than idolatry and apostasy. i@ggrad accused Novatian of
inconsistency in accepting adulterers but not igota Augustine accused the founding
generation of Donatist bishops and their successaraurder, fraud and civil strife.
The objective was to show that maintaining the daeh of purity set by Cyprian was
beyond the capacity, or at least the achievemétiheoDonatists. More importantly, he
seized on the significance of the sin of schismctviCyprian had treated as equivalent
to idolatry. The gift of the Holy Spirit, which Cyjan had identified through Jn. 20.22-
3 as the power to forgive sins, was also the fotiodaf unity within the church. To
violate the unity of the church, therefore, wasose the power both to sanctify and to
be sanctified. As a result, he asserted, noneeoCtiristian rituals performed in
opposition to the unity of the church had any séyiog effect.

According to Cyprian, schismatics who had origindieen baptized within the church
retained that sacrament and could be readmittedigihrthe ritual of reconciliation.
Similarly, he charged that the clergy who revoldgainst the church had turned the
arms and endowments which the church had bestop@u them against it. Thus
Augustine proposed a second point: that the Dasdted retained baptism, eucharist
and the priesthood in schism, as well as the ptoveRNnsmit them to their adherents
and successors. Hence, the schismatic rituals tnexeChristian

sacraments and need not be repeated or replacadhgioreturn to the church. The
African bishops not only accepted schismatic catswerthout rebaptism but offered
to install returning Donatist bishops as succeswn@atholics without a new
ordination.

Thus the sharing of the eucharistic fellowshipheathan the acceptance of baptism,
became the behavior which indicated and effecteahineeship in the unity of the
church. Using Cyprian’s identification of Christdathe community in the eucharistic
elements, Augustine expanded the symbol from tb& ko the universal church.
Thus the bread and wine in the celebration actuadlied the participant to Christ
and to all true Christians. In this way, the eudtarot only symbolized but actually
effected the unity of Christians in Christ. Pagation in the eucharist, therefore, was
the appropriate ritual of adherence to the unitshefchurch. Those who refused to
accept the behavioral obligations which accompaatetharistic fellowship were



outside the church and would be excluded from thgdom of heaven.

Cyprian had recognized a limited efficacy in theal of reconciliation because the
people and bishop could not accurately judge ttexior dispositions of the penitent.
He asserted, however, that the performance ofitiln iwvas necessary to qualify the
sinner for appearing before the judgment of Clamgt winning his approval.
Augustine, in a third development, expanded thssimition and applied it to the

other Christian rituals, even those celebratediwitfie unity of the church. Baptism
could be performed, inside or outside the unityhefchurch, but it sanctified only a
recipient who was truly converted and adhered eauttity of the church. Thus both
the schismatic and the Catholic seeking temporal igemained in their sin, having
added to it the abuse of the sacrament. The samagde was applied to

participation in the eucharist: the schismatic tredfalse Catholic received only the
sacrament, and that to their harm; the true Chnstias joined to Christ and the
church. Augustine even allowed that good intenéitame could save a Christian
unjustly excluded from the unity of the church gremitent who was refused a second
opportunity for reconciliation. Thus all performascof the rituals were recognized as
effective but the purifying or polluting effect folved upon the intention of the
recipient rather than the community in which it vipesformed or status of its

minister.

More generally, Augustine defined the unity of @&tholic church primarily by
intention rather than bodily inclusion. Many

persons might be found within the visible, sociaityiof the church who did not adhere
to its true reality, the union of wills in love Gfod and neighbor. Schismatics were
presumed to dissent from this unity and thus tedgarated from the true church.
Within the church, the union of wills in love rathtean joint participation in the
eucharist defined the true church. Thus Augustisgngjuished within the social unity
of the church between the society of saints andgitimeers whom they supported and
tolerated in the hope that they might be conveateti saved. The cohesion and unity of
the visible church spread throughout the world thasvisible manifestation and effect
of the mutual love of the saints, through the stgaaf the gift of the Holy Spirit. A
union constituted by love of God and forgivenesa&fhbor could not transmit sin and
guilt. Thus the true church remained pure and hblyugh indistinguishable from the
visible communion.

Finally, Augustine explained that the gift of thelid Spirit which Christ bestowed

upon his disciples in Jn. 20.22-3 was given towhele church, or more specifically to
the true church formed by the society of saintéiwithe visible church, and not to the
episcopal college alone. Christ had empoweredidsdisciples to forgive sins and the
saints performed this service by their prayer amercession. The bishops acted as the
agents of the true church, exercising a power wimdlvidual leaders may or may not



have shared Thus the standards of purity which Cyprian had iepptio the bishops
were more appropriately applied to the societyairfits which constituted the true
church than to either the entire assembly of titaftd or the episcopal college. The
purity of the saints was itself maintained by tharing of the Spirit’s gift of charity,
which covers and wins forgiveness for their sins.

As a corollary of these positions, Augustine realedi the episcopal college so that it
was constituted by the same means as the commahtbe church, the sharing of
charity. An unworthy bishop might hold a placehe wisible assembly of his
colleagues, just as he did in his local churchwids not, however, joined to them in
charity and they tolerated rather than approveddsran office holder. The episcopal
college, like the local church communion, could s@tve as the instrument for
transmitting guilt because the evil were not merslodiits true inner reality.

The Catholics, no less than the Donatists, hadddifynthe theology of Cyprian to
make it fit the structures of their church. Somé\afustine’s transformations of
Cyprian’s thought, such as the understanding otithiy of the local and universal
church as

the invisible society of saints constituted by tharity which inspires love of God and
neighbor, and the distinction between the perforeaf a ritual and its sanctifying
effect, were shifts from a behavioral to an intenél standard which followed upon the
loss of the sharply defined boundary of the comtyu@thers were necessary to deal
with problems arising from the application of Cyris theory, such as the transfer of
the sanctifying power from the bishops to the iblessociety of saints and the
redefinition of the episcopal college itself, whighoided the unresolved problems of
the ministry of unworthy bishops, whether knowrh@den. Much of Cyprian’s
heritage remained well established, particularéyltklief that salvation must be
mediated through a social institution which actedgh its rituals.

The theology of Cyprian was not only transformedHhsy changed social circumstances
of Christianity in Roman Africa during the fourthdfifth centuries; it also shaped
those churches. The Donatist church was inconckEvaliside Africa and won no
support elsewhere. The theology of Augustine—naf bis understanding of the
church and its sacraments but of grace and divewien—was immediately accepted
in the African Catholic church shaped by Cypriahdnly gradually and with

continuing resistance elsewhere, even in the Ldturch.

Uniquely Cyprian

Theologies, particularly theologies which are webted in practice, have a hard time



leaving home and settling elsewhere. Yet Cypriamisings, like the relics of his body,
were precious to North African Christians, who werere avid disciples of his than he
had been of Tertullian. As has just been seen,i@ysrunderstanding of the church
and its sacraments set the terms of debate bet@atholics and Donatists and laid the
foundation upon which Augustine was to build mu€hatin Christian theology. Some
of Cyprian’s more important ideas and practicesydwer, seem to have remained
behind in the third century, or at least not toénbeen so widely taken up in other
times and places.

This study has revealed, for example, the degreentoh Cyprian not only insisted that
the church is in the bishop and cannot be sepafatsdhim but also that the bishop is
in the church and cannot act independently. Alttmoig people accepted a hierarchy
of offices and roles within the church, theirs wagluntary adhesion to the
community and consequently a face-to-

face form of government in which the leaders wheedubject of immediate and
effective pressure from their people and colleagGgprian steadfastly resisted the
privileges of the martyrs and their laxist supprteut he accommodated his own
judgments to his people and colleagues on mangssstis biographer explained that
his people forced him to serve as their bishopifuthe persecution, he agreed to
the reconciliation of dying penitents; afterwar@satcepted the distinction between
certified and sacrificers; two years later he afed the church’s power to forgive, at
least on earth, the sin of apostasy. He recognimdhe lapsed and their supporters
were attracted to the laxist communion, so heattid and rewarded their loyalty to
the one church. He observed that the bishop mugtdmared to learn as well as to
teach and he followed that principfé.

Cyprian recognized implicitly in facing the delilations on the lapsed and explicitly
in the conflict over schismatic baptism that he hisdcolleagues were dealing with
questions and situations which were truly new amdvhich, consequently, the
scripture provided inadequate or ambiguous predsdsrd principles. He followed a
well-established African tradition in seeking theide guidance of new revelations.
These came in dreams setting forth the reasorthéqguersecution, in reading the
actions of the Roman government when it institutetlire during the Decian
persecution and threatened renewed prosecutiohmét@ns, in deliberations with

his fellow bishops in council, and in changing bitled custom to respond to a new
challenge to the unique authority of the churcbdptize and sanctify. When the
martyrs urged the reconciliation of all the lapsed.example, Cyprian responded that
he could find no scriptural foundation for suchi@ectand would need some other sign
of divine approval of the proposat. Thus he did not oppose the prophetic charism
within the church but balanced it with the estdi#® structures of office.



In opposition to the laxists, both Cyprian and Nevarecognized that the judgment
of Christ and the standards of the kingdom of heamgght be significantly different
from those of the earthly church. The laxists ckdnthat the advisory and
intercessory role promised the martyr at the judgnoé Christ should be exercised in
the decisions made by the people and bishop. QGyplearly distinguished the
earthly deliberations of the church from the fimlgment of Christ and refused to
accept any role for the martyr. Moreover, in malnngdecisions, Cyprian
recognized that the earthly church could judgeragres dispositions only on the
basis

of conduct and behavior; reading the intentionthefheart belonged to Christ alone.
Hence he was prepared to loosen sins on earth vdutgnizing that Christ might not
loosen them in heaven. Yet he insisted that thgmenht of the church, and particularly
its binding of sinners on earth, would be bindindneaven. Christ might reject some
whom the bishop had accepted but Christ would eésénse the rejection pronounced
by the bishop; instead he would require from thedseof the bishop those to whom he
had refused the peace of the church on earth. Novs¢ems to have taken a contrary
stand, that Christ might loosen and forgive singctvithe church had been denied the
authority to loosen. While Cyprian and his commysigem to have believed firmly
that the communion of the church was the eartlgg and the only way to gain access
to the kingdom of heaven, they had already recaghikat some in the church might
not be admitted to the kingdom. Yet they were cointe act with the resources at their
disposal for judging individuals, for binding ar@bkening.

Finally, following Tertullian before him, Cypriarsserted that the church itself was an
integral part of Christian faith and the necessaeans of salvation. To submit to the
rituals and invoke the intercessory role of therchwas, he would explain, to confess
Christ and thus to reverse the sin of apostasyepiscopal colleagues should, he
suggested, reflect upon the creed in which theifergess of sins was professed as
given through the church. Most tellingly, Cyprianrsisted upon the necessity and the
efficacy of the church’s rituals for establishingdamaintaining the heavenly standing
of the Christian. Sins must be repented, confeaaddorgiven in the church because
there was no such ritual in the grave after degttle. eucharist joined the community
and each of its members to Christ, empowering tteeaffer their bodies and shed their
blood for him. The Holy Spirit who would give thénfstians words to speak before the
proconsul was conferred by the imposition of thehbp’s hands. He believed and led
others to believe that the local communion of tineistian church was actually, though
not exclusively, the enclosed garden, the fruplaadise, the bride of Christ, the
earthly reality of the kingdom of heaven.

The Christian church in Africa would grow, in digent and opposed ways, and be



nourished by the life of Cyprian’s church. His dides would change and adapt much
of what he defended and held dear. The ChristibAdrma—Catholic and Donatists
alike-held him their father in faith and celebratesl triumph each year, with singing
and dancing.
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“Confessing the Church: Cyprian on Penan&tiidia Patristicagd. Edward
Yarnold, SJ. and Maurice Wiles, Leuven, Peeter81286:338-48.

1

HISTORY OF CYPRIAN’S CONTROVERSIES

1 Pontiusyuita Cyp.5;ep.43.1.2.

2 The edict itself has not survived. See Clatletters1:27-8 for evidence that the
requirements may have extended to those who weratieens as well.

3 For the current state of scholarship onlibelli, see Clarkel.etters1:26-7, 134,

n.135. Striking witness to the process of complkaisgrovided irepp.8.2.3, 21.3.2
In ep.43-3, Cyprian made an oblique reference to the dmmmissioners who
supervised the procedures in Carthage.
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The certificate provided to those who compliedhwiite edict does not mention the
renunciation of any other religious loyalty. Thenttal statement in the surviving
Egyptian copies dibelli runs, “I have always and without interruption $aaed to
the gods, and now in

your presence in accordance with the edict’s delchewe made sacrifice, and
poured a libation, and partaken of the sacredmiti See J.R. Knipfing, “The

Libelli of the Decian Persecutiontarvard Theological ReviewL6 (1923):345-90.
In the two accounts of the martyrdoms of bishopsnduthe subsequent persecution
of Valerian, they were not required to disavow Gtianity but only to participate in
the Roman cult. Of course, even an apostate Gimistould have committed perjt
by swearing the required statement. Seeathta proc.3-4 for the interrogation and
sentencing of Cyprian and Eusebing.7.11, for Dionysius of Alexandria.
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The clergy had full access to the imprisoned cssdes, including the holding of
services in the prisoepp.5.2.1, 12.1.1-2.2. Christians were apparently @ases to
the death under torture of some of the confeseprd,0.2.2. For the full evidence,
see Clarkel etters1:132, n.118.

G.W. Clarke, “Some Observations on the Persecuatidecius,”’Antichthon,3
(1969):63-76. On the Jewish exemption from thetedae Clarkel, etters1:131,
n.117. Christians were disliked as a separatisigwhich did not participate in
common rituals, seep.7.1. This resentment was the principal dangehéo t
presbyters visiting the confessors in prison anithéoChristians in the citgpp.
5.2.1,6.4, 40.1.

Eusebiush.e.6.40. He was subsequently rescued by other Clmissti

The death of Fabian was first noted in Cypriagps9-1.1, in response to him
receiving a copy of a eulogy from the Roman clergy.

Cyprian defended his conduct to the Roman clemnggpi20.1.2. This letter gave a
summary of the progress of the persecution an€thistian response to it through
the summer of 250. Throughout his exile, Cypriagigted that he had withdrawn
because of the danger whicis bresence, as both a notable person in the mtytte
leader of the Christian community, posed for thencwnity itself. Seepp.7.1,
14.1.2-2.1, 43.4.2.

Cyprian later charged that many Christians in IGaye eagerly complied with the
edict as soon as it was promulgatepl,11.8;lap. 7-9.Epp.15.4, 24.1 imply that
some involved their dependants as well. For evide@icompliance at Rome, see
ep.8.2.3-

Those who obtained certificates either did sodarspn or through an agent by a
payment. Some later asserted that they had exgdl&nie imperial commissioners



that they were Christians and could not comply i edict. They regarded the
payment as a fine or bribe. By this means, soméstidms were able to exempt and
to protect their families and dependants. Similastyme of the sacrificers also seem

to have protected other Christians by their conmgka On the different diiides, se
epp.21.3.2, 55.13-2-14.2, 26.1. Precedents for theotisabterfuge are detailed in
note 58 below.

Seeepp.14.1.1, 11.8. Cyprian later indicated that thearigj of the Christians at
Carthage had failed to honor their commitment tostHap. 4, 7. In addition, some
of the bishops in Africa and Italy complied and eVed their whole congregations
into idolatry,epp.55.11.2, 59-10.3.

Cyprian expected their torture and deaés6.1-2. The problems addressee@m
13 made it clear that many of the confessors had beleased and rejoined the
community; see alsep.14.2.2. The punishment of exile was also indicatezp.
13.4.1.Ep. 19.2.3 showed that some of the exiles had suffepeéiscation of their

property.
Epp 10.1.1-2.3, 12.1.2, 20.2.2, 21.4.1, 22.2.1. WhenRoman confessor been
held for eight months already, apparently withauhfal trial,epp.31.1.1, 5.1,

37.1.3. The experience of Celerinus in Rome wasueed inep.39.2.2. For the
dating, see Clarké,etters1:226.

For death under torture in Carthage, spe.11.1.3, 10.1.2-2.3, 12.1.3, 22.2.2. In
Rome, the presbyter Moyses seems to have died timetar conditions; iap.
55.5.2, Cyprian referred to him as a martyr.

Lap. 13;epp.24, 25, 55.13.2, 56.1.

17 The letter of the Roman clergy to Cyprian, writtenNovatian, rejected any

distinction between those who sacrificed and tivase acquired certificates by
other meansgp.30.3.1.

Ep.21.3.2.

19 This policy is enunciated iep.8.2.3-3.1 and repeatedep.30.8. Inep.30.8 it is

identified as the common practice of the bishoph&narea. In a similar way, the
comfort of baptism was to be extended to a cateeimumdanger of deatkp.
8.3.1.

The Roman confessors urged restraint on theirteoparts in Carthagep.28.2.3.
Their following of the policy of delay was also indted in the letter of the Roman
clergy,ep.30.4, and in the confessors’ own letter to Cypregm31.6.2-7.1.
Celerinus’ appeal from Rome to the confessors inh@ge attempted to evade this
policy, ep.21.3.2.



Cyprian became aware of this problem before midiA&250, if ep.14.4 indicated
this practice. He treated it @pp.15-17, which date from May of that year. See
Clarke,Letters1:254-5, 261, 269-70 for datingp. 16.3.2 indicated that the death
of the martyr was necessary for the validatiorhefletter of peace. See Tertullian,
pud 22, for an earlier witness.

Ep. 16.2.3. The letters may have specified that thedd were to be admitted to
communion only after peace had been restored tohtheeh as a wholepp.
15.1.1, 16.3.2.

Cyprian charged that favors were extended to icertdividuals and that some
persons were actually selling the lettexs,15.3-4.

Epp 22.2.1, 27.1.1. See alep.21 which requested such a letter of peace. One of
the martyrs, Paulus, authorized another of theessars, Lucianus, to grant peace
in his name after his death to whoever ask@d?22.2.1.

Ep. 16.2.3 specified the procedurebiegh must be followed in the reconciliation
a penitent. Cyprian reminded his clergy and peoptée seriousness of the sin of
apostasyepp.16.2.2, 17.2.1. Still, he seems to have been aaguimat
forgiveness could be given, though perhaps onl¢hyst after deathgpp.17.3.1-
2,18.2.1.

Cyprian seems to have regarded the persecutiGods chastisement of the
church for its sinfulness. He insisted that grajpfeace to

those who had fallen would incur the divine wratid place the entire church in
danger. Seepp.13.6, 11.3-7, 15.2.1, 16.1.2, 17.1.2.

He referred explicitly to the intercessory poweth® martyrsep.18.1.2. Earlier, he
cited the precedents of the African church to eestthe confessors in the
distribution of lettersep.15.3.1. At the same time, he instructed that tateens
were also to be allowed the peace of the churdutir baptism, if they were in
danger of deatlep.18.2.2. See Clarkégetters1:295-

His policy had caused conflict in Carthage betwiese who had letters of peace
and those who did nogp.19.2.1-3. Inep.20.3.2, he broadened the dispensation to
include all dying penitents. This might not haversed a significant concession to
Cyprian at the time he made it, since he seemedtthbave shared Novatian’s
belief that penitents would appear before the tréddwf Christ even if they had not
been admitted to the communion of the church. R@iRoman practice, see notes
19-20 above.

Ep. 19.2.1. Elsewhere in Africa some of the lapsedavieed a second time and
refused to comply. Some suffered tortiep,56.1, and others were exiled with loss
of goods, thereby restoring themselves to the pebttee churchepp.24.1-2, 25.1-



2. See Clarkd, etters1:346 for the location of Caldonius’ see, whemresthevents
took place. The Roman clergy envisaged an invoiyrgacond arrest following
repentancegp.8.3.1.

Ep.17.3.2, the Romans agreed to this proceduepiB0.5.3.
The consensus is reportedeip. 26.2, written in late summer 250.
Epp 15.1.2, 16.3.2, 23.

Ep. 22.2.1 of Lucianus to the confessor CelerinusomB, announced that the
martyr Paulus had authorized him to grant pea@@yone who asked. The
confessors as a group had then decided to graoeé pe&veryonezp. 23 announce
this decision to Cyprian and instructed him to camioate it to the other bishops.

