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Preface

My thesis was already in process of being typed to: subaission when

ﬁ supervisor, Professor J.K.Camerom, kindly drew my attemtion to the
appearance of the first two volumes of S.Lancel's editimm of the
'Actes de la Conference de Carthage em 411', Paris, 4o trimestre,
1972, in the Sources Chretiemnes series (vols.194-5). A modem
eritionl edition of ths records of ths Conference is lang overdue, the
text printed in Migne's Patrologia latina, vol.11, being that of
L.-Edupin (1702). The first of Lancel's twe volumes contains a
general htroductinn, the second the text and Fremch translation of
the ﬂupitﬂa Gestorum and of the Gesta Conlationis Carthaginiemnsis for
the first session only. A further two volumes, not yet published,
will pmvide the text and translation of the records of the second and
third sessions of the Confexzence, together with notqo, maps and index.

Lancel's published volumes are thus not ghiefly eoncerned with
the main subjeet of my thesis, which offers an snalysis and interpretation
of part of the records of the third session of the Conferemce, although
his text of the Capitula would have been useful here. In his general
introduction, Lancel provides an ocutline of the course of the proceedings
(volume t, ehapter 1 : 'Circonstances, preparstion et deroulement de la
Conférence de 411'). Here he sccepts (p.88) the view that the Dematists
were concerned to avoid s discussion on either the doctrinal or historical
issues involved. I have argued below that this interpretation seems to
me t0 rest on an insdequate assessment of the Donatie$ oase, which,
however, Lancel proposes (p.89, note 3) to analyse in his projected fourth



volume. Lancel follows Momceaux's method (ef. my Introduotiom
below) in employing the evidemce of the records of the Conference
foxr a series of character -kcto}wi of the main participants

(ohapter 3 + 'Drametis personae') and here he makes very full and
valugble use of the maderial. One specifioc point of interpretatiom,
however, in oomnection with ths dootxinal debate at the Conference
clashes directly with my cwn and I have therwfore added a brief
discussion of this in a Postserxipt.
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t. Intxedugtion

A dizarre confrontation wes staged in the cathedral et Caesares
when Saint Augnstine, om a visit to Mauretania im A.D.418, failed %o
provoke the Dematist bishop Emeritus to reopen the debate between
Donatists and Catholies. The issue had already been settled, said
Emeritus, at the Conferemce of Carthage, from which his side had
emerged vistorious in all but the technical verdiet of the presiding
Judge juatifying the legal repression of Domatism 3 *Gesta indicant si
victus sum aut viei, si veritats victus m‘ snt poteatate cppressus
sun' (CGesta c.Emex.3). And Augustine was left to carry on the debate
with himself while his oppoment kept etubbomnly silent.

Emeritus‘'s plea for a closer lock at the CGesta of the Conferemce
seensd $0 me worth following up sinse not ealy does Augustine give
quite & different versiom, according to which the Dematists, hoping to
avert or at least postpene the hour of defeat, were drivem to futile
obetruction when faced with the trush of the Oatholie ease, to which

! modem historians tee, though

they could give no satisfactory answer;
commonly recognising the polemical purpose for which Augustine used the
Gesta, have tended to concur with him in his assessment of the Conference.
Tims, Bright,? Seeck,} Duchemns,? Batiffel,’ x144,® ant win11s 7
all admire the patience of the presiding judge im face of the
obstructionist taoctics adopted by the Dmatists to evade the real issues,
the dootrinal issue of the Church's nature and the historieal issue of
Cascilian's apostasy. Only Bright and Batiffol provide a brief