Ep. 26, to which he appended his correspondence vattiddius on the
reconciliation of those who had confessed the faftér an initial failuregpp.24,

25. He also sent an urgent letter to the Romawgylevhich had not yet
corresponded directly with hirep.27. In addition, it seems that the Roman
confessors had written to their counterparts int@aye, attempting to restrain them,
ep.28.2.1.

Ep. 33.2.1, they did have certificates from the matyr

Cyprian’sep. 33 responded to these letters. His letter to t@ah clergy recorded
the claim that the martyrs had already given pegee35.1, and the response of the
Roman clergy reported the claim that peace had akeeady given in heaveap.
36.1.2.

The rebels seem to have written anonymously,emtme of the church. Cyprian
responded that the church was built upon the bisti@pclergy and the faithful who
had remained standing. He demanded that the condspts identify themselves,
ep.33.1.1-2, 2.2.

Ep. 31.6.2.Ep. 30 from the clergy andp.31 from the confessors were sent in
response to Cyprian’s report of the general amrgsiiyted by the confessors in
CarthageEp. 35, from the clergy, followed the receipt of a ga the subsequent
letter in which the lapsed claimed immediate peace.

Ep. 31.7.2-8.1. Celerinus’ appeal to the confessof3arthage indicated that the
Roman confessors actually followed this polieg,21.3.2.

Ep. 32.1-2.

Cyprian commented on the difficult position of tbgal clergy inepp.26.1, 4,
27.2.2, and reported that some had been forcedhtd the peace iep.27.3.1. Ther
IS no reason to believe that such pressure wowld haen stopped by the
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distribution of the letters from Rome.
Epp 34.1, 38.2.2, 39.1.1 mentioned these collaborators

Two clerics, one a confessor, had been appointadgithe summer of 250, to ser
as couriers in the extensive correspondence op#radd,ep.29. The new readers,
Aurelius and Celerinus, were famous confessorsyaerd marked out to become
presbyters in the futurepp.38.1.2-3, 39-4.1-5.2. Numidicus, also a martyr and
already a presbyter, was enrolled among the cler§@arthage and destined for the
episcopategep.40.3.

The bishop Caldonius and the presbyters RogatianddNumidicus can be
identified as confessors; the status of the bigtemulanus cannot be confirmed.
Seeep.41 for the identity of the commission aepp.24.1.1, 40, 43.1.1 for the
status of the confessors.

The status of the identified leader, Felicissimsisomewhat uncertain, though he
seems to have been a deacon, see Claetiers2:204-5. The role of the five
presbyters is assertedep.43.13. The laity who supported the movement may |
feared the loss of financial support, since Cyphad specified that it should be
given only to those who had been faithiepp.5.1.2, 12.2.2, 14.2.1.

Ep.41.2.1-2. The sentence against Felicissimus ame €6 his lay supporters was
reported by the commission@p.42, an action joined by the bishop Victor. Cyprian
pronounced sentence on the presbyteepid3.1.2. The refugee presbyter Gaius
may have been excommunicated earber34.1.

Ep.43.4.2;unit. 12, 20-23, and Clarké&getters2:214, n.2.
Ep.43.3.1, 6.1-7.2.

Decius himself was not killed until June of thaty. The imperial action had
apparently ceased earlier but Cyprian remainedile because of the fear of
popular action upon his return. Sge 43.4.2.

The characterizations were apparently derived filmenposition taken by the group
during the assembly. Tertullian described the et as prone, begging for the
intercession of their standing colleagues. [$3&n.10.6.

This division of the community grouped the fuggsy such as Cyprian, and all those
who had escaped detection in Carthage with thaghbbtoes|ap. 2, 3. Any who

had lacked this firm intention to confess (shotilldave been required by the
imperial commissioners) were invited to repent gi@ly of their failurelap. 28; ep.
55.13.2-14.1.

Lap. 7-9, 2728, 36. Cyprian upheld the Roman position thatistrattion was to b
made between the certified and the sacrifiocgps30.3.1.

Lap. 15-16, 34. The same charge had been maedp.#83.2.2-3.2, and would be
repeated iunit. 1-3 andep.59.12.2-13.2.



Vnit. 19, 23. Bévenot indicates that chapter 19, likaptér 4, of this treatise
underwent a subsequent revision. Both versionsvaayvSee his “Hi qui
sacrificaverunt,’Journal of Theological Studie§,(1954):68-72. This issue will be
revisited in chapters 5 and 8.

55 In one early version, the primacy of Peter providacargument for the unity of t

local church under its bisholap. 4.

Probably in late April, about a month after Easéecording to Clarkd,etters
2:222.

Ep.55.6.1.

58 Ep.55.13.2-14.2. Tertullian indicated that the praenf paying bribes in order to

avoid prosecution was widespread among the we@ltmstians of Carthage and
even institutionalized in the case of one churdirisTians regularly signed or
accepted business contracts which were sworn b#ferBoman deities, though
they avoided actually pronouncing the oaths.i8ek 23and fuga5.3, 12-14.

Ep. 55.17.3, a decision which Cyprian defended byngptihe confu-sion and even
compulsion under which the certified acted,55.14.1, 26.1.

Ep. 55.17.3. Some of them, of course, would recon@nfthe illness and would
remain in the peace of the churejp,55.13.1.

Ep. 55.23.4.

Ep. 55.6.2. For information on this meeting, see Eusgh.e.6.43.2 and Clarke,
Letters 3:172.

63 Ep 45.1.2, 4.1. Clarke suggests that an independentission of bishops, of

which Cyprian was not a member, investigated tspude and decided on the
formal excommunicatior,etters2:242-3.

Ep. 59.10.1, where the action is reported to Cornekiastunatianus of Assuras,
who had failed in the persecution, tried to redamsee sometime during this year,
ep.65.1.1. For the dating, see Clarketters3:316-7.

In epp.52.2.5 and 54.3.1, written after some of the cesdes abandoned
Novatian, Cyprian indicated that the parties didid&er the policy of reconcilin
the lapsed. For the support of the confessorsggpe19.1.4, 54.2.2. Cornelius’
account of the events is preserved in Eusebies6.43.5-20.

Ep.45.2.1-3.1.
Epp 44.1.2-2.2, 45.3.1



Ep. 44.1.3.

Cornelius reported on the eventem 49-

70 Because of miscommunication, the church at Hadtumeénitially recognized

Cornelius and then withdrew its approval pendirgyrgport of the episcopal
commission. Cornelius protested the withdrawalupfport and Cyprian tried to
explain the sequence of everdp, 48. Cyprian later considered Cornelius
altogether too willing to entertain the Carthagmrabels’ complaints against him,
in apparent retaliation for his own questioningCairnelius’ credentialep.59.12,
18.

Cyprian recounted the agreemenem55.6.2.

Cyprian argued that the Italian bishops had nbag#ons in this casesp.55.11.
He expressed horror of lapsed clergepp.65.1-2, 4, 67.3, 9.

Cornelius provided a detailed defense of thisslenito Cyprian irep.49. The
confessors themselves claimed to have been dedeywBdvatianep.53. Cyprian
congratulated Cornelius and the confessors on teenion without comment on
the procedures adopteshp.51, 54.

Novatian apparently sent letters to African bishattacking Cornelius’ practice
The charges can be reconstructed from Cypriansoreses to accusations drawn
from that letter in higp.55. Cornelius was charged with entering into comimmi
with idolaters: bishops who had sacrificed (10)pfimus and his congregation
(11), sacrificers among the laity (12), and tho$®wneceived certificates (14-15).
Cyprian’s letter implies that Novatian denied recibation to all the penitent
lapsed, even at the time of death (17-18, 26, 28).

Ep. 44.3.1.
Ep.50.1.1-2.

Ep. 55 responding to such an attack defended Cornelasson and policies; it
also pointed up inconsistencies in Novatian’s owhavior.

Ep. 59.9.2, not to be confused with the confessorigytes who had returned to
Cornelius,epp.53, 51.1.1. Earlier references to this individasla supporter of
Novatian appear iepp.44.1.1, 50.1.1. See ClarKkestters2:226, 278, 3:249 for
his identity.

Cyprian detailed the background of each membdémisfgroup for Cornelius, see
ep.59.10.



Ep.59.1.1-2.5.

During the persecution, his position on the exolusf the lapsed had resembled
the rigorist stance of the now disgraced Novatian.

In ep 59-15.1-16.2, Cyprian defended his own practicexaeemely lenient; irep.
59.18.1, he referred to Novatian’s threat and closih the specific request that
his own letter of defense be read out to the Roosammunity as a wholep.
59.19-1.

83 Ep. 55.13.1. The plague which Cyprian described imitlet de mortalitatewould

|OO [00]
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have influenced the decision to grant peace toetleapected to die.
Ep. 59.16.1-2.
Ep.57.1.2-2.1.

Epp 57.1.1, 68.5.1. Pressure from the laxist churci haae influenced this
decision. In arguing for it, Cyprian asserted that sacrificers needed the strength
which only the bishops could provide to face themow challengeep.57.4.1-4.

He admitted to having perceived no such need duhiegrior persecution when
the lapsed were urged to regain the communioneo€tiurch by publicly
confessing their faithgp.19.2.3. The peace was to be extended, of counbet®
those who had submitted to the authority of thedys.

Ep. 57.4.1-4. In his subsequent letter praising Causetonfession of faith,
Cyprian pointed to the triumph of the united Rorsharch, including those who
had failed during the earlier persecution, as a sighe efficacy of this policyep.
60.2.1-5.

Ep.57.5.1-2.

Ep. 60.1-2. Cyprian interpreted this public displaytbg penitents as a confession
of faith by which they reversed their prior failuaad earned the peace of the
church.

On Cornelius’ death, se.61.3.1; on his adoption of the lenient policy, epe
68.5.1.

Ep. 68.5.1. On the exile, sep.61.1.1-2.

Ep. 68, written late in 254 or early in 255. Cypriagued that a bishop who
dissented from this common decision of his collesgeould not be participating in
the same Spirit (5.2). The Novatianist in Arles aqgmtly posed no threat to
Stephen’s authority in Rome.

Ep. 67, esp. 9.1-3. Cornelius had admitted Trofimusa@ificer, but only as a
layman. Cyprian allowed that Stephen might havenlieeeived by the petitioner



but that would neither excuse his violating estdi®#d procedure by overruling the
local church nor protect him from the danger oflytan by the apostatep.67.4-5.

94 Tertullian disputed the practice lbapt. 15.

&

The question of custom and the change made bftieans appears iepp.70.1.2,
71.2.1, 73.13.1. Reference to the council undeippgnus appears iapp.71.4.1,
73.3.1. Though Cyprian tried to hide the fact, Hian of Caesarea in Cappadocia
explained that, unlike the Asians, the Africans hatlially changed their practice in
the councilep.75.19-3. For a full discussion of the council undgrippinus, see
Clarke,Letters4:196-9.

96 The identity of faith appeared as an argumentterefficacy of Novatian’s baptism
in ep.69.7.1; the argument was pushed back to Marciepiid3.4-5.

97 The treatisele rebaptismanay also have been written in Africa before Cypsa
death. See J. Quastétatrology2:368.

98 According to Clarkel.etters4:173-4. The dating of the letters of this con&my
will be considered more fully in chapter 6.

99 Ep. 70. This meeting was held in 254 or 255; the ldtge is judged more likely by
Clarke,Letters4:192-3.

100Ep. 72.1.1-3. This letter also indicated that Stepinexyy have been admitting
schismatic clerics to office, contrary to all edistiied policy,ep.72.2.1-3. Along
with it went copies of the letter sent by the calttcthe bishops of Numidiéep.
70) and Cyprian’s subsequent letter to Quintus auMtanigep.71).

101 The vehemence of Stephen’s response might havedagsed, in part, by his rece
in the same packet of a copy of the letter to th@nh congregatior(ep.67), in
which he was strongly criticized. For the conjeatutating, see Clarkégetters
4:139-40, 142-4.

102 Stephen'’s letter has been lost (or discarded, shiece®oman correspondence
survived only in the African collection); his pasit was reported in Cyprian’s letter
to Pompeiusep.74.1-3.

103 The reference to excommunication can be fourepi’4.8.2, as something well
known to the addressee. Firmilian of Caesarea tegpdhat Stephen had broken
communion with the bishops of Asia as well on game issueep.75.24.2, 25.1.
added that Stephen had characterized CyprianaseaChrist, a false apostle and a
deceivergep.75.25.4.

104 Firmilian of Caesarea was presumably not the oidlgdp whose support Cyprian
sought.

105 The record of the voting is to be found among tloeke of Cypriansententiae
episcoporum numero LXXXVII.



106 Cyprian reported Sixtus’ martyrdom, 6 August 258gp.80.1.4. Thauita Cyp.14

characterized him as peace-loving.

107 On which, W.H.C. Frendl'he Donatist ChurchQxford, Oxford University Press,
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Thus Cyprian urged the consecrated virgins to ntiagie wealth available to the
poor,habitu10-11. After the persecution, the fallen were vearthat their love for
property had bound them to the world; they wereedrp contribute to the common
chest and thus to place their treasure in hedapnl0-13, 35.

The eucharistic ritual seems to have been celethiatcommon on a regular basis,
perhaps even daily, early in the dap,63.15.2, 16.1-2. Mention was never made of
dependence upon particular individuals for asserspéce. Moreover, the church
had access to space which could accommodate gajheri up to eighty-five
bishops, with their assistants, ssmtentiae episcoporum.

Ep.41.1.1-2.1 showed the conflict between ldeast party and the bishop for cont
of the church funds; the deacon Felicissimus wasged with embezzlement.
Cyprian himself asserted that the funds belongedda@hurch and were dispensed
by the bishopep.41.2.1. In the support of the confessors, howexah common
and private funds were used: comnegm5.1.2, privateep. 7.2, unspecifie@pp.
12.2.2,13.7,14.2.2.

Epp 1.1.2, 34.4.2, 39.5.2.

For support of the poor, widows and those whodiaen up inappro-priate
professionsepp.2.2.2, 5.1.2, 7.2. During the persecution, thigdfwas used to
sustain the poor and the families of the confessmsvell as the confessors
themselvesepp.5.1.2, 13.7. Cyprian later authorized his repregeses to give aid
for setting people up in trade agaép.41.1.2. The salaries of the clergy were paid,
ep.39.5.2; but those who had fled during the persecwere not to be paid when
they returnedep.34.4.2.

Ep. 62.3.1-4.2. In this instance, a special collecti@s made among the laity of
Carthage and Cyprian named the major contribute@siso indicated that bishops
of other cities made gifts in the names of theiolelcommunities.

Epp 5.1.1-2, 77.3.1, 78.3.1, 79.1.1.

During the persecution, there were some indicattbat Christians used alms as
bribes to win the intercession of the martyrs frilv@ir agents among the confessors,
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ep.15.3.2. Those who had fallen undertook works @frith as a sign of their
commitmentepp.21.2.2, 4.1, 33.2.1, 33.7.1.lkp. 35, Cyprian exhorted the fallen
to give alms as a method of repentance.

Subsequent references to the reconciliation ofapged usually indicated the
offering of the sacrifice and the giving of peagpp.15.1.2, 16.2.3, 17.2.1. In the
case of the dying penitents, the reference wasyaltzathe giving of peacepp.
18.1.2, 19.2.1, 20.3.1; there was no explicit exiee made to offering of sacrifice
and giving of the eucharist.

In ep.63.13.5, Cyprian made the connection betweentitedicommunity and the
one loaf which is the body of Christ. He made ailsinsymbolic connection
between the people and the water which is mixealtim¢ wine in the cup. lep.
63.16.2, he asserted that the true sacrament Wetwraed with the whole
community present, rather than a select portioshdtuld be noted that this letter
cannot be securely dated; it might indicate atéguarhich were in place prior to the
persecution, Clarke,etters3:287-8. At the first sign of division, Cyprianressed
the one altar in the one chur@p.43.5.2.

The laity overrode the objections of a numberrespyters in electing Cypriaapp.
43.1.2,59.6.1. The decision once made was reversiily for the gravest infidelity,
epp.65.4.1, 67.4.1, 5.1.

The appointment of clergy was usually with therappl of the laityepp.34.4.1,
38.1.1. When Cyprian acted without the agreemetti]stommunity, he provided
an explanationepp.29-1.2, 38.1.2, 39.1.1, 40.1.1. The bad performari¢he
clergy was to be judged by the people as a whdle.tfireat against rebels was
made.ep.16.4.2; it would be carried out for the clergy wiead taken to flightep.
34.4.1; and those who rebellexgh. 34.3.2.

The practice was reportedep.59.15.2. During the persecution, Cyprian asserted
that the whole community would be involved in sejtpolicy and judging individu
casesepp.14.1.4,17.3.2,19.2.1, 20.3.3, 26.1.2.

During the persecution, the confessors were caijgxh to pressure their felloney.
15.3.2, and the people were urged to bring thgyleto line,ep.17.3.1-2.
Afterwards, Cyprian had to persuade the peopledicame schismatics as penite
ep.59.15.3. Some of these schismatics failed to perseperhaps because they
were being shunnedp.59.15.4.

Thus Cyprian spoke of breaking tb@cramentum Christi, lag.

16 Tertullian,idol. 23, fugab.3, 12-14. This might have been part of the poblvith

having the clergy serve as guardians for minordcéii in wills,ep.1.1.1. Cyprian
castigated the fallen for both taking oaths an@kirg them]Jap. 6.



The Roman confessors spoke of the sin of the wiesh had looked upon heathen
imagesgep.31.7.1; for Cyprian’s own belief, se@.58.9.2 andap. 28.

Thus for examplep.2.1.2 for an actor. Interestingly, the confessele@nus, like
his martyr uncles before him, seems to have be#meiRoman army because he"
tried before the emperor himsedfy.39.2.1, 4.

Evidence can be found for the presence of weaéwople in the community. Some
had slaves and property to protect, and attemptedd to their patrimonyap. 6.
Bishops were leaving their sees and flocks to eséktes and loaning money at
interestlap. 6; ep.65.3.1. Cyprian urged that Christians should rebhendoned
their patrimonyJap. 10, 11, 12; he asserted that the persecution heagea by God
because the people were seeking after propertpaniid, ep.11.1.2. The practices
of personal decoration which Cyprian describetim 30, would have required
considerable wealth. The contribution which Cypraa his community made to
ransoming of Christians

taken captive was quite large. The total giftywwich the Carthaginian Christians
accounted for the greater part, would have fedd®gersons for a month, seg.
62.3.2-4.2, with Clarke’s notes iretters3:2845. In addition, Cyprian indicated tr
some Christians had large numbers of dependartts féroily members and farm
workers, over whom they exercised control and residity, ep.55.13.2.

The use of the bath, cosmetics and the concemdalth were advanced lap. 6,
30.De habitu uirginunshows that the virgins wanted to retain contraheir
property and to follow the Roman practices in daass use of the bathisabitu5, 7-
9, 14-19Ep. 63.15.2 addressed the concern that participatidng morning
eucharist would leave the smell of wine on the thr@ad thereby identify
Christians, a care which Cyprian characterized @®eursor to apostasy.

Cyprian was concerned to replace the tools ottaismen, which may have been
confiscated during the persecutiep,.41.1.2. They needed additional financial
support during the persecution to prevent them fraitimg, epp.12.2.2, 14.2.1.

During the persecution, some of the poor were stipg by church funds, lest their
indigence provide a further temptation to apostapp,12.2.2, 14.2.1. This was,
moreover, a form of control since those who ditlviadre cut off from financial
support. Thus iep.7.2, Cyprian provided support for all the pooerdafter he
specified that only those who had stood fast wanadjiven supporgpp.5.1.2,
12.2.2, 14.2.1. The episcopal commission whichdaftie Cyprian may have been
charged with seeing that none of the fallen weceixéng alms from the churckep.
41.1.2.

Lap. 8-9 andep.55.13.2 may imply that slaves were forced to compth the
imperial edict by some Christian masters.



24 L. William Countryman;The Rich Christian in the Church of the Early Erepir
Toronto, Edward Mellen Press, 1980, pp. 22-6.