indication of how the Dmatiste presented their ease. Even lonaanl.9

in his careful and detailed analysis of the documents imeluded in the



Gests, devotes cmly a fov lines %o the Damatist Letter. For Kamossux
even this written reply to the case contaimed in the Cathelis Mandate ™
vas anothar plese of cbstrustiem, which baskfired bessuse its production
led to s u-mun of the real 1ssues which wp s th.t potnt the
Dau.tilt- had m«smny avotded. 1 iuuaux gives u]; the barest
Sketch of the debate which follont, no doubt because utu. u nis
nz!.os of portrn&t- of tlu lhu.tilt leaders md of Amltm, In uses
this utorhl :I.n uuui.ng thalr hdividnl mtrfbntim at th
Conference. 12  (ne obvious ume.g. of this method of culuati.nc
the evidence is that the mti.muty of the sctusl debste st the
Confexrence and of the dnulnpunt of the Donatist case as a rholo tends
30 be lost sight of. Fremd '3 gives a more critieal uomt of the
prelininary procesdings and of Ahe role of the proliding judge, and
hdimtu br:lotl; some of the pnints made by the Dmstilt- in th-
debate am both doctrinal snd u-tenw. issuss. The mtum of the
nmu.t Letter, mmver. which is r«omlod as a m 1ncid summary
of the Domatiet outloek. ae given only & few lines. " Brow ’5
points to tho Conference as a propagsnda m!cm for both aidu nt

follews Frend 16

mmmsforuadvmtw pod.tunrm-whnhtohqhth
argunent. He th:rthcr dnn lttntun %0 the Denatist mininm

in utno'l.d‘ins Bm:tm skill in the nmm

to be t:lod dom to the narrow issue or thtm'- dnehim in favour
of Casetlten.’?  But, having slresty compared the Domatist viev of the
Church v:lth Avgustine's in mrul terms, he refers enly to Anguﬂ.m'l
reply to the Domatist doctirimal argument at ﬂu ﬂnfm, not to what
the Domatists themselves aatd.” Taking uwp Frend's 19 ldestification



of the heaxt of the comtreversy as s difference over the relations
between Chureh and sooieky, Christienity snd the Roman Bepire, Nazkus 0
sees the doetrinal debate at the Conference as illumingting what was
at stake :‘'the right way of comoeiving the Church and of representing
1% in relation to the warld'. Markus develops this thems in the
broader confext of the new phnouylﬁ.ul and theological perspectives
which Angustine brought $o the eontroversy and is thms not primsrily
W to assess the dedate at the Comferemoe in detail and in 1its
om terms. 2}

Both sides sppesled to Soripture and (the Africam) traditiom and
it 1s within the more restricted terma of the debabe thus defined thet
I have stiempted a reassessment of the Dmatist case as presented at the
Conferense, in a0 far as it can be recomstructed from the extant Gesta
and Capitula and frem Augustime's Brevieulus. Beside Augustine's much
grander vigw of the Chursh that of the Donatiste looks eonsexvative amd
paroshial. Buat the stature of the saint both as a comtroversiglist and
a3 a theclogian is diminished rather than inerveased if leas than full
justice is 4dome to his oppements' argument. The extant Ceeta of the
Conferenee provide us with a unique opportunity of listening to the
Domatist case as they themselves wished to presemt it at this dramatic
snd, for them, fateful encounter.

In reaponse to sn .&w from the Catholio counoil of Carthage of
14 June 410,2F the emperor Konorius appointed, by an ediet of 14 October,2>
a speclial commissioner, Marcellimus, senator, tribune smd imperial notary,
$o summen a Confersmce between Catholiocs gnd Donatists te meet at Carthage,
and to preside over the proceedings. The Conference was to be in the
nature of a judicial inquiry into the respective claims of the two sides



to represent the vrae Cathelic Chaweh in North Africa.?¥ For the
Catholios, the Conference would provide the legal justification for
the prossription of Donatise slready effielally 1a effect sinoe the
edict of miem, A.0.405.” For the Domstists, vho appsrently acoepted

26 i\ equal alaarity, ! the

‘ lamllim'l summons of 19 Janusxy 411
Conferemce presented an mpm‘ll;‘h_d,oppertmv of haring their case
- adjudicated, not just by the imperial commissioner, but by the publie
ut m.” The mmﬂm, which were to be conducted 1in private,
‘wers 1o be ranmanmtu, ond onsh of the seven dispetemis vhem
sither sida vas to eleot as its spokesmem,” were to sign their om
‘statements in the official records as a guaranies of their accuracy.
© These would then be made pubite.® | | |
. The canfennoo opened en 1 June 411 in the umhﬂll ox publie
' hall sttached 4o the Gargilisn vathe.3!  Some six hemdred bisheps had
‘assesbled at Carthage, about half frem either side. The first session
was tumed by the Dmstists fnto & demonstration of their numerieal
~ strength, reckoned in terms of dishops, as being egual to that of their
ﬁm,” At the ssomd sessin an 3 Jume, they cbtained aa adjowrmment,
prodably %o gain time $o prepare a carefully written reply to the detailed
mwhich their mts‘h‘llinocrpmted,h their l’md-t- read during
the first session.’’ This was produced st the third smd final session
_on 8 June, but not before the Donstiste had first teken as fall
advantage as they could of the oceasiom to upmtm: adversaries’
wolives in requesting e Confersce.’> There folloved a debate first
on the dostrinal, then en the historiesl issuss, o vhieh Navcellimss
| finally gave judgment in favour of the Gatholics.>! The Gesta of the
Comference were officially published on 26 Jue, toguther with sm edict 3
of the presiding judge prosoriding the Domatists.



The Geata of the Womum-hﬂputmujammodinth
editien of Marcellus, one of the offieial secretaries present.’
His edition is said, in a dedicatory letter, to have deen produced a$
the request of two Catholic bishops, Severian and Julian, who had, it
seens, attended the first session to acknowledge their signatures to

the Catholie Mendate.Z

It would appear from his preface, that
Marcellus was asked, probably very soon sfber the Conference;’ to supply
a summary of the contents of the voluminous records of the Comference
and that he did 80 by compiling a detailed tadble of contents, the
Capitula Gestorum, to be used im omjunction with the umgbridged

Gosts of the Conference.* Bo tims provides us with an authentio copy
of the official verbatim records of the proceedinga. In the text of
the sole surviving manusoript of this oditiou,s‘ however, there are
several lacunse, including ome of considerable length at the end. Ve
thus have the full Gesta for the first two sessions and between a thind
and half 6 of the third, decisive sessicn, in which the issues dividing
the two sidee were argued out., The remainder of the third session has
to be reconstructed from the Capitula and Augustine's Brevieulus. Imn
referring to the Gesta (G), I follow the text as given in the Migne

edition, mless othexrwise stated.

2. Tha Capituls OSestomm
Dividing up the contemts of the official Gesta into numbered sestions
for each of the three sessions of the Conferemnce, Marcellus compiled an

index oonsisting of nusbered headings correspondiag to and usually briefly



indicating ¥he owntent of the nusbered sectioms into which the Gesta
ware divided.” These sections vary comsidersbly in length from cmly
one 1ine to as many as three hmdred linos in the Uigne edition.’
This spparently haphazard method may have been determined to sems extent
“by a deeire ﬁo refex the prospective reader to those poh;ty in the
_ procsedings which were of controversial interest.’ The Capitula were
 thus intended s a useful tool rather than e exciting reading, and
_ their value for that part of the Cesta which is missing lies in their
 mochenical objectivily. In the main, where it is péqﬁuq to cheak
thea against the extent Genta, the Capitula indicate suceintly and
accurately the comtent or main comtent of the section to which they refer.'*
The fact, howsver, that the Capitula were intended to be used euly inm
_oonjmotion with the Gesta themselves means that the longer documents Tead
in the oourse of the proceedings, sush as the ediocts relating to the

12 (24 Mandate, 13

susmoning of the Conferemce,'! the Catholie letters
the Donatist Letter, 4 and the many historical doocuments ' prodused in