25 The letter of the Roman clerggy their counterparts in Carthage indicated somel
of resentment of thmsignis, ep8.2.3. As shall be seen below, the Roman
enforcement of the Decian edict affected the riuth poor in radically different
ways. The upper classes might be subject to catitst of property and exile but
not to torture, as the lower classes were.

26 The clergy were not allowed to assume financispoasibilities which were
permitted to other Christiangp.1.1.1. They were chosen by the bishop with the
advice of the community as a whoépp.29.1.2, 34.4.1, 38.1.1 They were paid by
the churchepp.1.1.2, 34.4.2, according to rardp.39.5.2.

27 The rights of the catechumens are mentionezpm18.2.2, 8.3.1 (Rome). Cyprian
referred to the use of excommunicatiorem4.4.1-3. He also distinguished others
who were in a probationary state but within the oamion: the virgins who had not
been defiled even though they had shared their wétdsmen were to do penance
and be warned that they would be excommunicattekipractice were repeatezp.
4.4.1; the persons who had been repeat offendesstreated more harshly,
specifically the men who had slept with virgiep. 4.4.1; the clergy who had
abandoned their duties during the perse-

cution were suspended from office but not commuyep.34.4.1-2. Even the
persons who had lapsed were still within the chuucidler the care of the bishops,
who had to look to their salvatioaepp.31.6.3, 35.1.2. If these people fell away
because they were not offered the hope of recatioiti, the bishops would be h
responsible by Chrisgp.55.6.1, 15.1, 17.2. Finally, some persons wekge in
penitential state or subject to certain restricianthin rather than outside the
communion: those who sinned only in their intentituming the persecutiokgp.

28.

28 Epp 43.1.2, 55.8.4, 59.5.2-3, 64.4.1-2, 66.1.2.
29 Epp 65.4.2,66.10.1, 67.3.1-5.2, 68.2.1-4.3.

30 Cyprian complained of bishops who abandoned thastoral responsibilities to
pursue personal financial advantaige, 6. He even recommended that one be
“excommunicated” after his death for financial guéarities,ep.1.2.1, with
Clarke,Letters1:151, n. 4. Moreover, Cyprian had to explaindws voluntary
exile as serving the good of all rather than his @notectiongpp.14.1.2, 20.2.1,
43.4.2.

31 Epp 2.2.2-3,5.1.2,12.2.2,14.2.1, 34.4.2, 39.5.23824.2, 77.3.1, 78.3.1, 79.1.1.
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On appointing clergyepp.29.1.2, 38-40, 64.1-2; on their disciplimpp.3.3.1-3,



16.4.2. Interestingly, a vision of the personifadirch convinced Celerinus to
accept the ordination which Cyprian had unsuccégsitged upon himep. 39-
1.2.

Cyprian took the initiative in calling synods andwriting the reports of thengpp.
3, 4, 56, 57, 58, 62, 63, 64, 70, 72. Cyprian st the central role in determining
the African policy regarding the lapsexhp.25.1.2, 26.1.2, 56, 57.

Once they were satisfied that he had not abandoiseaffice, for example, the
Roman presbyters began to deal primarily with Gyphimselfepp.30, 36. His
extensive correspondence with the Roman bishopseshabis role as spokesman
for the whole of the African churckpp.44, 45, 47-52, 59, 61. He also dealt with
problems in Spairgp.67, Gaulep.68, and Asiagp.75.

This claim was advanced during the controversybikkop’s action was evident
ep.59-3.3, 4.2. His authority came from God, throtigh apostlesynit. 4-5, but
was not independent of the community, so that dewsvere made with the
advice of allepp.14.4, 16.4.2, 17.3.2, 26.1.2. The presbyters aadahs could k
authorized to grant reconciliatioep.18.1.2.

Ep. 63-14.3. Irep.5.2.1, Cyprian indicated that the presbyters wetebrating in
the prison but irep.16.4.2, he threatened to withdraw authorizatiooelebrate
from presbyters who were abusing their position.

See chapters 3, 4 and 6 for fuller discussiortbede roles.
Vnit. 4;epp.33.1.1, 43.5.2, 59.7.3, 66.8.3.

In appointing Celerinus and Aurelius readers, @ypacknowledged that they
were too young to be presbyters, but still assighech the higher salaries
appropriate to that rankp.39-5.2.

Cyprian asserted that only the bishop was chogébdul, like the apostles were,
epp.55-9.1, 59-5.3, 66.1.2; the deacons were created b

the apostles or bishopep.3.3.1. Deacons may have been assigned to individua
presbytersepp.34.1.1, 52.2.3.

Ep. 1.1.1. Cyprian claimed that this was a conciliecidion.

Ep. 7.2. Inep.5.1.2 the specification was added that only tlvase remained
faithful should receive support. This restrictioasracontinued iepp.12.2.2,
14.2.1. The commission established by Cyprian dunis exile may have had the
responsibility of weeding the lapsed from the welfeolls, seep.41.1.2.

Epp 4, 62.2.3. The virgins retained their propertpuph they were exhorted to
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use it for the good of the churdigbitu7, 11.

Thus Cyprian seems to have been particulanhcemed not only for their physic
integrity,ep.4.1.1, 3.1, 4.1, but also for their separatiomfrontact with men
which might undercut their symbolic valwep.4.2.1-3, 4.2Ep.62.2.3 focused on
the dishonoring of Christian virgins which was @aek on the church as a whole.
In addition, Cyprian demanded that they serve astauding examples of that
separation from Roman values which all Christiaesento practice, particularly in
regard to clothing and groominigabitu11-17.

Ep. 18.2.2, they would be rewarded if martyred, 73.22.1-2.

For descriptions of the penitential ritual, sgp.4, 15.1.2, 16.2.3, 17.2.18p. 16,
36. The requirement of charitable works is eviderpp.21.2.2, 31.7.1, anidp.

35. It is also evident that not all of the penisewere excluded from communion:
consider the cases of the virgins whose integetyained intact despite their
improper relations with memrp.4.4.1; and the Christians who admitted that they
would have lapsed had they been called before timeaR authoritiedap. 28.

Peace was to be given to those in danger of depfh20.3.1-2, 55.13.1. The
bishops also had to be conted that the penitents did not become discouragd
fail, epp.4.5.1, 55.17.2, 28.1.

During the persecution, Cyprian argued that ther€indid not have the right to
turn them awayepp.18.2.1,35.1.2 Afterwards, he learned that the community
occasionally opposed to accepting back schismasigenitentep.59.15.2-3.

Ep. 3.3.3. Such a provision was made for Bishop Trafmep.55.11.2-3, the
African presbyter Victorep.64.1.1, and the bishops in Spap,67.6.3. Cyprian
would later put reconciled apostates in this salagsc

Pontiusuita Cyp.5.

Ep. 43.1.2. Jumping over established clergy was rtatlyounprecedented: Fabia
of Rome had been a layman when elected bishopgkthloet may have been a
Christian of long standing. Eusebitse.6.29.2-3. Novatian was unfavorably
compared to Cornelius, however, who had a longsardeof service in the clergy,
ep.55.8.2.

The initial report of the Carthaginian clergy beir counterparts in Rome set
Cyprian’s exile in a particularly bad light, if jgdd by the Roman response, spe
8.1.1. For the signs of conflict, sepp.14.4, 15.1.2 with the explanation provided
by Clarke Letters1:266, n. 32. The clergy in Carthage initiallyuséd to respond
to Cyprian’s letters from exilep.18.1.1. The disaffected presbyters were said to
be the force behind the actions of the confessorgadl as the revolt of the deacon
Felicissimusgep.43.2.1.



The presbyter Novatus was awaiting disciplineffaud, causing his wife’s
miscarriage, and allowing his father to stae,52.2.5. The deacon Felicissimus,
an associate of Novatus, was charged with steamagadulteryepp.41.1.1, 2.1,
59.1.2. Cornelius had similar complaints about soirt@s clergy.ep.50.1.2.

Habitu 3, 22. They were the glory of the church but tiveye acting in ways which
did not indicate the separatidmbitu 1andep.4.2.1. The same complaint was m

with regard to the other privileged group in thencounity, the confessors, who w

charged with defiling themselves, not providing d@xample, and not renouncing
the world,ep.13.4.1-5.3.

Many in the community whom Cyprian grouped asditagi—with the confessors—
because they had allowed the deadline to passwtittwonplying with the edict also
admitted that they would have falldap. 2-3, 28. Théhonestioreshowever, were a
target for the authorities; their proper coursacifon was voluntary confession of
Christian faith by abandoning their property to anpl confiscation and
withdrawing into exilelap. 10. Two of the Carthaginian presbyters were anibag
first group of those arrested, which also includéxble families,ep. 6.Cyprian’s
own station was an obstacle to his being in theb®itause he was a target, not only
as a bishop but as a prominent perspp.12.1.1, 20.2.1; his goods were forfeited
and his punishment was demanded by the rapl§2.4.1. Many of the other
presbyters were in little or no dangep.14.2.1. The Roman clergy signaled the
same problem fanonestiores, e8.2.3.

In contrast, Cyprian was later allowed house aaed was executed by beheading,
acta proc.1, 2, 4. He was not subjected to torture, impmsent or the imperial
mines as were theumilioresin the same persecutiogpp.76-79.

Cyprian’s particular status was notecepp.8.1.1, 12.1.1, 43.4.2, 66.4.1.

The clergy and a large number of the faithful weven able to visit the confessors
in prison without particular dangesp.5.2.1. Some of the clergy, however, did take
to flight, ep.34.4.1.

See note 16 above for Tertullian’s descriptiothid procedure of giving an oath
without really performing it. Cyprian dealt rath®arshly with the certified ifap. 27
but more sympathetically iep.55.14.1-2. The Roman clergy indicate that some of
the certified used agents to protect them fromatnwith idolatry,ep.30.3.1.

A significant number seem to have chosen thisssdotcing themselves upon the
magistrates to secure their statag, 8.

60 Cyprian made explicit provision for the supportioése exiles, who sought the

anonymity of the larger citiegp.7.2. Celerinus reported the presence of a large
number of Carthaginian refugees in Rome, who wenegocared for by the
penitentsep.21.2.2, 4.1.

These must include many who later confessed iegtwould have sacrificed had
they been required to do dap. 28.



Persons who lost thrdivelihood because of their Christian commitmerare, it will
be recalled, often supported from church furegs41.1.2. Inep.34.4.1-2, Cyprian
suspended clergy who had taken to a

flight which was perhaps not essentially differso his own voluntary exile;
presumably they were not among tienestiores.

Cyprian would make allowance for those who faikeder torture but not for those
who faced immediate confiscation of their goddp, 10, 13.

Epp 59.6.1, 66.4.1.

Epp 20.1.2, 34.4.1-2. The difference might also bdarpd, however, by
Cyprian’s episcopal status. Cyprian claimed thatrést of the clergwere not in th:
danger that he was as bishep,14.2.1. Caldonius had been a confessor before
taking refuge in Carthagep.24.1.1. Herculanus and Victor were bishops in good
standing but were in apparently voluntary exil€arthage, seepp.41, 42.

Ep.12.1.1.
Ep.12.1.2, 2.1.

Cyprian suggested, from exile, that the ministesging the prison should be rotat
so that none became too prominent in the mindseofiardsep.5.2.1.

Cyprian implied this differentiation ilap. 13-14 as well asp.56.2.1-2.

70 They were living riotouslyep.11.1.3; they refused to subject themselves to the

authority of the clergyep.13.3.2.

Cyprian tied this privilege to Wis. 4.8 @p.6.2.1, and acknowledged it agairejn.
15.3.1. The Roman confessors also indicated thgingdole of the martyr iep.
31.3, 4.2. Cyprian readily recognized the efficatyhe prayer of the Roman
confessors, who did not use their authority to leimgle his ownep.37.4.2.
Similarly, he asserted that God himself had chdlertonfessor Celerinus for
clerical appointmengp.39.1.2.

Lap. 8-9;ep.55.13.2.

73 Lap.27;epp.30.3.1, 55.14.1.

Lap. 13.

75 Lap. 10.

Epp 19.2.3, 24.1.1, 25.1.1.
Ep.4.2.2-3.2.



Epp 10.1.1-2.1,11.1.3, 12.1.2, 20.2.2, 22.2.1.
Epp 24.1.1, 25.1.1dp. 13.

Lap. 28.

Ep.20.3.2.

Ep.57.3.1.

Epp 11.7.3,16.4.2, 19.2.2, 26.1.2.

Ep. 18.1.1 indicated that the clergy had been igno@ggrian’s frequent letters. Tl
letter of the Roman clergy criticized Cyprian faving left Carthagegp.8.1.1-2.1.

They might have used Mt. 10.32, along with Mt.1B320 as foundation for their
claim of freedom, seepp.10.3, 12.1.3.

Cyprian called for such pressure from the clethg,other confessors, and the
faithful peopleepp.13, 14.

Cyprian first addressed this practiceepp.15-17, directed to the confessors, clergy
and—for the first time—to the lait§ep. 31.3, of the Roman confessors, withesse
the belief that martyrs entered immediately intave.

Mappalicus gave letters only to his mother antkgisp.27.1.1, in contrast with the
practice of giving general letters, naming wholeseholdsep. 15.4.

Thus did Lucianus claim in the case of Papl,22.2.1. Inep.23 the confessors
granted peace to all the lapsed.

Especiallyep. 23.

Cyprian excused the self-interest of the falleepnl5.2.1, directed to their patron
confessors.

Cyprian even made excuses for the confessorsashthle burden of responsibility
squarely on the clergep.16.3.2. This tactic might have accurately reflddtee
authority which the confessors enjoyed among thkftd, which placed them aboy
direct attack. He was similarly circumspect in wgtto his clergy about the general
letter of amnesty issued by the confesseps26.1.1.

Ep.15.2.2-4.1.
Ep. 25.1.2.
Epp 16.3.2, 43.2.1-3.2, 59.12.1-2.

96 The provided evidence of multiple gatherings or houlserches in Carthag&p.



difference41.2.1 referred to those “communicaturos in moetas,” which might
in indicate a subcommunity established on the Byrsatwiiad become
controllincseparatisCCL 3C:197.34). Cyprian’s addresses to the commuiponthis
the lapsedeturn, however, indicated some plenary meetingeethurch.

S access't

the

eucharist

97 In contrast, the presbyters in Rome had littléalifty in maintaining control over
both the confessors and the lapssap.8, 21, 30.

3

NECESSITY OF REPENTANCE

1 The text of Mt. 10.32-3 played a significant roleéhe evaluation of the behavior of
the lapsed. See Cyprian’s useepp.12.1.3, 58.3.2, 59.12.2, afap. 20.

2 Ep.55.17.2.

3 Cyprian provided examples of financial irregubaridisrespect for parents, and
sexual infractionsgpp.1, 4, 42.2.1, 52.3. For a description of the tinfgpenance
itself, see Tertullianpaen.9-12, and Cypriargpp.4, 15.1.2, 16.2.3, 172.lap. 16,
36.

4  Adultery had originally been one of the excludsigs. Tertullian objected to the
granting of readmission after penanceud. 1.6 and Cyprian noted that some
bishops had resisted the charge,55.21.1.

5 Such, it will be recalled, was the policy whichpgZan had urged during the
persecution and which the Roman presbyters sugpheme.20.3.1-2, 55.13.1.

6 Ep.31.3. Tertullian objected to the procedure of abppethe martyrs for reversal of
the sin of adulteryn pud.22.

7 Ep.13.

8 To use Mary Douglas’ terminology, the laxist cthes shifted downward on the

group scale; some members were forced upward ogrithecale by the martyrs and
their allies, who moved themselves downward on shate, toward greater
autonomy. See “Cultural Bias,”

in The Active VoiceBoston, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1982, pp.183-254.

9 Thusinepp.7.1, 14.1.2, 20.1.2. At the end of the persecutiedelayed his return
for the same reasoap.43.4.2.



They were to vary the persons who went to vigtdbnfessors being held in prison,
ep.5.2.1.

Assistance was to be provided to the widows, iitle the poor and the refugees.
7.2, but only on condition that they remained faithepp.5.1.2, 12.2.2, 14.2.1.

Epp 5.1.2,12.1.1, 13.7.

13 Ep.14.2.2.

Epp 5.1.2, 13.7, though he recognized that individuadge providing help directly
to the exiled confessorgpp.13-7, 14.2.2. The subsequent charges of thetwifoh
funds which were directed against rebel clergy Wwadem to indicate that they had
served as agents for the distribution of these emrseepp.41.1.1, 52.2.5, 59.1.2.

The three visions, temporally separated, wereatedrinep.11.3-5. It was revealed
that the community as a whole had refused to pyagdrtain particular members, as
it had been commanded, and thereby provoked Godigw

Ep.11.1.2,5.1,5.3, 7.2.

Ep. 11.1.3. This also served as a warning that thenowamity must bring them into
line.

Ep.11.1.1,5.1, 5.3, 6.2.

Ep. 11.7.3-8. This would have corrected the primaryseaof the persecution, the
disharmony in prayer specified@p.11.3.1-2.

Ep.6.2.1.
Epp 13.4-5, 14.3.2.

Epp 13.2.1, 14.2.2; indeed they might expect even reavage attacks after their
victory, ep.14.3.1.

Ep. 10. He clarified the role itself by declaring tleaen those who had died as a
result of deprivations in prison rather than undeture must be regarded as mart
ep.12.1.2-3.

Ep. 12.1-2.

Ep. 11, which explained the causes of the persecuseems to have been written in
late April 250. Within a few weeks, Cyprian wrapp.15-17, dealing with the
letters of peace. The reference in the eagled 4.4 may have raised this problem
already. On the dating, see Clarkefters1:238-40.

Ep. 15.2.1-3.

Ep.15.3.2, 16.4.1, 17.1.2. In accepting the unputifapsed, the presbyters were
placing the whole church in danger of offending lted, ep. 16.1.2.



He addressed three separate letters, to the son$eshe clergy and the whole
people, with instructions that all three were taéad to each grouppp.15.4,
16.4.2,17.3.2.

Ep. 15.

Ep. 16.1.2; the confessors and the people were atgluo remind the presbyters
the limits of their authorityepp.15.1.2, 17.2.1.

Ep.16.4.2.

Ep. 17, especially 3.1. In particular, the warningt tie clergy would have to
answer to the entire community authorized the faitgpply pressurep.16.4.2.

Ep.17.2.2.

Ep. 14.4. A thinly veiled rebuke to the presbyters vitaol opposed his election and
now acted independently of both himself and the roomity.

Ep.17.1.2, to the people; repeatecem 19-2.2 to the clergy.
Reported irepp.25.1.2, 26.1.2.

Epp 18.1.2, 19.1.1. At this point, Cyprian might hdnedieved that the penitents
could be accepted by Christ without being admittethe peace of the church.

Ep. 20.3.2. The Roman practice, which had been anmabimcCarthage and may be
presumed to have increased popular pressure fcdmcession.

Ep. 19.2.3. His subsequent recall of this commandceted that he meant @p.
55.4.1-2.

Epp 24.1.2, 25]ap. 13.
Ep.18.2.1.

Indeed, the concession of communion to all thaeglyenitents seems to have been
forced by popular sentiment. The restriction anmednnep.18.1.2 and reiterated
ep.19.2.1 was soon removed, as repoitegp.20.3.2.

Ep. 15.3.1. In the same vein, he asserted that pratedd already been established
in the African church which limited their authorigp.15.1.2, 3.1.

Ep.27.3.3.

Ep. 28.2.3.

Epp 33.2.1, 35.1.1.

Ep. 34.1, with the advice and support of refugee kpsha the city. On the identity



of Gaius, see Clarkéetters2:155-6.

48 Epp 41, 42. The bishop Caldonius and the presbytegatgmus and Numidicus c
be identified as confessors; the status of theopisterculanus cannot be confirmed.
Seeepp.24.1.1, 40, 43.1 for the status of the confesgonsthe identity of the
clergy, see Clarkd,etters2:202-3.

49 lLap.1,5,7,21.
50 Lap.2, 3.
51 Lap.13.

52 Lap. 28. This confession of a sin of intention was ugseshame those lapsed who
were refusing to do penance for their open, volyngan of action. Those admitting
it may have intended to blur the sharp lines ofdistinction and thus assist the
fallen.

53 Lap.10-14.
54 Lap. 16.
55 Ep.43.3.1-2.
56 Lap. 14.
57 Lap.17.

58 Lap. 18-19. The text of Rev. 6.9 provided the evidemgainst the martyrs, whose
own deaths were not yet vindicated by God. For the

others, Cyprian cited Ex. 32.31-3, Jer. 11.14 (L>&4yl Ezek. 14.13-18.
59 Lap. 20-21, recalling the themes@p.11, and the opening sectionsdef lapsis.

60 Lap. 20, a point which the Romans may have originatetie lost letter to which
reference is made &p. 21 ACyprian advanced the argument ind528.2.3 and
the Romans echoed it in thejp.36.1.3-2.2.

61 Lap. 22.
62 Ep.11.3-5.

63 Lap. 23-26. The community’s belief in the efficacy aftb the Christian and the
pagan rites and of the moral governance of theansévis evident in these stories.
According to Mary Douglas’ analysis, such a viewhsracteristic of tightly
bounded or high-group communities.

64 Lap. 30. Inde habitu uirginumCyprian indicated that all these were ways in W



the Christian should be distinguished and separhtduitu6-17.
Lap. 33, 34.

Lap. 27, 28. The community’s morality was not limitedgerformance, though it
did judge the sacrificers more harshly than théfesat and those who failed in
intention alone most leniently.

Lap. 29. These arguments were repeateghirt65, which dealt with the attempt of
a sacrificer bishop to regain his office after pegsecution.

It is interesting to compare Cyprian’s explanasiah the onset of the persecution
as a correction of the church, of the summer plagumorally and religiously
neutral, and of the threat of persecution undere@at as an indicator of the
coming end of the worldep.11; mort. 8; epp.57.5.1, 58.1.2, 60.3.2, 61.2.3.

In ep.55.6.1, Cyprian explained that the lapsed wouidrreto the way of the
world, pointedly ignoring the invitation of the liats, which would not &ve helpe
his apology for the decision. The letter was wnitie response to the challenge of
an African bishop who was under Novatianist inflcen

Ep. 55.17.3. Setting aside the observatiotapf 27, that the certified had tried to
serve two masters, Cyprian defended this decisyaarguing that they had acted
under compulsion and had avoided participatingnendacrifice.

Ep.55.17.3;ep.57.2.1 indicated that the penance may have béended to last
throughout the person’s life.

Ep. 55.23.4.

Epp 45.4.1, 59.1.1, 9-1. Clarke suggests that a cosiomsof which Cyprian was
not a member, was established to review and tingsdathority to his decision,
Letters 2:242-3.

Ep. 59-14.2; thus the community which had been offdndeuld serve as judge of
the penitent. This retained a necessary face-w@-ggstem of justice.

Cyprian had urged them to do penanckam 28.

76 Some colleagues requested approval for the imrteeddimission of sacrificers

who had failed under torture, after three yeansesfanceep.56.2.2.

Thus the bishops iep.57.3.3, 4.3, 5.2. Cyprian expanded on these thames
subsequent letters of exhortatiepp.58.2.1-3, 3.1, 61.2.3, 4.1.

Ep. 58.3.2; indeed Cyprian anticipated that the wiaiaful body would
immediately march to glory in heavesp.58.10.1. So was Cornelius portrayed as



leading the Roman church to glory, as the faitaftdompanied him to arraignme
at his arrestep.60.1.2.

Epp 57.2.1, 3.3, 5.1, 58.8.2. The bishops feared Gadish if they failed to adm
the penitentsgp.57.4.3-5.2.

The bishops made provision for the reconciliabbonly those who had never
forsaken the churclep.57.1.2.

Ep.57.3.1-2.

Nec enim fas erat aut permittebat paterna pietdsigta clementia ecclesia
pulsantibus cludi et dolentibus ac deprecan-tilpes salutaris subsidium denegari,
ut de saeculo recedentes sine communicatione etgghDominum dimitterentur,
guando permiserit ipse et legem dederit ut ligatiris et in caelis ligatassent,
solui autenpossentllic quae hic prius in ecclesia soluerentur.

(CCL3B:301.14-25.)

See Clarkel.etters3:218. M. Bévenot's appeal tie zelol8 for an interpretation
of the grammatical form is instructive but does rewmhove the lexical distinction
betweeressentindpossent, The Sacrament of Penance and St. Cypri@@s
Lapsis” Theological Studie 16 (1955):210-11. The bishops themselves made the
point clear later in the letter by observing thati€t himself would soon judge
those whom they had decided to admit and would élirnemove any who were
not truly penitent but he would require of them sloells of those who would have
stood fast had they been given the peace of thelefep.57.3-3, 4.35.2. Thus th
bishops recognized that they could present thegr@sito Christ but not guarant
forgiveness of their apostasy. Those whom theyimedito present, however,
could not be forgiven by Christ and thus he wouldiph their cruelty. The same
point was made during the baptismal controversynM®gprian attributed to Peter
and his successors the authority to loosen on,eanrtlting any reference to
heavengp.73.7.1. For an analysis of the question from Berkht perspective, see
the discussion in chapter 4, pp. 70-1.

Ep.57.4.2, echoed by Cyprian@p.58.5.2.
Ep.57.2.2, 4.2; echoed by Cyprian ip.&3.1.2.

In ep.57.4.3, the bishops warned of the consequencesusing the peace of the
church to penitents who might subsequently dieehgees during the persecution.

In lap. 3, Cyprian counted the returned refugees amongdhfessors; iep.
58.4.2, he proclaimed that communicants who diethdoy acci-

dent in voluntary exile thereby won the crown ofrtyaom. Here both were denie



87 Seeep.19.2.3 and the peroration d¢ lapsis36.

88 Ep.57.4.1. He had shared the earlier position withdtian, who maintained it, see
epp.19-2.3, 55.25.1-2.

89 Ep.57.3.1, 5.1. The renewal of the persecution cbalk been viewed as a form of
judgment by Christ himself, who would soon coiepp 57.3.3, 58.2.1, 7.1.

90 Inep.60.4, written to congratulate Cornelius on hisfession, Cyprian argued that
by rejecting peace on earth, schismatics excludechselves from the kingdom of
God.

91 The laitfrom the laxist churchep.59.15.1-4. No provision was made for reconciling
was much those who had not been loyal to the chusgh57.1.2.
less

sympatheti
to the

rebels who
were

returning

92 Ep. 31.3; lag 20.

93 Epp 10.4.1,57.4.3, 58.5.2.

94 Epp 6.2.1, 15.3.1, 31.3.

95 Epp 16.3.2,18.1.2,19.2.1, 20.3.2, 21.2.1-2, 3.2, 3713.1, 4.2, 39.3ap. 17.

96 Even the public confession of Christ without dea#s efficaciousepp.19.2.3,
25.1.1-2. Cyprian’s own evaluation of the Romanrchis massive display of faith,
ep.60.1.2, made the same point. See also Tertull@risession of this poim pud.
22.

97 Lap. 18-19.

98 Epp 15.3-4, 20.2.1-2. A promise to care for surviviagily members might have
been regarded as an act of charity by the confessas a bribe by the bishop. Even
some of the more restrained martyrs, whom Cyprrarsed, did issue a few letters,
ep.27.1.1.

99 Epp 22.2.1,27.1.2.

100Epp 22.2.1, 27.2.1. Itap. 20, Cyprian observed that the martyrs gave the
appearance of having replaced God as patron ofdaeof the church.

101 For the delayepp.15.1.2, 16.3.2, 22.2.2; for the confessiep,22.2; for the
examination of lifegpp.22.2.2, 23, 26.1.4, 27.2.2

102Epp 34.1,2.1-2,43.2.2,3.2,7.2,59.12.2, 13.2,-63.44.1lap. 16, 31, 33-34.
Cyprian argued that they regarded the invocatiah@imartyrs as the equivalent of



the naming of the Trinity in baptisrap.27.3.3.
103Epp 15.1.2,16.2.3, 3.2,17.2.1, 20.2.3, 34.2.1, 432 3.2, 59.12.2ap. 15-16.
104 Epp 19.2.1-3, 20.3.1, 25.1.2, 27.3.1, 35.1.1, 55.4.2.
105Epp 35.1.1, 36.1.2, 3.2.

106 The action was forced by Cyprian’s delegation affessor bishops and presbyters,
which excommunicated the leaders and some suppaefy.41.1.2-2.2, 42. This
action was later confirmed by the bishops of Afrega. 59.9.1, 14.2, 15.1.

107 Cyprian claimed that Privatus of Lambaesis had lmeeaemned before the
persecution and that all his episcopal colleagaelssacrificed during the
persecutionepp.36.4.1-2, 59.10.1Ep.65.1.1

provided evidence of another attempt by a saerifiisshop to regain his see.

108In advance of their rejection at the meeting in N2&g, the laxists had promised to
ordain a bishop for Carthagep.59-10-11. For their attempts to establish
communion with Rome, se.59.1.1-2.1, 9.1, 11.2, 14.1.

109This was Cyprian’s chargep.15.3.2.

110Cyprian’s community, in contrast, had to be persulatd allow certain of the
rebellious lapsed to be admitted to penance; intleetingering disapproval of the
community may have ultimately driven off some of ghenitentsep.59.15.2-4.

111 Cyprian later attacked the unrepentant lapsedhfer tinwillingness to assist their
poor brethrenlap. 30.

112Ep. 19.2.3.

113They even threatened the faithful who were coopegatith Cyprian’s delegates,
ep.41.1.2.

114Ep.41.1.2.

115According to Cyprian, all of the laxist bishops Haekn sacrificers and as such
would not have been eligible for continuing memhgrsn the African college of
bishopsepp.59.10-11, 65.1.1.

116 Cyprian made the chargeep.15.3.2. It might also be noted that the Carthagini
confessors exiled in Rome recommended the two dafbeistians who were
providing them with lodgingep.21.4.1. Cyprian himself indicated that some of
the fallen provided refuge to exiled confessorspwiould then intercede for them
before the bishomgp.55.13.2.



117Ep.59.15.1. Cyprian reported the return; the causahection is an interpretation
of events.

118Unlike the rigorists gathered by Novatian, the séxisoon ceased to ba effective
force in the affairs of the church.

1190n the efficacy of baptism, skabitu2; epp.63.8.1-3, 64.2.1-5.2.

120Cyprian also pointed out that a hasty readmissidheoapostates would give non-
Christians cause for despising the chuegh,15.3.1.

121 The distinction between sins committed against &wdlagainst humans was used
in lap. 17. The significance of Christ’s threat to denjobe the Father those who
had denied him (Mt. 10:33), should not be undemsstied.

122 Even as the persecution itself continued, Cypriaga this process by ordaining
confessors to clerical office and by appointingpenmission including clerical
confessors to oppose the rebels in Carthage,29, 38-42.

123Thus sins of insubordination, sexual irregularéiggd misuse of money were
handled by the normal procedures, epp.3, 4, 41.2.1, 52.3. Tertullian providet
full description and explanation of this ritualpaen.9-10, which was fully
compatible with Cyprian’s use of the practice, spp.4, 15.1.2, 16.2.3,7.2.1;
lap. 16, 36.

124 This presumption was evident in the demands farreiation before death and
Cyprian’s presentation of the judgment itself, epp.55.18.1, 29.2-3, 65.5.1-2,
57.3-3.

125Deprecatic was used in 1 John 2.1-2, which Cyprian citedprb5.18.1. The term
also appears iapp.17.2, 34.1, 43-3, 55.11.2, 29-1,

65.5, 57.1, 59.13, 67.8p. 13, 16, 18, 19, 22, 28, 29, 30, Bgareis used irepp.
55.6, 59.14lap. 16, 29, 32, 35, 36rare andexorarein ep.11.1, 55.29.1lap. 17,
32, 35, 36.

126 Epr. 19.1, 26jap. 31, 32.
127 Epr. 16.2, 55.6, 23, 29, 65.8p. 17, 18, 28, 29, 32, 36.

128Epp 16.2,17.2,55.11, 65.5, 59.12, 13, . 17, 28, 29, 32, 36. It was used
independently irep.59.16 andap. 15.

129 34.1, 55.23, 28ap. 32, 35.

Relyinc
on Joel

2.12-



13,in

lap. 29.
For the

same

point,
see

epp.
19.1,

130Lap. 30.
131Lap. 33.
132 Lap. 35.
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Cyprian argued, for example, that unless thefas=tivere allowed to enter the
communion after doing penance, they and their saerowould defect to the
laxists,ep. 55.15.1.

He originally refused the church’s peace to thegypenitentsep.18.2.1 and later
made no distinction between the certified and tttaa sacrificerslap. 27.

Ep. 8 does not seem to have reached Cyprian befoee2h(y when it was
presumably rgmonsible for his shift in position on the reconugiof dying penitent:
See Clarkel etters1:204-5.

Ep.8.1.1, 2.3.

Ep. 8.2.3-3.1. The granting of peace to penitentb@titne of death, confirmed in
ep.30.8 from the Roman clergy, was apparently tradél practice in Rome.

Ep.21.2.1, 3.2. Irep.8.3.3, the Roman clergy had claimed the suppdtief
imprisoned confessors. Celerinus’ appeal to théecAfr martyrs indicated that at
least the African immigrants within the Roman cliunere attempting to
circumvent the clergy’s policgp.21.4.1-2.

Epp 18.1.2, 19.2.1.
Epp 18.2.1, 19.2.1.
Ep.19.2.3.
Ep.20.3.2.

Ep. 20.2.1. We might speculate that these lettersainadfluence on Novatian, who
then took over the Roman church’s correspondentte@yprian.



Cyprian himself attributedp.30 to Novatianep.55.5. The confessors named in the
greetings of the accompanyieg. 31 subsequently supported Novatian’s position.

For the attributiorof epp.31 and 36 to Novatian, see Clarkefters2:133-4, 165.
Of course, Novatian may also have been involveadriting the earlier (lost) letters
which are summarizeid ep.30.

Ep. 8 had probably been sent in spring 250. Its laggwsands in sharp contrast to

that of the later lettergpp.30, 31, 36. See Clarkketters1:203-5.

Reference was made to these lost letteepir21 A.land their contents were
outlined inep.30.3.1-2.

15 The letter was acknowledgedep. 27A.land inep.28.2.1-3, Cyprian

congratulated the Roman confessors on the admonitinich they had sent to
their counterparts in Carthage on tha@nt. The content of the letter was repol
in ep.30.4. The point was echoed by the Roman clergypiB6.2.1, indicating
that it may have originated with Novatian himself.

16 Ep.30.2.1-2, 3.3, 7.1-2.

17 Ep.30.8. Abuse of the privilege of the ill, specifiedep.8.3.1, might have

already begun.

18 Ep.31.8.1-2. The second letter of the clergy madeséimee pointep.36.2.2.
19 Ep.31.6.2.
20 Ep.36.2.1-3.

21 Ep.30.8. A similar concern for the charge of harsbnggound irep.36.3.2.

Epp 30.6.2-7.2, 31.6.3, 8.2, 36.1.1-2.1. Lucianusaoaded to Celerinus, still in
Rome, that peace had been granted to everyoneelftican martyrsep.
22.2.1. This could have affected the disciplinéhef Roman church or at least
clergy’s control of the Carthaginian exiles in Rome

23 The second surviving letter of the clergy, attrdzito Novatian, allowed the

practice,ep.30.8. The accompanying letter of the confessdss, Grafted by
Novatian, made no mention of the practep.31.Ep.55.13.1 indicated that the
practice continued to give rise to controversyekd, Cornelius later accused
Novatian of refusing to comfort the faithful who s@en danger during tk
persecution, Eusebius,e.6.43.16. The further charge that he renounced his
priesthood and Christianity to preserve his perssafety is hardly compatible
with the position Novatian actually occupied in tteirch at Rome and his



ministry to the confessors in prison, who lateiktap his cause. The event
behind Cornelius’ slander may have been Novatigefigsal to bring
reconciliation and the eucharist to an allegediygyenitent.

24 The confessors included those who had correspondedCyprian during the

persecution, seepp.28, 31, 37, 46. Clarke differentiates two stagethe
schism, the first focused on Cornelius’ charactet the second on his policy of
reconciling the lapsed, see the commentsmm48.4.1, 55.8.3 ihetters2:261-
2, 3:174-5. The principal issue may always havenliee reconciling of the
lapsed and the attempted character assassinatphawa been an extension of
the polemics, such as are found in Cornelius’ i¢tid-abius of Antioch, in
Eusebiush.e.6.43, and in Cyprian’s attacks on the rebels irtf@ge ep.52.2.1-
5.

25 Cyprian reported the events in defending Cornebtusn African colleaguesp.

55.6.2. Clarke asserts that Cyprian is accuratéaiming priority for the African
decision, against Eusebius’ reporhie.6.43.2, see Clarkéetters3:172.

26 Ep.55.11.1-3.

27 Ep.55.13.1. Novatian’s letter during the persecuhad apparently foreseen and

attempted to forestall the abuse of this privilegecalling for delay until the last
moment,ep.30.8.

Cyprian advanced this charge in a defense of dhieypof reconciliationgp.
55.27.2; later he threw it up to an opponent inasfrep.66.7.3. One of the
specific charges against Cornelius was that heeh&gted into communion with
apostate bishops. Cyprian denied the fact butheinplication of contagion
which would have resulteép.55.10.2; indeed he later charged Stephen with
incurring such pollution through communion withadléd bishopep.67.9-2.

Epp 55.13.2-16.1, 24.1, 60.3.1.

Epp 30.6.2-7.2, 31.6.3-7.2, 36.1.2, 3.3.

Ep.55.22.1-23.3.

Ad Nouatianur 7.1,CCL 4:142-3. For the dating and attribution see CCB4:5.

The charges are echoed in the fourth century BeBiush.e.6.43.1, and the
Spanish bishop Paciagp.2.4;PL 13:1060; see Clarkégetters3:188.

Ep.55.22.1, 28.1. The same charge was made agaimstavas of Arles, who wz
said to be following Novatian’s policep.68.1.1.

Ep. 8.3.1. This letter is not attributed to Novatiamself; see notes 12-13 above.



Ep.57.4.1.
Ep. 60.2.5.

The text of Mt. 10.32-3 is cited idd Nouatianuny.1;CCL 4:142-3. A similar
stance can be found in Cyprian’s concurrence wéld@nius’ reconciliation of
those who stood firm in a second trial and in teeopation ofde lapsiswhere he
urged that repentance might lead to the crown afyrdgom rather than to
reconciliationep.25.1.1-2lap. 36.

The letters of neither the clergy nor the confessmiRome asserted that the cht
had authority to forgive this sin of apostasy. 8pp.8.2.3, 21.2.2.

Thus Cyprian would have anticipated the objectibiich he had earlier raised
against the laxists that granting communion preseiite true repentance and
restaation of the lapsed. In response, he argued liegtwould have to prove th
mettle during the persecutiogp.57.3.2, and secure their salvation by confession
of Christ, at least the passive non-compliance whe had acknowledged ligp.

3.

Their divergent responses to the threat of rengvegslecution might have driven
the final wedge of division between the churcheslad Novatian to begin the
practice of rebaptizing converts to his communbDuring his conflict with
Stephen, Cyprian never appealed to Cornelius’ stanpegard to a Novatianist
practice of rebaptism. That silence might, of ceutsve been based upon
ignorance or the incon-venience of a view oppdsit€yprian’s own. Cyprian did,
however, appeal to Cornelius’ practice of admitlisygsed clergy to communion
only as laymenep.67.6.3. Novatian, however, had already sent a& bishop to
Carthage a year earliep.59-9.

This charge was leveled even by Cypiiiaep.55.27.1-2.

Mt. 10:32-3, which was used @p.30.7.1 anep.31.2.2, both of which are
associated with Novatian’s position.

Ep. 45.2.5.

This charge was reported and refutedpn55.3.2-7.3, where Cyprian reviewed his
practice.

See Clarkel.etters1:193-4, 275-6 for evidence of the precedents.cdmdessors,
for example, never claimed the power to give thecpenithout the concurrence of
the bishop, see esgp.23.