~ the final sessiom, are not described or snalysed, but simply indicated

by a brief heading, emabling the readsr to look them up for himself.
Indeed, the extreme brevity of many of the Capitula gives no indication

of content at all, such as ‘the Donatist oomtention in reply to this' or
'the Catholic saswer to that’.’S  Ooosstomally, Mareellus hes xis-
understood the passage o which he refers.’! The systes of mumbering

‘bas suffered occasional dislocation and the attempt to sorrect this in

the Migne edition mesns that the nusbering there does not always correspend
to that of the manasoript. In refering to the Capitulsa (C), I follow the

teaxt and numbering in Migne, unless otherwise stated.




Not lemg after the Conference, prebably towards the end of l..D.ﬂ‘h“
Avgustine alse produced an edition of the Cesta, together with a
Breviculus or summary of the comtemts. The latier only survives. In
his presentation of the official Cesta, Augustine followed a method
similar to that of Marcellus, in that he alse divided the material wp
inte nusbered mections '2 for esch sessiom of the Conference, but instead
of a table of ocomtents, he provided a readsble summary spiced with the
flavour of polemical argument. Following, more or less, the oxder of
$he proceedings recorded in the Gesta, he arranged his subjesct matter
systemakically into paragraphs, focusing attention on the main features
of the debate amomg the mass of detail comtained in the offioial Cesta,>
upen which, as his numarical oross references showed, his account was
based. Each of th parsgraphs in his summary ocovers a omsiderable
amount of material in the Cesta. Particularly for the third and crucial
session, Augustine's nuanrical systea would not de of great help to anyome
wishing to check partioular points in the official Gesta.2! iugustine's
intention, wmlike that of Marcellns, was not to provide a useful means of
cross refersmoe, but an intelligidble account of the proceedings which
could in theoxy, but not without comsidersble diffioulty in practice,2
be checked against the offiocial accomnt for sutheaticatiom. This method
geve Augustine ample sgope to present ths material from his own point of
view, to highlight certain aspects of the dedbate and play dowm others, to
rearrange the materisl here and there, even to continme the argument out of
court om oooasion,?) insisting all the while that his account was based om
the officlal Gesta of the Conference.

In refering to the Breviculus (B), I follow the text of Petschenig's
edition in C.5.E.L., 53.




3 The Doctrinal Issue at the Conference

5. l.Discussion of evidence and method of treatment

The debate on the doctrinel issue dividing the two sides at the
Conference opened in the course of the third session with the reading of
a written xweplyl by the Donatists to the case presented by the Catholics
in their mand.atez, which had been read during the first session.

Our material for a reconstruction of the doctrinal argument at

the Conference varies, The argument on either side is formelly set out
in two documents, the Catholic landate (G1.55) and the Donatist lLetter
(G3.258)., The extant Gesta cover the first part of the debate which
followed the reading of the Donatist Ietter up to and including the
beglnning of the Catholic Extended Reply (G3.259-281)°. For the
remainder of the Extended Reply and for the rest of the debate we are |
dependent on Angustine's Breviculus (B3.9.16-3.11.23), with Marcellus's
Capitula (C3.281~315) as an independent check.

Thus, in reconstructing the doctrinal argument at the Conference,
I shell begin by examining the earlier part of this, as contained in the
extant Gesta’. Since, however, for the latter part of the debate, apart
from the general outline given by Marcellus in his Capitula, we are
dependent on Augustine's Dreviculus, I shall also attempt to show to what
extent the aocount of the earlier part given there by .ugustine differs
fran that given in the extant Gesta, where these allow us to make a
coupa.risons. I shall then consider how far it is possible to reconstruct -
the rest of the doctrinal argument on the basis of Augu;tine's Breviculus
and liarcellus's Capitulaé. Finally, after reviewing both Catholic and
Donatist doctrinal arguments against their general background in Catholic-
Donatist polemic7, I shall make a reassessment of the Donatist doctrinal

case at the Conferences.