Epp 18.1.2, 19.2.1, 20.3.1.



Ep.15.1.2, 3.1.
Epp 18.2.1, 19.2.1.
Ep.20.2.2.
Ep.19.2.3.
Ep.8.3.1.
Ep.20.3.2.

Ep. 24.1.2, for the report of Caldonius. Cyprian agreeep.25.1.1-2, wishing that
all should repent in this way. He sent copies dhbetters to exhort the
congregation in Carthage and to inform the Romargglepp.26.1.3, 27.3.2. The
same argument was advanceep.55.4.1-2, 7.1.

Ep.27.2.1, 3.3.

Ep. 28.2.3. This argument was contained in the fegel of the Roman confessors,
as was reported by Novatianap.30.4.

Lap. 20 repeated the Roman arguméayp;, 18-19 showed the limited efficacy of the
martyrs’ intercession.

Lap. 35. This point was particularly important to Naeat as evidenceid ep.
55.13.2. See also the charges that Novatian coatitsths equal, which may have
been directed at a refusal to distinguish the feedtirom the sacrificergp.55.16.1.

He later leveled the charge that Cyprian had slae#en his support for the churcl
discipline,ep.55.3.2.

In fact, this line of argument was suggested anlétter which Novatian drafted for
the Roman clergyep.31.6.2-3.

Ep.43.6.1-7.2. Novatian, of course, faced no suclygdanor did the Roman
penitents face such a temptation from a laxist camiome.

The Roman confessors, in their lost letter to i@age, had argued that the martyrs’
request was contrary to the gospg,30.4. Cyprian picked up the argumenep.
28.2.3.

Mandant aliquid martyres fieri, sed si scripta sont in Domini lege quae mandant,
ante est ut sciamus illos de Deo impetrasse qustlijamt, tunc facere quod
mandant; neque enim statim uideri potest diuinastaie concessum quod fuerit
humana pollicitatione promissum.

CCL 3:231.366-71.
Lap. 5-12.
Lap. 13. Cyprian had agreed with Caldonius on a sinasidese during the persecuti



epp.24, 25.
Lap. 14-16, 22-26.
Lap. 29-32.

Ep. 43.3.1-2, 6.1-7.2. He even identified the fivedieis of the schism with the
commissioners who had enforced the imperial edz43.3.1.

Lap. 33-35.

Lap. 36.
Ep.44.1.1-2.1; on the discussion sge55.6.1.

72 Ep.44.2.1 aneep.45.2.2. Clarke understands Cyprian to be saymgpi45.2.15,

that only Cornelius’ own letter was read out to lbiehops)etters2:23841. Yet ir
ep.45.3.1, Cyprian allowed that his colleagues wevara of thecharges Novatia
raised against Cornelius. Cornelius’ subsequenavieh in allowing laxist
accusations against Cyprian to be read out inthisat), would seem to indicate
that he also believed the rigorist charges againsthad been publicly aired in
Carthage, seep.59.2.1.

Ep. 44.1.2.

74 Thus inep.55.6.1.
75 Ep.55.17.2-3.

76 Repostus of Satunurca, as reportedprb9.10.3, 11.2. Cornelius, it will be

78

recalled, admitted Trofimus and his entire congtieganto communion without
extended penancep.55.11.1-3. Cyprian later gave the impression tifnat
Africans took the initiative in admitting the cdieid and were followed by
Cornelius,ep.55.6.2.

The phrase “euangelium Christi adserereém46.2.1 may echo a watchword of
the Novatianists, as Clarke suggestketters2:249, or may recall Cyprian’s
praise of these same confessorspr28 for upholding the discipline of the gospel.
Once they had left to join Cornelius’ communionwewer, Cyprian was free to
accuse Novatian of arrogating a divine privilegéitoself,ep.54.3.1-3. He also
sent a copy ofle lapsiswhich took a more rigorous stance than had beproapc

at the preceding council of African bishops.

It is argued in chapter 5 thadg unitatewas originally prepared for the laxist sch

in Carthage and revised before it was sent to Romelp deal with the disputed

election or Novatianist schism there. The sectmtesl here are judged to belong
to the earliest version.



Vnit. 20-22.

Vnit. 3, citing 2 Cor. 11.14-15.
Vnit. 10, along with 19.

Epp 55.17.3, 56.2.2.
Ep.55.16.3-17.1.

Ep.55.17.3.

Ep.55.13.1. Even when the peace had been impropiedy go the healthy, the
bishops refused to withdraw it upon revieap, 64.1.1-2.

Only later, they claimed, did they learn from thergy that they should not even
have accepted the certificate in return for thalyipg a finegp.55.13.2-14.2.

Cyprian feared that not only the apostates buhabe they had assisted vaéind
his requirement of life-long penance implausibleey might abandon him to join
the laxists. Seep.55.15.1.

Ep.57.1.2, 3.1-2.
Ep.57.2.2,4.2.

90 Ep.57.4.3-5.2. The bishops feared the judgment ofSEhks has been noted

earlier, they did not remark on the probabilitytteame of the penitents might
actually win the crown of martyrdom outside the ruand thus be elevated to sit
in judgment with Christ upon the very bishops wiaol lexcluded them from
communion.

91 Ep.60.2.2-5.
92 Ep.55.20.3.
93 Ep.55.29.2.

94 Cyprian argued that none of the lapsed would uakerpenance if they were

refused admission to communion before degph55.28.1-29.2. This assumption
was also attested in Cyprian’s own appeals foréptacement of Marcianus of
Arles,ep.68.3.1, 4.2,

95 All these charges are to found in Cyprian’s resgoio the letter of an African

colleague which argued for the Novatianist positem 55.



96 Cyprian answered this chargeep.55.13.1.
97 Ep.55.15.1,17.2, 19.1-2.

98 Ep. 55.27.12. On this point, Novatian seems not to have retito the position ¢
the prior rigorist schismatic in Rome, Hippolytus.

99 Ep.55.27.3. As shall be argued below, the differendds perspective and
Novatian s on this point can be correlated withdifierence in the intern:
structures of their communities.

100This provision was made for Trofimus, Basilides &attialis in Italy and Spain,
epp.55.11.3, 67.6.3. It was apparently used as wek foresbyter in Africagp.
64.1.1. Other African bishops were apparently sttbpefull excommunicatiorep.
59.10.1-2.

101Ep. 4.1-2. Cyprian’s clergy who had taken to flightidg the persecution were
temporarily suspended from officep.34.4.1, but the disposition of their cases is
not known. Another instance of permanent disabitifght be indicated in
Cornelius’ charge that Novatian should not havenbeade a presbyter because he
had been baptized by sprinkling on his sickbederatiman by the full ritual,
Eusebiush.e.6.43.

102Ep.57.3.2.

103Ep. 55.20.3 effectively expresses the fear in whi@rdtonciled lapsed
anticipated the judgment of Christ.

104 The same restriction would be applied to schisreatie. 72.2.1-3. In contrast, the
confessors were particularly well qualified forradal positionsegpp.38-40.

105The community’s assumptions about the necessippofy among the bishops a
clergy become clearer in the subsequent controversiythe efficacy of baptism.
See chapters 6 and 7.

1061In contrast, in the controversy over rebaptism, rizypargued that admitting
heretics to full membership without baptism wouddlyte the whole communion,
ep.73.19-3.

107 Thus Trofimus and his congregation were partialgused as incense offereep,
55.2.1.

108Ep. 55.16.1.
109Ep. 4.1.
110Seeep.52.3 for Novatus.

111 The situation of those who had paid to acquirefezates and those who failed
under torture was uncertain, as has been seene Tus had fallen only in



intention, however, were subject to no penaltighiwithe churchlap. 13, 28;ep.
14.1-2.

112 Cyprian seems to have presumed that even the tég@stéght eventually be
readmitted to communioepp.16.2, 17.3, 18.2.

113Lap.17-20;ep.59.16.3.

114 The surviving evidence does not permit the secaterthination of the order in
which Cyprian developed and introduced these itteass community and
colleagues; the sequence in which they appeakeisuhviving letters and treatises
may be quite different from their development.

115Ep. 55.29.3. He argued that having rebelled agairesp#dace and charity of the
church, they could find no place in heaven.

116 Their very inability to recognize the hor of their sin and to turn from their evil w
itself a sign of divine punishmenap. 33.

117Ep. 55.17.2-3, 29.2.

118Ep. 55.29.2.

119Ep. 55.26.1-27.2, 20.3.

120Ep.57.4.1-4. The rationale, however, was given inveaby terms.

121Ep.19.2.2. See alsgp.17.1.2, where the entire community was promisediee in
judging individual case:

122 Ep.55.17.3. They argued that they had acted in gaitl, fhad not actually
sacrificed, and had even identified themselveshassttans. The contrast between
this defense of their behavior and its denunciaitidap. 27 is striking and indicates
the pressures to which Cyprian had been subjected.

123Lap. 28; epf 55.15.1, 57.1.2, 3.1.

1241n ep.57.4.3, the bishops argued that the exiles inquéar would need the
encouragement of the church because they wouldawa the assurance of a public
confession of faith. lep.58.4.1-3, however, Cyprian himself stated the firm
conviction that a refugee dying even by accidentidd®e counted a martyr by
Christ. The inconsistency may be accounted fohleyeixaggerations of exhortation
and the personal pressure which the penitents toadbt to bear.

1251f those who had enrolled as penitents were deamgthope of the church’s
advocacy when they stood before the judgment of, Ggdrian had earlier argued
about the certified and the dying sacrificers, tiveyld certainly be driven to seek
the protection of the martyrs which was being @&tkeby the laxists or even return in
despair to their former life according to the wayshe empire. They would,



moreover, have taken all their dependants and stggpavith them. Seep.55.6.1,
15.1, 17.2. In addressing the reconciliation ofdherificers, the bishops asserted
that they must respond to the endurance whichenégnts had already
demonstrated and the sufferings which they proadithemselves prepared to
sustain, even as exile=.57.1.1, 4.3.

126 Ep. 59.15.3. The bishops made no provision for schissaho had not long
persevered as penitents of the chuegh57.1.1.

127Epp 55.15.1, 19.2, 29.1, 57.4.3-4, 5.2.

128 This social analysis provides an interpretatio@gprian’s assertion of the church’s
power to loosen sins in heavenep.57.1.1 which is different and more literal than
that which Bévenot defends in “The Sacrament ofalRea and St. CyprianBe
lapsis,” Theological Studied,6 (1955):210-13. See the earlier discussionisef th
matter in chapter 3, at note 82, pp. 40, 196.

129Epp 55.18.1, 57.3.3.
130Lap. 28.

131Epp 55.20.3, 68.1.1, 4.2

132Ep. 34.4.1-2 for the clergyap. 10-11 epp.57.4.3, 58.4.1 for the laity.
133Ep. 4.2.3.

134Ep. 31.6.2.

135Lap. 15, 22-6. Even during the persecution, Cyprianwarched the lapsed that they
were in danger if they approached the eucharisoutiily.

136Ep.57.2.2.

137 Communicating with an unworthy bishop, however, migin the value of the
rituals, as shall be seen in chapter 7, pp. 148eé.for examplepp.65.2.1-2,
67.3.1.

138 The principle of church unity ultimately moved agp of confessors back into
Cornelius’ church. Seepp.49, 53.

1391n his letter preserved in Eusebibise. 643.16, Cornelius made the charge that
Novatian required an oath of loyalty to himselfrfr@ach of his adherents as
distributed the eucharist. The reality may havenks®oath that the communicant
was not guilty of apostasy or sacrilege through mamicating with Cornelius.

140Ep. 30.3.1.
141 Ep. 30.3.1-2. In responding to a letter defending Niewa Cyprian attempted to



justify these distinctionep.55.13.1-14.2.

142 This charge seems to have been the lead-off adcoasatNovatian’s letter, to judge
by Cyprian’sep.55.2.1. His removing Trofimus from episcopal offiseems to hay
been of no significance to the rigorists. Evendlfferentiation of roles, however,
would not have helped explain the admission of ilma$’ entire community, each
member of which apparently sacrificed. No othewugrof sacrificers seems to have
been admitted before May 253, by which time thengj schism was already well
established.

143 For the practice during the persecution, see30.8; for subsequent practice, see
epp.55.27.1, 59.18.1, 68.1.1, 3.1, 4.2.

144 De cibis judaici 7,CCL 4:101. He alluded to 1 Cor. 10.21 but other- vigsmred
the more liberal Pauline teaching on this subject.

1451n ep.73.19-3, for example, Cyprian himself asserted dldanitting the
unbaptized—presumably contaminated by prior comattt Roman idolatry—
would spread sin throughout the communion. Thistiae will be further explored
in chapter 7.

1461t must be remembered that Cyprian’s attacks ondianist practice are based on
his own group’s assumption that no one could begawutside the communion, a
position which the rigorists might not have shamifor examplén epp.55.28.1-3,
68.1.1, 3.1.

147 Epp 18.2.1, 19.2.3, 55.29.2.
148 Epp 55.28.1-3, 68.1.1, 3.1.
149Lap. 36.

150Ep. 57.4.1.

151 The call for consultation was in the letter of Reman clergyep.30.5.4. Novatian’
behavior contrasted with Cyprian’s acceptance efréversal of his position on the
certified by the African bishops.

152Ep.44.1.1-2.1. Cyprian, in contrast, was willing tbetrate differences in practices
within the communion of bishops, as long as thelyrdit involve support for those
who divided the church.

153Ep.55.24.2.
154 Ep. 55.11.3, and that by the decision of some six$fdps.
155 De pudicitie 3, 11, and passinGCL 4:115-16, 123-4.



156 Epp 30.3.2, 55.16.1. Cyprian’s discussion of the gadluof the conscience of the

certified was an incoherent extension of the badravstandards: the persons who
acted in ignorance of the evil involved had contaated their consciences though
not their hands and mouthep.55.14.2. The African bishops, in contrast, refused
maintain sanctions against those who had not dgtsatrificed.

157 De cibis judaid 3-4,CCL 4:93-7.
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INDIVISIBILITY OF THE CHURCH
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Ep.11.3.1-2, 7.1. The second vision recounte@pril.4.1-2, was received well
before the persecution itself.

Vita Cyp.5; ep.43.1.2-3, 5.4. Thaita may well have taken the opportunity to
exaggerate Cyprian’s virtue.

Ep.52.3.
Ep.13.7.
Ep. 14.1.2.
Ep. 14.2.1.
Ep.13.4.1.

Ep. 5.2 made clear they were performing this duty emd 6.4.2 included a threat
suspension of this privilege.

Epp 34.1, 59.12.1-2.

They were instructed by the Roman clergy’s exhianiao penancen ep.8.2.3, as
well as Cyprian’s demands.

Ep.16.3.2, 4.2.
Epp 15.2.2, 16.3.2.
Ep.19.2.3.

Epp 15.1.2, 22.2.2, 26.1.4, 27.2.2.

15 Ep.33.2.1.
16 Epp 14.4,17.3.2,26.1.2.

17 Epp 17.3.2,19.2.2, 20.3.3, 24, 25, 26.1.1-2.1, 2733.2
18 Epp 21, 22.2.1.



Ep. 23.
Epp 15.1.2,16.1.2, 2.3, 3.2, 17.1.2-2.1.
Ep. 16.3.2.

22 Epp 22.2.2, 23. The Roman clergy picked up on thisipas wellep.36.2.3, but

Cyprian argued that the provision was in fact ufeeneable once forgiveness for
apostasy had been guaranteed by the madyrgy7.2.2-3.2.

Ep. 26.1.2.

24 Ep.27.2.2-3.1.

25 Ep.17.3.1.

26 Epp 15.3.1, 4, 18.1.2.

27 Epp 16.1.2,17.2.1,19.2.1.
28 Ep.35.1.1.

29 Epp 35.1.1, 36.1.2 where the Roman clergy cited ttany of the letter which was

not itself preserved in the collection of Cyprian’s

correspondence. kp.27.3.1, he reported that some clergy were beirgetbto
grant communion to the lapsed.

30 Ep.33.1.1. This was his earliest surviving citatiow &xplanation of this text.

Ep. 43.5.2-4. The text would be cited agairumit. 4 during the summer of 251.

32 Ep.28.2.2-3. The argument which developed from tbseovation was based on

Mt. 10.32-3: on the basis of Christ’'s promise tkramwledge confession, no one
could presume to disregard his threat to punisietidhis fully laid out inlap. 20.

Epp 29, 38, 39, 40. Cyprian even specified that twthefreaders, Celerinus and
Aurelius, were to begin receiving the salariesraefspyters immediatelgp.39.5.2

Epp 41, 42.Ep.24.1.1 established the status of Caldoniusegmd3.1.1 that of th
two confessors.

35 Inepp.5.1.2,12.2.2, 14.2.1, Cyprian had specified #isaistance was to be
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restricted to the standing poor. None of thesergthad been acknowledged by the
clergy in Carthage.

Ep.41.1.2.
Ep. 41.1.2-2.1.



Epp 41.2.1-2, 43.1.2-3.

G.W. Clarke notes that at one point, only one of thelpyters actually in Cartha
may have been faithful to Cyprian, desiters1:40-1.

When the rebels did finally create a rival bishoR@52, they began to lose
adherentsep.59.15.1. This sort of pressure technique subséiyusarked in
Rome, where the community gathered around Trofiwass admitted to
communion by Corneliugp.55.11.1. It was steadfastly resisted in Afriep,
59.10.3, 11.2.

Ep.43.1.2.
Ep. 43.2.1-2.
Ep.43.3.1-4.3.
Ep. 43.5.2.

Ep. 43.5.2. Cyprian characterized this actioradslterium, impium, sacrilegium,
all terms associated with idolatry. He exhortedgheple to flee the contagion.

Ep. 43.4.3-5.2. He compared them to the elders whaakadulted the chastity of
Susannah.

Ep.43.7.1.
Ep.43.5.2.

Lap. 2-3. Those who had actually died in defense ofdith were, of course, in a
different category but they were no longer in theldy community.

In epp.13, 14, he had already insisted that confessanairesubject to the same
standards and the same temptations as their f€lmstians.

Lap. 5-14, 27.
Lap. 29-30.

These may have been the individuals who wereesteeltfrom the imperial
authorities by gaterfamiliasor patron who had acted on behalf of all. They
have been pushing for the reconciliation of theinéfactorsSee ep55.13.2, 15.1.

54 Lap. 28. No further decisions or actions regarding thass are recorded; they

were ignored in the episcopal deliberations of @8d 253 which formed policy f



reconciliation of the certified and sacrificers.
55 Lap.17-19.
56 Lap. 20, citing Mt. 10.32-3.

57 The martyrs in heaven who petitioned for vengeaméeev. 6.9 were told to wait;
the prophets often failed to influence Gtah. 18-20.

58 Ep.55.13.2,15.1.

59 Thus the confessors presented themselves as coonting assistance of the chu
by doing what the bishops lacked the authoritydgap. 20.

60 Epp 33-1.1-2, 43.5.2 provided the interpretative cehter unit. 4, in which
Cyprian spoke of Peter as the foundation of unitpiw the local church. Some
years later he returned to this theme: no one doeilith the communion of a chui
without being in union with its bishopp.66.8.3. Similarly irunit. 13, he pointed
out that no sacrifice could be offered in oppositio the priests.

61 Ep.59.6.1,13.1-17.3.

62 Ep. 59.15.2-3.

63 Ep.

55.13.2

15.1.

64 Lap.5-6 detailed the failures of all which had broughtthe persecution.

65 See chapter 4.

66 Vnit. 1-3. On the dating of this treatise see Clatlatters2:301-2, Bévenot i€CL

3:245-6, “Cyprian and his Recognition of Corneliulyurnal of Theological
Studiesn.s. 28 (1977):346-59, esp. 357, n. 1. ClarkeudegpBévenot’'s
grammatical argument and suggests that the treatiseriginally written to deal
with the laxist schism in Carthage and then applpetthe rigorist schism in Rome,
before a decision had been made between the com¢ecahdidates. The
temptation to schism as a form of persecution teal lzeen treated earlier @p.
43-3.1, 6.3-7.2.