3. 2.Qutline of doctrinal argument at the Conference
In their Mandate the Catholics defended their view of a universal

and maéally mixed Chaurch and their view of baptism, and argued that
Cescilian's case was a separate issue. |

In reply, the Donatist Letter attacked the Catholic concept of |
a morelly mixed Church both by quoting Scriptural evidence in support of
the moral purity of the Church and by reinterpreting the Scriptural
evidence the Catholics had quoted in sypart of a mixture of good and bad
within it., The Donatists also produced Scriptural evidence for the
contagiousness of sin and the necessity of separation from commmnion with
evildoers., To the Catholic view of heretical baptiam as valid but not
efficacious, the Donatists opposed that of 'the martyrs'’, who totally
rejected heretical baptism., The Donatist Letter cobcluded by denigrating
the Catholics as persecutors.

The debate which followed centred on the question whether,
according to Scripture, the Chwrch should be morally mixed or pure. It

erded in mutual zed.'iminatiom of persecution,

3. 3.The Catholic case contained in their Mandate

Both the Catholic handate and the Donatist Letter base their
respective views of the nature of the Church on the evidence of Scripture,
which wes accepted by both sides as the criterion by which this issue
should be judged . Thus, both documents consist largely of Scriptural
texts and their interpretation’T.

The contents of the Catholic landate may be arranged into five

main sections:
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(a) Scriptural proof of the Church's universality (PL L3.822-1)

(b) Seriptural proof that the Clurch should contaein both good
and bad (FL 43.82L)

(c) Exemples fram both Scripture and tradition that the bad may
' be tolerated by the good within the Church without risk of
contamination (PL 43.825)
(d) Baptism (PL L3.826)

(e) Cescilien's case (FL L3.826-7)

The Catholics began by stating that although the Church was more
then sufficiently defended against schismatics and heretics by Scripture,
it had had to defend itself against the Donatists in .frica by

ecclesiastical and imperial arbitration alsoi2,

(2) Scriptural Proof of the Church's Universality
They then proceeded to demonstrate its Scriptural defence first

by quoting a long list of texts from both 0Old and New Testaments
predicting the Church's universality™, for exsmple Gen.22.16-18 (understood
in the light of Ga.'l..}b.lé): ' "By myself I have swarn," says the Lord,
"because you have obeyed my word and far my sake have not spared your
dearly loved son, that, in blessing, I will bless you, and, in miltiplying,
I will miltiply your seed as the stars in heaven and as the sand which is
on the sea-shore; and your seed will possess the cities of his enemies as
his inheritance and in your seed all the nations of the earth will be
blessed, because you have obeyed my voice" ', and Lk,24.0%-L7: ' "All that
wes written in the Law and the Prophets and the Psalms concerning me had
to be fulfilled;" and He opened their understanding so that they might
understand the Scriptures and said to them: "Thus it is written that it
was necessaxry that Christ should suffer and rise again from the dead on

the third day and that repentance and remission of ains should be preached
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in His Neme throughout all nations, beginning at Jerusalem".' The
Catholics thus showed from the Lew, the Prophets, the Psalms, the
example of Christ Himself and the Apostles that it had been predicted

in Scripture that the Church would be universal in extent. The world-
wide, Catholic Church was the fulfilment of this prediction.

Schiam is condemned in Paul's words as the negation of this world-
wide concept of the Church: 'I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our
Lord Jesus Christ, that all of you agree and that there be no divisions
8IONZ YOU eeese 18 Christ divided? Was Paul crucified for you? ar
were you beptised in the name of Paml?' (1 Cor.1,10-13)%*. In accardance
with Is.66,5: 'Say YYou are our brothers® to all who hate and detest you' ?
the Catholics call the Donatists 'brothers' and recognise the sacraments
edministered by them in as much as they are the sacrements of Christ16

(FL 43.823-4).

" (b) Seriptural proof that the Church should contain both good and bad
Secondly, it was also predicted in Scripture, in the Gospel

Parables of the Field (cf. Mt.13. 2,-30, 36-43), Threshing Floor (cf. Mt.3.
(11-)12; 1k.3,(16-)17), Sheep and Goats (cf. Mt,25, 31=33 (34-46)) and

Net (cf. Mt.13. 47-50)17, that the Church wowld contain an admixture of
evildoers until the harvest or winnowing or the separation of sheep and
goats or good end bad fish, as the case might be, that is, until the end
of the age. The wheat, grai::ieaeﬁd good fish signify the good, the tares,
chaff, goats and bad fish the bad within the Church, The whole harvest,
threshing-floor, flock or catch, that is, the whole Church, is not
Gondemned on account of the bad, therefore, since it was predicted that
the Church should contain both good and bad. Such a condemnation would

involve passing hasty judgement on the bad before the proper time, accusing



12

the good of other people's sins and withdrawing fram them on account of
the bad by a sacrilegious separation, instead of tolerating the bad for

the sake of the good in loyal unmity (EL L3. 82L).

(c) Examples from both Scripture and tradition that the bed may be
tolerated by the good without risk of contamination

Thirdly, this Scripturel proof that the Church should be morally
mixed is reinforced by the example of the Prophets, Christ Himself, the
hpostles, bishopes and finally the Donatiats themselves in their treatment
of the Maximisnists, showing that not only undetected, but even known
evildoers may be tolerated within the Church without risk of contamination,
The FProphets, in spite of their severe words about a sinful people, did
not withdraw from them pbysicallyls. The Lord himself tolerated Judas.,
His words: "And you are clean, but not all of you" (Jn.13.10) show how
one man's uncleamness does not sully another's puriwl9 . The apostle
Peul, who complained of 'false brethren' (2.Cor.11,26) and spoke of those
who preached Christ through envy (Fhil,1.15) a truly disbolical offemezo,
shows how the good tolerated evildoers in sacramental communion, out of a
devoted concern to preserve the unity of Christ, and did so without any
harm to themselves, since they strongly rejected their evil deedsZ,

After the Apostles, bishops tolerated evildoers, not only among the laity,
but among their fellow bishops, as Cyprian's letters show. Cyprian bemoens
the greed of certain of his colleagues in their exaction of interest and

theft of lands??

, yet he did not become like them through infection, but
tolerated them out of love for the good among his colleagues. Cyprian
instructs us by precept as well as example: 'Even if there seem to be

tares in the Church, that should not hinder either our faith or our charity
or meke us, because we see there are tares in the Church, leave the Church
25,

ourselves Finelly, the Donatists themselves, in condemning Maximian,

allowed his associates in schism & certain period within which to return to
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them and said that these were "not polluted by the shoots of Maximian's
sacrilegious offspring“.z* Thus they edmit that the good are not

polluted by the bad within the Church (PL 43.825).

(4) Beptism

By defending the Church, the Catholics argued, they had defended
baptism administered within it. Further, they had Seripturel support
for their partial recognition of baptism administered outside the Church,
Paul speaks of these who "retain the truth in unrightecusness" (Rs 1.18),
that is, all those who retain the truth of Christ's sacrament although
they are involved in human error: their error should be corrected, but
the sacrament should not be rejectedzs. Those who think that beptism should
be anmilled because it has been administered by heretics mey as well think
that Christ Himself should be denied because even the demons confess Him26.
Those who have been baptised outside the Church should return to the Church,
not that they msy have what they lack, but that what they have may be
beneficial?/,  The Donatists admit as much by their reception of
lsximienists without the snmilment of their beptisue’. Thus, they do rot
carrectly understand what they keep on quoting: "Do not communicate with
the other people's sina" (1.Tim.5.22)29. This does not imply a physical
withdrawal but a disimilarity in moral conduct, as the Donatists are
compelled to agree by their admission, in the case of the lisximianists,
that those who communicated with the condemmed Maximian remained
'unpolluted! 30. Thus, the Donatists should learn how to apply texts,
which they take to refer to beptism, such as: "He who is baptised by one
who is desd" (Sir.34.30(31))7%, since, although they condemned the
Meximianists es 'dead', they did not reject their baptism,