67 Vnit.12-13.

68 Vnit. 14-15. This argument was repeate@m55.17.2, 29.2.
69 Vnit. 20-4.

70 Ep.26.1.2.

71 Ep.55.6.1-2.

72 Ep.55.7.2.



Ep.59.14.2.
Epp 45.4.1, 59.9.1, 10.2-3, 13.1.
Ep.55.21.1-2.

76 Ep.55.8.4, 24.2.

Ep. 44.1.3-3.1.

78 Cornelius informed Cyprian of their departure; heicated that Evaristus had bt

a bishop and supporter of Novatiap, 50.1.1-2. Cornelius and Cyprian spoke of
Nicostratus as a deaccepp.50.1.2, 51.1.2. For discussion see Claklatters
2:103.

Cyprian’sep.55 responded to questions raised by one such.lette
Ep. 59-9.2.
Ep. 55.24.2.

Cyprian was contemptuous of themen. 59-9.3, in contrast to his shrill
denunciation of the developing laxist hierarchy.

Cornelius had made such a concession to Trofiadmsjtting him and his
congregation to communion without penance. Trofinmasvever, was admitted
only as a layman. The rebel clergy in Carthagegrachised their adherents that
all would eventually be received into communionthg bishops as a grougp.
59.15.1.

Ep.59.10.2-11.1

85 Ep. 59.9.4, see Clarkéetters3:240-1, nn. 6-7.

87

Ep. 59-1.1-2.1. Cyprian was furious to hear that Cluséhad entertained the
delegation. Cornelius may have been settling aesimorthe lengthy investigation
of his own credentials a year earlier.

| am grateful to G.W. Clarke for this insigbbmmunicated in conversation. The
subordinationism of third-century African trini-tan theology assigned the unity
of the divine rule to the Father, who delegatedhauity to the Son.

Epp 44, 45, 48.
Eusebiush.e 6.43.16.



90 Ep.49.2.4.
91 Epp 55.24.2, 59-9.2.

92 The letters referenced @p.59 would have had to charge Cyprian with miscon
to justify his replacement; thus he defended himas to Cornelius. Clarke,
Letter« 4:241, n. 7 builds the case for this interpretatio

93 Ep.59.15.1.

94 A copy was sent to Rome for Cornelius’ use,59-9.3.

95 Epp 55.8.4,59.6.1.

96 Epp 55.11.1-3, 67.6.3, for Trofimus and the Spanisindps.
97 Epp 59.10.1-2, 65.3.2.

98 Eusebiush.e.6.43.10,ep. 52.1.2.

99 Ep. 59.10.1. There is no evidence that the councitivtleposed Privatus had be
held in Carthage rather than Lambaesis. In eithse cthe weight of Donatus’
endorsement, as presider or an additional signatway deemed necessary.

100Ep. 68. The letter to Cyprian was written by Faustiotityons.
101Ep. 65.4.2.

102Ep. 55.8.4 gave theuffragiumto the people alone in electing Cornelius, whjbe
68.2.1 shared it between the clergy and the people same cas&pp.59.5.2
and 67.4.2, 5.1-2 specified the people’s vote Arctbnsent of the bishops.

103Ep.67.4.1-5.1.

104Ep. 40.1.3. An identification of the Rogatianus to whepistula3 was addressed
with the confessor and presbyter of Carthape, 6, 40, 41, 43.1.1, would give a
second instance of a presbyter of one church baxingen bishop in another. This
elderly man’s appeal to Cyprian for help in dealvith an insolent deacon might
have betrayed an earlier supervisory ré&le.3 could be dated late enough for
Cyprian’s former presbyter to have been made aopishhe constellation of texts
(Deut. 17.12-13; 1 Sam. 8.5-18; Jn. 18.22-3; antd A8-45) justifying respect fc
the bishop occurred only gpp.59-4 and 66.3, which are dated in 252 and 254 by
G.W. Clarke,

Letters3:235, 321-2. Num. 16.1-35 was otherwise used onilge baptismal
controversy of 256, iepp.67.3, 69.8, 73.8, andhit. 18.

105Ep. 55.24.2.
106 Eusebiush.e.6.43.8-9.



107 Ep.59.10.1-11.1, five of the twenty-five he claimed.
108 Epp 44.3.2,55.24.2, 69.3.2.

109Epp 45.3.1, 48.4.1.

110Ep.55.2.1, 10.1-11.2, 12.

111Ep.55.8.1-23.4.

112Ep.59.2.5, 14.2.

113 Epp 45.3.1, 48.3.2.

114Ep. 45.2.1-3.

115Epp 44.1.2-3,45.1.1, 3, 3.1, 48.2.1, 3.2-4.1.

116 Ep. 45.1.2-3. The original letters and delegates ywenbably sent to Cyprian and
were then received by the council which was acguaketing in Carthage at the
time of their arrival. Cyprian later explained {hblem he experienced in
communicating to the church at Hadrumetum thagistivere not to be directed to
Cornelius until his claim had been verifiegh.48.3.2. The communion letter
originally addressed to Cornelius by Bishop Antaisiseems to have been sent to
Cyprian for transmissiorgp.55.1.2.

117Ep.59.5.2.
118Ep.66.1.1-2, 4.2, 9.1.
119Epp 59.5.1, 66.5.1.
120Ep. 43.1.2-3.

121 The divine approval of Cornelius was also confirnredis public confession of fai
while Novatian was ignore@p.60.3.2.

122 Ep. 55.24.2-4.
123Ep. 60.3.2.

124 Epp 67.4.1-5.1, 65.4.1. Thus the bishops gatheredstali a new bishop must
respect the decision of the laity who know the tjeasl of the candidates through
regular contact.

125Ep. 55.
126 Ep. 67.9.2.

127 Cyprian characterized the charge of the Africarseqpal delegation iep.45.1.1 as
one of reconciliation, though he admitted its jualiéunction,ep.45.1.1, 3.1.

128 0n the dating of this treatise see note 66 aboke.rdle of the bishop in the local



church had been treated before in letters duriagp#rsecution, especiakiypp.33,
43.

129Ep. 46.1.2. He may have sent copies of eHapsisandde unitateat this time to
the confessors, since @p.54.4, Cyprian reminded the confessors of theitest
which he had sent earlier. As he had to do eddiethe released confessors in
Carthage, he reminded the Roman confessors thas#ieation was not yet secure,
that having stood firm once they were now beingetibd to greater temptations,
unit. 20-2.

130Ep.46.2.1, see alsep.44.3.2.

131 Ep. 54.4, indicated that both treatises had beenesatier, though no reference to
them can be found in the surviving correspondeltce.

will be recalled thatle lapsishad been written and delivered prior to the reiaxa
of discipline in the episcopal conference in spi2ag.

132 Reported by Cornelius iep.49.2.4. Clarke argues that Cornelius had apprewed
may even have dictated the formula of submisdietters2:273. For the parallel
which might also have been the model, e 23. This connection between the
formula in Cyprian’s treatise and the confessoathavould bolster Clarke’s
argument for the treatise having been sent to Romspring 251.

133Ep.54.1.2.

134 Efforts have been made, principally by Maurice B@éteto link the shortelPrimacy
Textwith the events of 251 and to identify the longiextus Receptuss a revision
prepared during the baptismal controversy, forpingose of eliminating any basis
for Stephen of Rome’s claims to dictate policy anakctice to his fellow bishops.
See the introduction to the text@CL 3:246

135Ep. 54.4.

136 TRandPT differ only in chapters 4-5 and 19. But the comntext contains
elements which could only have been written in @bd other elements which must
have been added in 256. The present analysis evitentrate on the former.

137Vnit. 1-3, 20-4. This repeated the admonition which leh given to the released
Carthaginian confessors early in the persecugpp,13, 14, and reflected the
argument which Cyprian was developing at the tifei®return to Carthage: that
schism was a second and more dangerous form cfqueiisn,ep.43.3.1, 6.1-7.2;
lap. 16. Inepp.46.2.1, 51.1.1, 54.1.2-3, he first chided the Roc@nfessors for
failing to witness to the unity of the church ahdn congratulated them on having
done so.

138Vnit. 14, 19 anckpp.52.1.2, 55.17.2, 29.3, 60.4, as well as duringbtqaismal



controversyep.73.21.1.

139 All these text were cited ide unitateand inep.43, his last surviving letter from
exile.

140Vnit. 11 andep. 43.5.1.
141Vnit. 17 andep.43.5.2.

142 Vnit. 10;lap. 34, andep.43.5.2. It continued to be used to attack thessoétics,
epp 59.20.1, 73.15.1.

143Vnit. 6andep.43.5.2; it recurred in the baptismal controveegp.69.1.2, 70.3.2.

144Vnit. 23 andep.43.5.2. In 256, he never passed up the opporttmitgfer to
baptism as wellepp.70.1.2, 3.1, 71.1.2, 73.4.2, 13.3, 74.2.2, 3.11.1The full text
is cited only inunit. 4 TRand in Firmilian’s echoing it to Cypriaap.75.24.3, with
an additional referenda ep.75.25.3.

145Ep. 59.14.1, or the reference to Cornelius as theesisor of Fabian and Petep.
55.8.1. In spring 251, the laxist schism provideccantext for interpreting the
reference to the primacy of Peter and the equalfitite other apostles which
appeared in botRT andTRversions olinit. 4. The present hypothesis is that e
version was introduced for transmission of the tex@ome and th&R version
provided a necessary correction. TIHeversion ofunit. 4 can be linked to the lette
of the baptismal controversy.

146 Vnit. 4 PT.

147 The TRversion ofunit. 19, in which penitents were described as lapsedhie
situation before Cyprian agreed to distinguishdbstified and to reconcile them
immediately, at the council in spring 251. Neitkiersion described the situation
during the baptismal controversy, since all theitean lapsed had been reconciled
three years earlier.

148 When the text was revised again in 256, none ofapged were still doing penance.
Cyprian allowed the passage to stand as he haishaliigcomposed it in spring 251.
Neither version of this part of chapter 19 candentified with a revisiolbelonging
to the baptismal controversy.

149 See chapter 8, pp. 159-162.
150Vnit. 7.

151 Vnit. 12.

152 Vnit. 8.



153Vnit. 9. Inlap. 33 andep.59.13.4 he characterized the leaders of the laglgsm in
Carthage as blinded by God.

1541n ep.54.3.1, Cyprian would object to the presumptiothef Novatianists to pass a
final judgment on the lapsed.

1551n ep.54.3.1-2, he reminded the Novatianist confesg@sro church leader was
authorized to separate wheat from tares or to thesthreshing floor. lep.55.25.1-
2, he leveled this charge of presumption at Nowdtianself. Cyprian would later
defend himself against the laxist charge of divgdine church by his rigorist stance
toward the fallengp.59.15.3-16.3.

156 Epp 43.5.2,59.7.3, 70.3.1, 73.11.1.

157Epp 59.4.1-3, 5.1, 66.3.2, 4.2. The first letter wagten in defense against the
laxist appeal to Rome, the second in responsé\tovatianist in Africa.

158 Epp 59.7.3, 66.8.3.

159Ep. 66.8.2-3. The same point was maden59.7.2-3, though iep.65.5.1-2
Cyprian cautioned that the bishop must be soundaammthy.

160 He signalegarticular difficulties with the sacrificers andudigrers who had refust
to perform penancep.59.15.2-3.

161Ep. 59.17.1-20.2.

162

Epp.
41
2.2

163 Ep. 63.13.1-4.
164 Ep. 69.5.2.

165Ep. 63.16.1.
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166 See above, chapter 4, p. 63.

167 The plague appeared in Carthage during the sum@gpsian’sde mortalitatehad
addressed Christian concerns.

168 The problems caused by the survival of the applyrdging penitents were attested
in epp.55.13.1 and 56.2.1 where the bishops arguedtbaetwho fell under tortul
should not continue to be excluded.

169Ep.64.1.1. The case of Victor might indicate a leveimpatience.

170Ep.56.1, 2.1, see alsp.55.13.1 where Cyprian answered a rigorist objedtothe
sacrificers remaining in communion.



171Ep.57.3.1-2, 5.1.

172Ep.57.1.2, 3.1.

173Vnit. 4 epp33.1.1-2, 43.5.1-2.

174Ep.57.2.2.

175Epp 69.3.1-2, 70.2.1, 3.1, 71.1.3, 3-2, 73.25.2, 7306 25.3 (assumed to

6

reflect Cyprian’s letter to Firmilian).
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Ep. 64.4.1-5.2 implied that infant baptism was nornegd; 25 testi-fied to the
participation of infants in the eucharist, indicgtitheir prior baptism.

The conciliar letterep.70.2.3, referred to converts from idolatry.

Though with considerably less sympathy from th@ganions they had
abandoned. Cyprian recounted the resentment hgregations showed toward
them,ep.59.15.1-4.

Ep.59.10.1-11.3.

Ep. 50.1.2 recorded the first arrival of what mightvé@deen a rigorist bishopp.
59-9.2 indicates that a challenger to Cyprian migiithave been in place until
early 252.

Ep. 70 from the Nmidian bishops to a council of Proconsular bishogeeting ir
Carthage. See Clarkketters4:192-3 for dating.

Precise information on the length of catechumeagaf®nitence is not available,
though the provision made for baptizing catechunamsreconciling penitents
just prior to death indicated a specific periodimfe which was observeepp.
18.1.1-2.2, 20.3.1. lap.56.1, reference was made to a three-year period of
repentance as being adequate for lapsed who fédiriorture.

Cyprian did not hesitate to appeal to the spititizanage done to children in
another circumstancip. 9, 25. In this case, however, he regarded the
schismatics either as sincere but deceiep@, 70.2.3, 72.2.3, or responsible for
accepting baptism in rebellion against the chue@p.69.9-1-10.1, 73.21.2.

There was a plague in summer 252, and a loomimgwal of persecution in



spring 253.

Reference was made to Novatian’s practice of rebagtall converts irepp.
73.2.1, 74.1.2, which are securely dated in sun#t&6r This communion,
moreover, would have been concerned to establesdebth of the rejection of
idolatry by its converts.

On his deposition and role in establishing thedekierarchy, seep.59-10.

12 On the status of the bishops in the new laxist camion, seeep.59-10.1-3.

Repostus’ entire congregation had been guilty bé¥ong him into apostasy
during the persecution.

Ep. 70.1.1, which is the earliest of the surviving dments of the controversy,
was the response of a Proconsular synod to théryngjua Numidian synod on
the question of receiving converts baptized insthi

This hypothesis is different from that of my stusfjthe rebaptism controversy
“On Rebaptism: Social Organization in the Third

Century Church,Journal of Early Christian Studie§, (1993):367-403.

Tertullian also cited Eph. 4.4-6 bapt.15. He referred to a more ample treatment in
Greek which has not survived but which may havenbke®wn to Cyprian.

Clarke provides a summary of what may be knowruatios council, suggesting
that it was held about 23Detters4:197-8.

The bishops in Numidia knew the policy adoptedgyippinus’ council but still
raised questions of its applicatiap.70.1.2.

Epp 70.1.2, 71.4.1.
Ep. 73.3.1.
Ep. 75.19.3-4.

Firmilian would have had his information not oflgm the dossier of letters
Cyprian sent but from the messenger, the deacoatRogs, as well. He implied
that a change in custom had been quite recentgkhbe might have been informed
on Agrippinus’ council. He asserted that his owanrch had never accepted heret
baptism and had, through a council, rejected sdisrbaptism. Seep.75.19-3-4.

The key point, the Proconsular synod replied, thasthe baptism was performed
outside the churclep.70.1.2.

Because the opponents did not really believeerlittk between the church and the
forgiveness of singp.70.2.1.



Sent, epist4, 5, 7, 33. Only the latter two, of Lucius andideresented distinct
arguments against schismatics.

The prior instance would have been the Montanmit®se disciplinary dissent
would have paralleled that of the Novatianists. TUag@padocian bishops had dealt
with this as a distinct issue in their own couneg, 75.19.4.

Ep. 73.24.1. He also asserted that Novatian was tigtefuse to recognize the
baptism of another church, since it would have vowtéhis owngep.73.2.1.

Ep.70.1.1-2.
Ep. 71. Quintus was identifieith ep.72.1.3.

Cyprian referred twice to the enclosure of letteps 71.1.1, 4.2. The conciliar letter
was clearly intended in the first instance; theoselcseems to be a private letter.
Clarke surmises that the second reference wap.t9, addressed to Magnus. The
next lette in sequence, addressed to Jubianus, howevemea@fenly to the concilic
letter and that to Quintusp.73.1.1-2. If a personal letter had preceded that t
Quintus and was sent with it, Cyprian did not thialsend it to Jubianus as well. A
second letter enclosed with that to Quintus woadehbeen either that to Magnus,
ep.69, or a different letter which has been losis Brgued below that this letter to
Magnus was composed later and thus could not heee the one intended in the
closing paragraph of the letter to Quintus. Seek€ld etters4:211, n. 15, 221, nn.
2-3.

Ep. 72. The number of bishops was specifieép.73.1.2. All evidence of
schismatic clergy recruited from among the Africhmirches related to the laxists;
the rigorist clergy seems to have been sent fromé&ceepp 44.1.1, 2.1, 3.1,
50.1.1-2, 52.1.1-2.

Ep. 70 of the Proconsular bishops to the Numidiansegndl of Cyprian to
Quintus. This provided an indicator that all thievant early correspondence has
survived and that Cyprian’s letter to Magr{ap.69) was written later.

Ep. 57.
Ep.72.3.1-2.

Not only did the Africans seem to have been uncorezkabout a different Rom:
tradition of reception by imposition of hands bhey made no reference to what
could have been a problem in Rome: the practidéonftian, who did rebaptize
converts. Had the Africans been concerned withigaists as well as the laxists,
a fuller and more nuanced treatment of the issggifiave been sent.

Ep.73.2.1-3.



42

Ep. 73.14.3, 20.2, 25.1.

The three letters were read out at the beginnirigeodeliberations held on 1
September 256. Sasent, episc. proenThis might have indicated that Jubianus

was himself an African and known to the other bpshgathered at the meeting.

Ep. 14.4.1. If accurate, this report implied that Steptel not regard Novatian as
heretical Ep. 73.2.1 provided the first evidence in the survivaorrespondence of
Novatian’s practice of rebaptizing, from which Cgor himself might ha\ gained

the knowledge.

Clarke tentatively identifies Pompeius as the @ysbf Sabrata in Tripoli, who sent
his proxy to the September meetihgfters4:236.

Ep. 75. Clarke argues that he must have been serésofg@pp.69, 73, 74. This

would indicate that the three letters shared a compurpose and were roughly

contemporary. Seleetters4:248.

Magnus seems to have been an African, since heatichention the Novatianist
practice of rebaptizing, which a Roman would harewn.

See pp. 110-12.

43 One of Pompeius and Dioga, who could not be present,atceighty-seven

the

sententiaavere recordedsent, episd33-5.

bishops,
Natalis,
spoke as
proxy for
two of his

colleagues

44

45
46

Sent, episcOnly two bishops Lucius and Felix clearly distirghed between
heresy and schisment, episc7,33.

Epp 73, 74, as well as the response from FirmiliaCaésareap. 75.
Epp 50.1.2, 59.9.2.

See the correspondence between Cyprian and Qasroglithese events, egp.
59.10.1-11.3.

Ep.59.15.1-4.
Ep.70.1.2.

50 The only reference to the baptismal interrogatamused on the link between the

church and the forgiveness of siep, 70.2.1. There was no question of difference
in belief regarding God or Christ.



Ep. 62 was sent to eight of these bishops, who hagestqd financial assistance to
ransom Christians taken captive in a raid. Seek€laetters3:280-1 and 4:193-5
for the evidence and its limits. For Privatus, spes9-10.1-11.3.

Lambaesis was more than 160 km from the sea bylg dlirect route. The
guartering oflll Legio Augustaat the site and the city’s serving as

capital of Numidia would certainly have increasedhmunication with Rome but
would not necessarily have attracted the rigoriBti® converts were likely to have
come from a schismatic church established eardeuPrivatus, who had been
deposed perhaps a decade eaféipr59.10.1-11.3). At the time of the inquiry,
they would have been laxist communicants.

See Clarkel_etters 4:207.