While on the subject of the kaximianists, the Catholics end this
section on baptism with another of their arguments from the lMeximianist

case, justifyying the intervention of the secular authorities to pramote
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Church unity on the grounds that the Donatists themsslves hed brought
in the secular authorities in order to regain Church property from the
leximianists’2,  Since baptism could be beneficial only within the
Church, the Catholics argued, they were justified in employing the
secular power against the Donatists in order to bring them into unity
with the Catholics (PL 43.826).

(e) Coecilien's Case

Finally, Caecilian's case, although e seperate issue, is not
to be abandoned, but shown, fram both ecclesiastical and imperial records,
to have been already settled in his favour, These records show that it
was the Donatists who first brought their accusation against Caecilian
before the Emperar and after Caecilian's acquittal by the ecclesiastical
courts, the Emperor also held an official enquiry and proncunced Cascilian
immocent’®. Felix of Aptungi whom the Donatists themselves in their
council dsscribed ss the source of the evil’ was proved innocent alsc >,
Any other charges the Donatists wish to bring against individuals on the
Catholic side should be dealt with similarly through the proper channels,
since they are irrevelant to the case of the Church, which is the subject

of this Conference, as laid down by the Emperoar (FL 1.3.826-7)?6

Although the contents of the Ceatholic kandate mey be axrranged
into these five main sections, throughout this pattern is inter-woven the
argument about Cescilian's case.

Thus, after the Scriptural proof of the Church's universality (a),
the Catholics introduce the point that the Donatists say that this:
universal church has been deatroyed as a result of Caecilian's sin and

remains only in the Donatist faction (PL 43.82,).
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Again, after the Scriptural proof for a morally 'mixed' Church
(b) the Catholics pick up this argument again and add that since the
good in the Church are not morally conteminated by the bad, Ceecilian's
sin canmot affect the rest of the Church, Ceecilian's case is therefore
a separate issue. Only if the Donatists can prove that the good are
polluted by the bad in the Church and that the world-wide Church, spart
from the Donatist party, has been destroyed by being polluted in this
wey by the sin of anyone within it, will Ceecilian's case became relevant,
The Donatists themselves admit that no one is stained by other people's
sine he knmows nothing about (FL 43.8&-5)37. |

After the examples of how even obvious evildoers have been
tolerated by the good without risk of contemination (c), the Catholics
again introduce this argument, saying how thoughtless the Donatists are,
particularly in view of their treatment of the Maximienists who returned
to them, to claim that Ceecilian, however bad he may have been, could
have destroyed the universel Church, Ceecilian's case is therefore

irrevelant to that of the Church (FL 43.826).

Ceecilian's case wes thus presented as a secondary issue to the
question of the nature of the Church. Both the Catholic Mandate and the
Donatist Letter accept as the main question: whether and to what extent
the Church, according to Scripture, should be morally mixed or purez'8 .

8: 4.The Donatist letter

' The contents of the Donatist Letter’ addressed to the presiding
judge in reply to the Catholic ilandate may also be divided into five main

sections:
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(a) Seriptural proof of the Church's purify (FL 11.13,08~9)

(b) Refutation of the Scriptural proof far & marally mixed
Church (PL 11.1409)

(c) Loriptural proof oi the contagicusness of sin and the
consequent necessity of separation between good end
bed (FL 11.1410-12)

(d) Beptism (FL 11,1412-3)

(e) Persecution (FL 11.1413-l)

The Donatists'® begin on the same strident note which is common
%o 61l their extant literature’l and to which they return at the end of
this Letter, with the claim that the true Catholic Church is 'that which
suffers persecution but does not poraecu‘bab’z '« This is followed hy
somg pn;liminaxy remarks justifying a writien reply to the Catholic

landate (FL 111408 B-C),

(a) Zcriptyral proof of the Church’s pyrity

The Donatists opensd their attack by challenging the Catholic
argument for a moreally mixed Church, first on the ground that it wes
predicted in Scripture that the Church should be morelly pure (FL 11,1408).