Seeepp.44.1.1, 3.1, 45.1.2, 50, 52.1.2-2.2, 59.9.1-1ar2He persons sent by
Novatian.

Thusep. 69, which fully discussed Novatian’s rebellionghmi not yet have been
composed.

Epp 70.3.1 (to Numidia) and 71.3.1 (to Quintus in M&ania). Inep.72.1.2 (to
Stephen) Peter’s ordering water baptism for Coasah Acts 10.44ff might have
been particularly aimed at a Roman audience. Fop#nallel usage of Peter as a
symbol of local unity in earlier letters, sepp.33.1.1, 43.5.2, 59.7.3. Prior to the
rebaptism controversy the much interpre2ed59.14.1 andinit. 4 PT, provided
the only instances in which Cyprian seemed to af8gjer a role in the universal
communion.

In the second stage of the controversy, Cyprias nvare concerned to link the
power to forgive sins in baptism to the gift of tHely Spirit. There he linked
Peters privilege in Mt. 16.18-19 to the gift of tHely Spirit in Jn. 20.22-3. The
first instance of the change appearedpn69.11.1. The letter of Jubianus referred
to Peter as the basis for local unity but linkea o the other apostlesp.73.7.1-
2,11.1. A similar approach was takerem 75.16.1, where Firmilian was proba
mirroring Cyprian’s letters to Magnus and JubiarCgprian’s intention was
clearest in the revisioof unit.4-5TR.

Epp 70.1.3, 2.2-3, 71.1.3, 72.1.1, 2.2. This secondtpeas raised again iep.
73.21.2 but without reference to the sinfulnesthefministers themselves.

See the letter on the laxist bishops sent to Gios)yep.59.1.1-2, 9.1, 10.1-12.2.

Correlius charged Novatian with cowardice during thespeution but not idolatr
see Eusebius.e. 643.16.



Epp 70.2.2-3, 72.2.3.

Thus inepp.69.4.2, 9.1-2, 73.10.3. For the deception perpedrhy the laxistssee
ep.72.2.3.

The information about Novatian’s practice wasilatitted to Jubianus’ letter to
Cyprian and might have been Cyprian’s first infotim@a on the subjecep.73.2.1.
Stephen asserted that the general practice ofitemeds not to rebaptizep.
74.1.2,4.1.

De rebaptism—which argued for reception by the imposition of tiealone—
must have represented the practice of at leaggraesd of the African church.

The letter of the Proconsular bishops to their Mli@m colleagues referred to just
such convertsp.70.2.3.

Ep. 73.2.1 spoke of Jubianus’ own observatiép. 73.4.1 referred to a letter wh
he included on the same subject. For the debatetloweédentity of this anonymol
letter, see Clarkd,etters4:223.

Ep. 73.1.2 referred to the meeting as recent; it pettano knowledge of Stephen’s
reply to the synod’s letter.

Ep. 74.1.1 referred to Stephen’s letter for the firste in the surviving
correspondence.

See Clarkel_etters4:248-9. It was not mentioned in thetaof the council of 1
September 256.

Jubianus observed that Cyprian was advocating tNova practice of rebaptism
while Stephen asserted that the Africans were iatiog and that no Christians, not
even heretics, rebaptized—apparently either refutkinake notice of Novatian or
classifying him as a heretiepp.73.2.1, 74.1.2.

Epp 73.14.3, 25.1-26.2, 74.2.2, 4.1, 8.2.
Ep.69.1.1.

Ep. 69. Clarke discusses the chronology étters4:173-4 and again i@CL

3D:702. He argues for an early dating from the cahd measured tone, without
claims on previous tradition, the general rathantbpecific focus of the arguments,
the absence of reference to the conciliar resalatwhich are reported &pp.70,

72, or to any other correspondence—despite thdipeaaf including other letters in
writing to Quintus, Jubianus, Pompeius and Firmilighe letter to Magnus,
moreover, was not listed among those sent to Jubjap.73.1.1-2, though it seems
to have preceded it.
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Clarke points out that Firmilian’s argumentsejn 75.10.5-11.1 seem to have been
aimed at the objections raised by Magnus, whichri@gthad summarized and
answered irep.69.7.1-8.1, seketters4:248. It may be presumed that Firmilian also
received a copy a#p. 72, the African council’s report to Stephen, whinzd

provoked his harsh response. Firmilian’s letterrditireference the items specific to
the letters sent to the Numidian bishops and ton@siin Mauretanigepp.70, 71.

The letter sent by Jubianus provided the firsbrimfation on Novatian’s practice of
rebaptizing convertgp.73.2.1, which Cyprian gave no indication of knogvin his
reply to Magnus. Thuspistula69 may be judged to preceépistula73, and by
implication,epistula74.

Epp 69.2.1, 74.11.2pp.73.10.3, 74.11.2 added the paradise of fruit tréksse
images were associated with Canticle of Canticl8s412. Cant. 6.8 was alsafc
in ep.69-2.1 and the revision ahit. 4 TR,though not elsewhere in the letters of
period.

Epp 69.2.2, 74.11.3. Noah's ark appeared alamit 6, where it also referred to t
impossibility of salvation outside the church.

Ep. 69.2.3, 74.6.2. Based on Eph. 5.25-6. The imagemae elaborate iep.74,
indicating that it might have been the later use.

Epp 69.8.1, 73.8.1-2. Firmilian’s response to Cyppéked up the argument from
the letter to Magnugp. 75.10.5-11.1. This incident was also mentioneghniih. 18,
where it might have been part of the revision eftéxt. It appeared elsewhere only
in ep.3.1.2, which cannot be securely dated.

Epp 69.11.1, 73.7.2nit. 4 TR. It did not appear elsewhere in Cyprian’s writings.

Ep. 73.24.3-25.1 appears to be a revisibep.69.11.1. It attributed the spirit of
Elijah to John and explained that the apostlespibed

after him because John had not acted within tlity ohthe church. This shift seems
to have been under the influence of Jn. 7.38-9 selfiost verse was cited ap.
73.11.1. If Cyprian was working from a written teather than from memory, he
would have noted that the next verse (Jn. 7.39)thait the Spirit was not\gen unti
Jesus was glorified. Thus he might have changeuhtagpretation of the giving of
the Spirit to John the Baptist later in the let@ris might also indicate that the text
was fresh in his mind, and thepistula69 had, therefore, been written recently. The
uncertainty in Cyprian’s evaluation of John’s baptireflected Tertullian’s treatme

in bapt.10.

Epp 69.4.2, 9.1-2, 73.10.3; contrast wépp.70.2.3, 72.2.3.
Ep.69.12.1-16.2.



Eusebiush.e.6.43.14.

85 Ep.69.14.1-2. The link between the two questions exgiicitly asserted iep.
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69.16.2.

Ep. 73.9.1-2. This followed the description of theeetk of the different parts of the
ritual in Tertullian’sbapt. 6.

The precise point made @p.73.9.1, 24.3-25.1 regarding the baptism perforimed
Philip in contrast to that performed by John thetizs.

In addition it might be noted thatdliirst three letters are of similar, short len(gf,
86 and 79 lines i€CL edition) while the latter three are significarityger (380,
473, and 250 lines in the same editiddL 3C.

Clarke observes thapistula69 did not share the acerbic tone of the lat¢éerigand
made no reference to the decisions of the couat®®45 and spring 256. The iss
in this letter to Magnus was Novatian’s power tptix@e, and not his practice of
rebaptizing, of which Cyprian learned only latearfr Jubianusgp.73.2.1. Referent
to the two councils dealing with just this problémpparently among the laxists)
would not necessarily have been expected. Thecgland failure to include prior
letters, were any relevant, would count as an asguragainst the dating proposed
here.

Epp 70, 71, 72.

Epp 69, 73, 74, 75.
Ep.71.1.2

Ep. 70.3.1, parallel tanit. 4 PT.

Ep. 70.3.2, quoting Lk. 11.23 and 1 Jn. 2.18-19. Tharge was repeated by Cypi
in his ownep.71.1.2, 3.2, without giving the texts themselwesich were quoted in
the accompanyingp.70.

Ep.71.1.3.

Ep. 70.1.3.Ep.72.2.2 used Lev. 21.17 and Ex. 19.22, 30.20-1 kvhad been used
earlier inep.67.1.2 to urge the deposition of the Spanish psivaho were guilty of
idolatry and blasphemy.

Ep.70.2.1.
Ep. 70.3.3 and repeated by Cyprianep.71.2.3.
Ep.70.1.3-2.3.

100Ep. 70.3.1

101Ep.72.1.2



102 Cyprian nowhere explicitly stated such an argunbemtalways interpreted the
imposition of hands as the second part of the bagati ritual rather than the
reconciliation of a penitengpp.70.3.1, 72.1.1-2, 69.11.3, 73.6.2, 74.5.1, 7.1-2,
though he recognized the contrary viepp.71.2.2, 74.1.2.

103Ep. 71.2.1-3.

104 Epp 70.1.32.3, 72.1.1. He was more circumspect in speakirigegtffects of ritua
performed within the Catholic communion by unworthinisters. See chapter 7.

105Ep. 70.3.2-3, 72.1.3-2.2. The characterization wadiegpo the laxist clergy who
had originally opposed Cyprian’s election and adstiation inlap. 33 andep.
59.13.4. It did not fit Novatian as well, from whdre received crucial support
during the persecution.

106 Ep. 70.2.2-3, 3.3.

107 Ep. 72.2.3. Thus even those clerics who repentedeif thbellion and were
admitted to the Catholic church as laymen facestr#ying judgment.

108Ep. 69.1.1-4. “Whoever is not with me is against nrej hoever does not gather
with me scatters” (Lk. 11.23); “As you have heardttantichrist is coming, so now
many antichrists have come. From that we knowithatthe last hour. They went
out from us, but they did not belong to us; fathiéy had belonged to us, they would
have remained with us” (1 Jn. 2.18-19); “If theevfler refuses to listen even to the
church, let such a one be to you as a Gentile dar eollector” (Mt. 18.17).

109Ep. 69.2.1-3.
110Ep. 69.4.1-2.

111Ep. 69.5.1. The text of Jn 10.30, “I and the Fatheraare,” was interpreted by
Tertullian inPrax. 22.10-11 as establishing the unity of will andpdisition between
the Father and Son. This seems to be Cyprian’s imgagince he implied a
subordinatist Christology, as @p.73.18.2-3. Interestingly, Novatian referred the
text to the common deitge trinitate13.6 and 15.10 but to the concord of two
individuals in 27.2-3CCL 4:33, 38-9, 63-4.

112Ep. 69.5.2.
113Ep. 69.3.1-2.

114Ep.69-7.2. Inep.70.2.1, the bishops addressed this argument itoctbieeagues
who wished to accept the opponent’s baptism, asgdtiat such Catholics must
either change their own baptismal interrogatiosarcede the church itself to the
opposition. Inep.69.7.2, Cyprian’s point was that Novatian himsélbuld not use
such an interrogation because he did not havehhela.

115Ep.69.8.1.



116 Ep.69.11.3.
117Ep. 69.10.2-11.3.

118 forgiven them; if you retain the sins of any, tteag retained.”
“Receive

the Holy
Spirit. If
you

forgive
the sins

of any,
they are

119Vnit. 4-5TR.

120Ep.69.11.2. Later, Cyprian would have to revise Bigneation of John, whose
baptism was repeated by the apostles.epe€3.25.1, and the explanation in note
above.

121Ep. 69.14.1-16.1.
122Ep. 69.16.2.
123Ep. 69.6.1-3.

124 Ep. 69-8.1-9.2. The citation of the rebellion of Cdbathan and Abiron served the
purpose of undercutting the argument from the umitiaith, which could be raised
in cases of schism but not heresy.

125Ep. 69.10.2.

126 Ep. 69.4.2. Cyprian remained sensitive to the chaofesuelty which had been
leveled against him earlier, sep.59.15.1-16.3. The distinction between those
forced out and those who left voluntarily fits flagists and rigorists adherents. He
regarded the laxist leaders as objects of divirethyiap. 33;ep.59.13.4.

127Ep. 69.9.1.
128Ep. 69.9.2.

129 The language, however, remained that of ritualamimation: they were defiled by
sharing the sacrilegious sacrificep, 69.9-2.

130Ep. 73.16.1-17.2.
131Ep. 73.18.1.



132Ep. 73.18.2-19.2.

133Ep. 73.4.1-6.2.

134Ep. 73.21.1.

135Ep. 73.13.3.

136Ep. 73.14.1-2; see Phil. 1.18.
137Ep. 73.9.1-2; see Acts 8.14-17.

138Ep. 73.24.1-25.2, referring to Acts 19.1-7. Cypriafused to recognize that John
had received the Holy Spirit—as he had argueshir9.H.2—and attributed to him
the spirit of Elijah instead. The two arguments@mpatible, but Cyprian was
hardly candid in making both. See note 81 abovera/the change is offered as an
argument thagpistulae69 and 73 were contemporary but tepistula69 preceded.

139Ep. 74.2.2-3.2. The response of Firmilian indicateat the argument came from
Stephenep.75.5.2.

140Ep. 73.2.1-3, 25.2.

141Ep. 73.20.2.

142Ep. 73.22.1-23.1.

143Epp 73.10.3,11.1, 74.11.2-3.

144Ep. 74.6.1-2, 7.2, 8.2.

145Ep. 74.4.2.

146 Ep. 73.11.2-3.

147Ep. 73.7.1-8.2. The same point was madanit. 7.
148Ep.73.6.1, 10.1, 21.2.

149Ep. 73.20.1-2, 22.3.

150Ep. 73.24.1-3.

151Epr. 73.13.1-2, 74.10.1-3.

152 Epp 73.18.3, 19.3, 74.2.1.

153Epr. 73.10.2, 11.2, 74.8.4-9.1.

154 Ep. 73.26.2.

155Ep. 73.26.1.

156 Ep. 75.1.1 refers to Cyprian’s letter and to Rogatganu



157Ep. 75.4.1-2.

158Ep. 75.15.2. Cyprian’s own letter to Firmilian, whialas not preserved, may have
presented these developments.

159Ep. 75.14.1.

160Using 1 Cor. 11.27ep.75.21.3. Cyprian had made a similar point aboetadpsec
with examples, itap. 24-5. In the letter to Pompeius he spoke about the
communication of sin through the eucharnggt, 74.18.3, 19-3 a point which
Firmilian picked up irep.75.23.1.

161Ep. 75.5.2-3.
162Ep. 75.6.1.

163Ep. 75.7.3-4, 193-4. The change is presumed to hame imv@de in Agrippinus’
council.

164Ep. 75.10.1-5. This seems to show an awareness airtjuenent made by Magnus
and answered by Cyprian @p.69-7.1-2.

165 Cyprian noted and responded to the objectiogpiry3.23.1. Firmilian took it up in
ep.75.21.1-3.

166Ep. 75.21.1-2.

167Thus inep.69.13.3-14.1 and iep.74.7.1, dealing with the attempt to separate
baptism from the imposition of hands.

168Ep. 75.23.2.

169Ep. 73.23.1, though he dealt with only those cateclsweno died as martyrs.
During the persecution, it will be recalled, he veapecially concerned that any
catechumen in danger of death from illness shaddive baptismgp.18.2.2.

170The main argument was that there was only onedrapti the one churclsent,
episc.1, 2, 14, 17, 21, 23, 24, 33, 34, 36, 44, 4550655, 58, 66, 67, 68, 72, 75,
77,79, 80.

171Sent, episc3, 22, 33, 34, 42, 44.

172 There heretics did not have the Father, Son oitSipgnce not baptisnsent, episc.
10, 16, 47, 67, 73.

173Sent, episc, 40, 48.
174 Sent, episcl, 12, 15, 20, 40, 41, 53, 81; sg#.73.18.3, 19.3, 74.10.1-3.



175Sent, episcs, 18. See alsgent, episc80, which argued that the heretics will ble
the bishops because they were not baptized whgrcdme to the church and thus
did not get remission of sins and consequently wlarened. The position
paralleled that of Firmilian iep.75.21.1-2, 23.2.

1760nly four of thesententiaeeven indicated a disction between heresy and schi:
Most of the others referred to the opponents astissrSent, episd4, 5, 7, 33.

177 The treatise engaged a particular but unnamed @ppo®@n a number of issues,
however, the author seems not to have known theveug writings of Cyprian.
Cyprian had, for example, responded to the confeertine baptism of the sick
(rebap.5;ep.69.12.1-16.2) and the martyrdom of catechun{esizap.12;ep.
73.23.1). In addition, the treatise ignored Cypsanajor point inep.69-7.1-8.3,
that the church itself was part of the Christianfession of faitirebap.12-14).

178“On that day many will say to me, ‘Lord, Lord, dixe not prophesy in your name,
and cast out demons in your name, and do many deeds
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of power in your name?’ Then | will declare tortihel never knew you; go away
from me, you evildoers.” Cited irebap. 1.

179Then if anyone says to you, ‘Look! Here is the Mief!’ or There he isI'-do not
believe it. For false messiahs and false prophétsappear and produce great
signs and omens, to lead astray, if possible, éverlect.” Cited imebap.12.

180Rebag 7, 12.
181Rebaf 10.

182Rebap. ' said that it would not save but did help a persben supplemented by
spirit baptismyebap.12 said that it would be a burden to those wheegbently
failed to seek Christ.

183Rebar 10.

184 Rebag 4-6. Thus the baptism of Cornelius in the Spirit paEd the water baptis
the spirit baptism of the disciples at Pentecogjdwe the sins they had committed
in denying Jesus after their water baptism.

185Rebag 3-5. In response to the standard examples ofdnea8tans baptized by
Philip, the treatise cited the separation of théewand spirit baptisms of the
apostles themselves. The author rejected the ntitairsomeone other than the
bishop could confer the Holy Spirit.



186Rebag 10. Spirit baptism was being substituted for waggstism as the saving
ritual; the author, therefore, had to provide terdonferral, even in heaven.

187Rebar 10.

188 Rebaf 6-7 used Mt. 7.22-3 to condemn the outsider aasvdrdoer.Rebap.11
condemned heretics because, even as martyrs, ithepidconfess Christ himself
but only his nameRebap.12 condemned surviving heretics for failing toksthee
Lord himself after his name was invoked upon them.

189Rebar 10.

190Rebar 4, a point which Cyprian explicitly rejecteeh.69-12-14.
191 As Cyprian insisted it couloh ep.69-12.1-14.2.

192Bapt 6.

193Rebag 13.

194Ep. 71.2.1-3.2.

195See above, chapters 3, 4.

7

PURITY OF THE CHURCH

1 Ep.8.3-1-

2 Ep.20.3.2.

3 Inep.55.134, Cyprian dealt with the problem of penitents whoovered from th
illness during which they had been reconciled, mgthat they did not constitut:
threat to the church.

4 Ep. 1 refused prayers for a bishop who involved alpyes in secular workep. 3

instructed an episcopal colleague to remove arborslirnate deacorep.52.3
reported the financial and family crimes of thegtmger Novatus, who was facing
excommunication at the time the persecution brake o

5 Cornelius admitted the apostate Trofimus only Es/persongp.55.11.1-3; he
made an exception in allowing the presbyter Maximouturn to his office after
going into schismep.49. The case of the apostate bishops in Spairdisegssed
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in ep.67.
Ep.59.10.1.

Cornelius admitted Trofimus as a laymeap,55.11.1-3. In Africa, the ordinary
practice seems to have been excommunicatipp,1.2.1, 4.4.1, 34.3.2, 52.2.5,
59.10.2-3, 65, 64.1.1-2. The exception involveagaabnguilty of insubordinatior
ep.3.3.3, where Cyprian indicated that the punishnoédiemotion was within the
discretion of the bishop. Such persons could ben@ted and readmitted only as
laymen, seep.72.2.1. The clergy of the church of Carthage witbdvew during
the persecution were temporarily demoted upon tiegirrn; the disposition of the
case was not recordes}y.34.4.1-2.

Ep.11.1.2, 2.1-5.3.
Epp 13-5.1, 14.1.1.
Ep.11.1.3.
Ep.11.6.1.
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Epp 15, 16 and 17.
Ep 15.1.2-2.1.
Ep.16.1.2-2.2.
Ep.17.1.2-2.2.
Ep.20.2.1.

Ep. 15.1.2, to the confessors,"Whoever, therefores, et bread or drinks the cup
of the Lord in an unworthy manner, will be answégdbr the body and the blood
of the Lord.”Ep. 16.2.2, to the clergy, “You cannot drink the cudphe Lord and
the cup of demons. You cannot partake of the tablkee Lord and the table of
demons.”

Ep.20.2.2.

Item cum conperissem eos qui sacrilegis contagtibanus suas atque ora
maculassent uel nefandis libellis nihilominus cagsitam poluissent exambire &
martyras passim, confessores quoque inportunatbga deprecatione
corrumpere sine ullo discrimine atque examine dorgm darentur cotidie
libellorum milia contra euangelii legem, litteraci quibus martyras et confessors
consilio meo quantum possem ad dominica praeceptecarem.



(ep. 20.2.2; CCL 36:107.25-108.32.)

Ep. 20.2.3-3.1, see alsp.16.1.1-2, 4.1-2 for the continued divine warnings.
Lap. 5-12.

Lap. 18.

Lap. 20.

Lap. 33. This was repeated @p.59.13.4.

Ep.65.4.1.

Ep. 58.2.2. He had suggested this as an appropriatedbrepentance iap.
19.2.3and lap.36.

Ep.61.3.1.
Ep.16.2.2.
Ep. 15.1.2.
Ep. 20.2.2. The Roman confessors picked up this thdewaring that

the presbyters who administered the eucharistadallen were throwing pearls to
swine,ep.31.6.2, and added the pollution of the eyes whanth looked upon the
idols,ep.31.7.1.

Omnis mundus manducabit carnem; et anima quaecumamneucauerit ex came
sacrificii salutaris, quod est Domini, et inmunéitpsius super ipsum est, peribit
anima illa de populo suo.

(lap. 15; CCL 3:229.302-5.)
Lap. 15-16.

Lap. 22.

Lap. 24-26.

Lap. 25-26.

Ep.24.1.1.

Ep. 25.

“Qui sacrilegis contractibus manus suas atquemaeulassent uel nefandis libellis
nihilominus conscientiam polluissengp.20.2.2;CCL 36:107.25108.27, writing tc



the Roman clergy.
40 Epp 30.3.2, 31.7.2.
41 Ep.55.13.2,6.2,17.3.
42 Ep.55.14.1-2.

43 As converts who came into voluntary but erroneousaminyith schismatic rituals.
shall be

seen

below,

Cyprian
would
make the
same

argumer
for

44 Ep.59.12.2, 14.1, 15.3. Novatian had accused Comelisoiling himself by
communion with sacrificergp.55.2.2, 10.2.

45 See below, pp. 14%- He apparently considered the ceremonies ofdhismatics a
demonic, like those of the idolaters.

46 It should be recalled that unworthy clerics wexeleded from office by well
established practice. Sepp.1.2.1, 4.4.1, 52.2.5, 64.1.1-2, 65.

47 Ep.54.3.1.

48 Ep.55.27.1-3; he noted the scriptural practice d€iig adultery to idolatry.
49 Ep.54.3.1.

50 Ep.55.20.1-2.

51 Ep.59.12.2,14.1, 15.3.

52 Lap. 6.

53 Ep.55.10.12.

54 Ep.55.11.3.

55 Ep.65.2.1. The three texts are: “No one...who haemish may approach to offer
the food of his God,” “The priests who approachlitbed must consecrate
themselves or the Lord will break out against thieand “or when they come near
the altar to minister in the holy place; or theyl Wring guilt on themselves and di

56 Ep.65.2.2, 4.1, “God hears not the sinner,...”
Ep.65.1.2,4.1-2,5.1-2.
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Ep. 65.3.1-2.

Quod ne tales ad altaris inpiamenta et contagtauim denuo redeant omnibus
uiribus excubandum est, omni uigore nitendum untwa possumus ab hac eos sui
sceleris audacia retundamus, ne adhuc agere peadsée conentur qui ad mortis
extrema deiecti ultra lapsos laicos ruinae maijooisdere proruerunt.

(Ep. 65.3.3;CCL 30430.62-7.)

Ep. 65.4.1-2.

The bishop had been unworthy even before the patisa exposed him; the
danger arose only afterward.

Ep.59.10.1-3.
Ep. 59.20.1.

Ep. 67.2.2. Similarly, Is. 29.13, “This people honoe mith their lips but their
heart is far removed from me,” itself cited in NMI&.8-9 and MKk. 7.6~ was used |
warn of the danger of despising the divine mandaie$4.2.1.

Nec sibi plebs blandiatur quasi inmunis esse aagpnitdelicti possit cum sacerds
peccatore communicans et ad iniustum atque inficpuaepositi sui episcopatum
consensum suum commodans, quando per Ose propbetaminetur et dicat
censura diuinasacrifica eorum tamqguam panis luctus, omnes quidueant ea
contaminabunturdocens scilicet et ostendens omnes omnino ad fp@eca
constringi quique fuerint profani et iniusti saaatid sacrificio contaminat{Ep.
67.3.1;CCL 3C450.53-451.60.)

Ep.67.3.2.
Ep. 67.9.1-2, 5.3-4 made clear that Stephen was degtdiut negligent.
Ep.59.10.1-3.

The charges themselves were not specified in @gjgiresponsesp.66. G.W.
Clarke reconstructs them: the irregularity of Cgpis election (1.2), flight during
persecution (4.1-2), authoritarian style of govew®a(3.1), responsibility for the
laxist schism (8.1), and reliance on private revess (9.1-10.2). See Clarke,
Letters 3:322.

Ep. 66.5.2.
Ep. 66.7A.

After demonstrating the absurd consequences gbiBaps’ charge that Cyprian



was an unworthy bishop, he mockingly begged higeshry to restore and rescue
all by reversing his private judgment of Cypriap, 66.5.2.

Ep.67.4.1-5.2.
Ep.67.5.3-4, 9.1-3.

It has been argued above, pp. 106-12,¢bat70, 71, and 72 were composed first
and dealt with the problem of laxist baptism iniédr Epp.73, 74 and 75 are
explicitly concerned with Novatian. In its argum&and use of scriptural
precedentsp.69, which also deals with Novatian, seems to lgeleith the latter
rather than the former group and thus should beddsdmewhat later than is now
customary.

Ep.59.10.1-3.

77 Cyprian rehearsed this argument for Corneliusprs9-10.1-3, 12.1-2, 18.1.
78 Ep.43.3.1.
79 Ep.60.3.2.

Thus inep.43.3.2, 5.2|ap. 17, he charged them with sacrilege for setting.up
second altar and human institutions to rival thestablished by God.

Ep.70.1.3, 2.2-3.
Ep.70.1.3, 2.2.
Ep.72.1.1.

Ep. 70.2.3. The possibility of error had been recogdiduring the persecution itse
when Cyprian indicated some understanding and ajgi@n of the desire of the
lapsed to regain access to the communion of thechland exhorted the clergy and
confessors to restrain and educate thepp,15.2.12, 17.3.1. The Roman confess
were excused by Cornelius, and by Cyprian, bectnesehad been deceived by
Novatian,epp.49.2.4, 51.1.2. Cyprian made a similar excuséfdcan Christians
who erred in following the confessoeg.51.2.2. The hardening of attitudes throi
the bitter schism seems to have eradicated thetale of error.

Ep. 65.2.2, 3.3, 4.1, for Fortunatianus api67.3.1-2, for the bishops in Spain,
which may have come from the same synod.

Ep. 72.2.2. What may have been the same synod cigesktime texts of Ex. 19.12,
28.43 and Lev. 21.17, 21 @p.67.1.2 to deal with the apostate bishops in Si&aa
Clarke,Letters4:139-42 for the dating.

Ep.72.2.1-2.
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Epp 68.2.1, 69.1.4.
Ep.73.11.2, 21.2.
Ep.67.3.1-2.

Epp 69.8.1, 9.1-2, 73.8.1.
Ep.69.9.2.

Ep.73.8.1.

The two, distinct charges were clearly articulatethe first council to deal with the
problem of rebaptismep.70.2.3.

UNITY OF THE EPISCOPATE
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Epp 45, 48. See chapter 5 for a discussion of thegsoof selection, installation
and deposition of bishops.

Epp 59-10.13, 65.4.2, 68. The people could object to or evesed their bishop b
they could not themselves replace him without thiaboration of other bishops.

Ep.67.

Thus each case was to be judged where the crithbden committedgp.59-14.2.
Epp 8.3.1, 20.3.2.
Ep.21.3.2.

Epp 23, 26.1.1-2.

Epr. 55.6.1-2, 57, 72.
Epp 59.10.2-3, 65.1.1.
Ep.45.4.1.

Epp 69-74 andsent, episc.
Epp 45.3.1, 55.10.2.
Ep.45.4.1.

Epp 65, 68.

Ep.55.6.1, 11.1-3 for the decisions made in CarttsageRome regarding the
lapsed, which drew upon scripture and pastoralssityeEp.57.1.2 indicated that
signs and warnings were used for deciding whethezdoncile the sacrificers.



This matter has been treated more fully in chapde4. Consider, briefly, the
characterization of the loosening in heaven asssipiity

rather than a certainty &p.57.1.1, the letter of the council which granted
reconciliation to the sacrificers, and the limibatiof Peter’s authority to loosening
on earth irep.73.7.1.

Epp 71.3.2, 73.13.1-2.

18 Epp 73.13.3, 74.2.4-3.1. Cyprian seems to have beaneathat the decision made

under his predecessor Agrippinus was a changelicypeven before Firmilian of
Caesarea pointed this out to hiep, 75.19-3. He argued that the apostles did not
have to face the heresies which he and his colesadid ep.74.2.4-3.1.

Ep. 59.

Epp 67, 68.

Sent, episc.

Cyprian wrote at least to Firmilian of Caesarea.
Ep.55.21.1-2.

The exclusion of the clergy who had granted reitiation without penance was
confirmed by the synod in spring 2%.45.4.1-2.

Ep. 64.
Ep. 56.3.

Ep.57.5.1-2. The application of pressure may have ldssociated with the danger
of giving support to the Novatianists, whose stamas not a factor in the
deliberations in the council of 251.

Ep.55.21.1.
Ep. 68.4.3-5.2.

Ep. 72.3.1-2, on the number of bishops, sper3.1.2. This freedom was reasserted
in epp.69.17 and 73.26.1-2 after sustained argumentvior fof the African
practice. Inep.74.8.2, Cyprian objected to Stephen’s threat cbaxmunication of
dissenters from his own policy.

Ep. 55.6.1. The debate, it must be recalled, resutedchange in Cyprian’s own
views of the church’s power to forgive the sin pbatasy and to distinguish the
certified from the sacrificers.



Ep.55.3.1-7.3.

Epp 69, 70, 71, 73, 74ent, episcBishops who continued to dissent might also
have absented themselves.

Epp 55.22.1-23.2,57.5.2,71.2.3, 3.2, 74.11.1.

Firmilian of Caesarea evinced a similar attitudegional variations in the date of
celebrating Easter could be tolerated, but withimavince the bishops had to take
the same stance on the validity of heretical baptep. 75.6.1, 19.4.

Ep.2.2.3.

Ep. 62.

Epp 77.3.2, 78.3.1, 79.1.1.
Ep. 56.

Ep. 70.

Epp 57, 72.

Sent, episc.

See Eusebius.e.7.4-9.

The council which condemned Privatus had ninetjigpants,ep.59.10.1; that of
September 256 counted eighty-figent, episc.

Epp 1-4, 25, 56, 65, 69, 70, 71, 73, 74.
Ep. 48.3.1.
Epp 57, 72, 75.

Epp 67, 68.

His very insistence upon the independence of ette individual bishops belies
the influence which he must have exerciseht, episc. proentie introduced the
guestion but was the last to offer bententia, sent, epis87.

Ep. 48.2.2, in which he recounted a visit to Hadrumeandep.58.1.1, where he
apologized for his inability to make a planned topTribaris.G.W. Clarke is the
source of this suggestion, in conversation.

The status of Lambaesis as a legionary base wawe given a similar role to its
bishop, who could also facilitate communicationoamhis colleagues, as well as
with Carthage and Rome.



Epp 45.3.1-2, 55.24.2)nit. 5.
Vnit. 5; epp.55.6.1-7.3, 57.

The point is made in both versionsuriit. 4, and inepp.59-7.3, 66.8.3, 70.3.1,
71.3.1.

Vnit. 4 PT may have been modified when the original text sexg to Rome, either
as part of the episcopal commission’s mission péing the schism or in the
attempt to convince the Novatianist confessorgtorn to Cornelius. See above,
chapter 5, p. 94.

Ep.59.14.1.
Ep.73.11.1, 7.1-2 and itn4 TR.
Vnit. 5; epp.57.5.2,59.14.2, 69.17.

This was particularly practiced in removing biskaeyho prevented repentance by
granting peace to the falleepp.59.10.2-3, 65.1.2.

Ep. 68.3.2-4.2, arguing that Stephen must intervemertmve Marcianus of Arles.
The equality of the other apostles to Peter wasngon to both versions ainit. 4.
Vnit. 4 PT.

Vnit. 4 PT and 4-5TR.

64 Vnit. 8. In a contemporary letter to the Novatianistfessors, he warned that they

had separated themselves from the peace and hawhtmy flock of Christep.
46.2.1.

The image was used umit. 20-4, a section whose appeal to the confessoisaited
that it formed part of the original version, written summer 251.

Epp 66.8.3, 68.3.2, 73.26.2. The image may have beemrdfrom Tertullianpud.
5.9.

In unit. 8 andep.55.24.4, Cyprian linked the unity of the Spiridathe bond of
peace of Eph. 4.2-3, hinting at a later idea ofctvamon holding of the gift of the
Spirit by all the bishops.

In lap. 17-18 he had argued that only Christ could forgheesin of apostasy. The
agreement of many bishops was used as an argumeetend Cornelius’ allowing
Trofimus to return to communioep.55.11.3. When Marcianus dissented, he was
said to have lost the common Spirit of the episteegp.68.5.2.

Epp 64, 68.
Ep.59.14.2.
Epp 67.6.3, 68.5.1.
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Thus Novatian’s appeal to the Africaepp.44.1.1, 45.2.2; Privatus’ appeals for
reinstatemengpp.36.4.1, 59.10.1; Fortunatus’ appeal to

Corneliusep.59-2.1, 9.1. Novatian and Privatus both procee¢destablish their
own networks of bishopgpp.55.24.2, 59-10.1-11.1.

Vnit. 4. BothPT andTRreject the notion that Peter held some authorigr tiis
fellow apostles, thoughR provided a fuller foundation by adapting Jn. 2632
the purpose.

Ep. 65.6.1.

Epp 74.8.2, 75.24.1. The extraordinary African rejactof the practice which
Stephen made the basis of his action clearly detradas that they could not
conceive of such an authority of one bishop ovemynenuch less outside his own
province.

Thus the attempt to interpret Cyprian’s use oftérenprimatus Petriin that sense
which would begin to emerge only in the fourth eceptappears anachronistic.

Ep.69.11.1-2.
Ep. 73.7.1-2.

Ep. 73-9.1-2. The same practice was still observedeharked, with the newly
baptized being presented to the bishop to recawélbly Spirit through his prayer
and imposition of hands.

Acts 19.1-7.
Ep. 73.25.1.

In chapter 6, note 81, pp. 218-19, it is suggestatiCyprian may have been
influenced as well by Jn. 7.38-9 which assertettti@Holy Spirit was not poured
out until Jesus was glorified. Allusion was madéhis textin ep.73.11.1.

Vnit. 4 TRandep.73.7.1-2. The texts were together cited back tpriap by
Firmilian of Caesarem ep.75.16.1, probably on the basisey. 73.7.1-2. Earlier
emphases on Peter’s role appeareebin.70.3.1, 71.3.1.

Thus inunit. 23 and in the citation ianit. 8 of the prior verses, as well asap.
43.5.2. In none of these instances was any refer@nisaptism included.

Epp 70.1.2, 71.1.2, 73.2.2, 3.1, 13.3.

Epp 70.3.1, 73.4.2, 11.1. The text was quoted inifullnit. 4 TR. The entire text
was also cited back to Cyprian by Firmiliap. 75.24.3.
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Epp 70.3.1, 73.11.1.

The incident recorded in Num. 16.1-40 was usddigway inep.69.8.1. Inep.
73.8.1 and its reflection in 75.16.2, it was linkedVt. 16.18-19 and Jn. 20.22-3.
The text was used in the same wawimit. 18. In the contemporargp.67.3.2, it wa
used for unworthy bishops and in the undataiple3.1 for a rebellious deacon.

The incident was recorded in Lev. 10.1-2 and useg. 73.8.2 andinit. 18.
Vnit. 18, from 2 Chr. 26.16-20.
Ex. 12.46 and Jos. 2.18-19, were citedpn69.4.1.

Vnit. 8. The prior version of the text would have mosetbothly from the
guotations of 1 Cor. 1.10 and Eph. 4.2-3 to thkectibn on the dove as the sign of
the Holy Spirit inunit. 9.

Canticle of Canticles 6.¥nit. 4 TR,andep.69.2.1.
Canticle of Canticles 4.12, 15, appearin@n69.2.1 but not ie unitate.

Canticle of Canticles 4.18pp73.10.3-11.1, 74.11.2.

Epp 69.2.2, 74.11.3. The text of Canticle of Cantieles3 was cited by Firmilian
with and without the link to the ark of Noah, indiimg the presence of these texts in
the documents sent to him by Cypriap, 75.14.1, 15.1-2, 23.1. Reference to
Noah'’s ark appears only unit. 6.

See above, chapter 5, p. 94.
Ep.69.2.1.
Epp 69.2.1, 73.10.3-11.1, 74.11.2.

100D. Van den Eynde’s “La double edition du De unitd¢eS. Cyprien,Revue

d’histoire ecclésiastique29 (1933): 5-24, is useful for dealing with thetsewhich
appear in th@Rversion of chapter 5. It does not consider therotéxts of parallel
usage which are listed here. The debate over versifile unitatehas been
unfortunately restricted by the manuscript traditio

101 Vnit. 18;epp.67.3.2, 69.8.1, 73.8.1-2 and 75.16.2. Qmiyt. 18 adds the punishme

of Uzziah.

102 Vnit. 8 andep. 69.4.1.
103Vnit. Hand epp70.1.2, 72.1.1, 73.21.1.
104 Vnit. 5 andepp.45.3.2, 57.5.2,59.14.2, 68.3.2-4.2, 69.17.
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This might have been justified by appeal to Causelpractice with Maximus, the
confessor-presbyter who had supported Novatiaisst While Cyprian defended
this action, he had not made such allowance incAfrOn the conflict see Yves
Congar’s note in Augusting@raités Anti-DonatisteBibliotheque Augustinienne,
Paris, Desclée, 1963, vol. 29, pp. 724-5.

As has been seen, Cyprian actually found a melamsserting the efficacy of the
ritual of reconciliation, though he did limit itl&ing a repentant sinner in a
leadership role incurred problems of the commusigpproval of the sin as well as
that of impurity.

Thus the historical evidence which Augustine idtroed at the Conference of
Carthage, which convinced the imperial commissidhat Caecilian and Felix were
innocent, could not be accepted by the Donatists.

This may have been the position taken by the Rdnstop regarding the
Novatianists, see J. Patout Burns, “On RebaptismiabOrganizatiotin the Third
Century Church,Journal of Early Christian Studieg, (1993):367-403.

As Magnus had suggested to Cyprian in the cas&lkded baptism by infusioep.
69-12.1-16.2.

As Cyprian himself allowed had happened in theé pad might continue to happen
when a bishop decided not to rebaptize a schisroaticert,ep.73.23.1.

Augustine ep.153.3.6-8.

Augustine also described the bishops as the agéfirist. The coherence of the
two explanations was maintained by the identifmatf the society of saints as the
body of Christ.

1 Pet. 4.8.

Ep.71.3.1.

Lap. 18. He found the answer in the suffering of thpséd who approached the
eucharist under the patronage of the martyrs atitkeinvitness to Christ of those
who had undertaken penance.
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