In support of this they quoted texts'> from the prophet Iseish in
which the Church is spoken of as a haly city or wey: 'Arise, O uion, put
on your strength, O Jerusalem, holy city, for the uncircumcised and the
unclean will no longer puss through you' (I1s.52..;.  That this refers
to the Church is shown by the following passage prophetic of Christ:
‘Say to the daughter of sions “Behold, your Saviour will coms; his reward
is with him and his work befare him., ..nd he will call that people holy,
redeemed by the lord. 4nd you will be called a longed for city, and not
forsaken" (Is8.62.11=12), Similarly another pessage prophetis of Christ,
(18;55. 3-6): 'be strong, weak hanis, and be strong, feeble krnees. You

who are fainthearted, do not fear. Our Lord will zete out judgement, he



himself will come and save us. Thentheqyes of the blind will be
opered and the ears of the deaf will hear, the speech of the dumb will
be plain and the lame man will leap like a deer, for weter has broken
forth in the wilderness and a spring in the thirsty ground' #is followed
by: 'There the wgy will be called clean and holy and the unclean will
not pass ovér there. No lion will be seen there, no evil beast will
come ypon that way or be found in it, but the redeemed and elect will
walk there' (Is.35.8~9). In Cant.l.7.: "You are altogether lovely my
sister, and there is no flaw in you', the image is changed to that which
is taken up by Paul in Eph, 5,25-7: 'Christ loved the Church and gave
himself for her, that he might malke her holy, cleansing her by the
washing of water with the word and joining her to himself, a glorious
Church, without spot or wrinkle or anything of the kind, but holy and
unspotted'l*s. These texts concerming the Church's purity are spurned

and despised by the Catholics (PL 11. 1,08D-1409B).

(b) Refutation of roof for a mixed Church

Secordly, the Donatists took wp the Catholic challenge“that they
should reply to the Scriptural proof for a morally mixed Church, that is
o say, to the Catholic argument from the Gospel parables. In their reply,
the Donatists did not discuss these parables 'en bloc' as the Catholics
had done, but took them separately? T(i) the Field, (ii) the Threshing Floor,

and (iii) the Net.

(i) The pareble of the Field
The Catholic interpretation of the perable of the Iield is

refuted not only by the texts just quoted in suppart of the Church’s
purity, but by the express words of the Lord himself: ' "He who sows the
good seed is the Son of lLian; the field is this world; the good seed are the

~sons of the Kingdom; the tares are the sons of the evil one; the enemy who
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sows them is the devil; the harvest is the consummation of the age;
the reapers are angels" ' (Mt.13, 37-9). The Donatists explain their
point: ' "The field", he says, "is the world". It is not in the Church,
therefare, but in the world, that the good are kept along mth the bad
until the harvest, that is, until the Divine Judgment. The Lard's
interpretation cannot be distorted' (PL 11, 1409C).

Further, the ipostles, close associates of the Lord Himself,
did not learn from him that tares, that is, sons of the devil who apring
up in the Church, should be allowed to remain in the communion of saints,
Otherwise they would never have thrown out of the Church Simon (cf. Acts
8.21), Brastus (ef. 2.Tim.4.20), Philetus (of.2.Tim,2.17), ilexander
(cfe 1.Tim,1.20), Demas (cf.2.Tim.4+10), Hermogeres (cf.2,Tim.1.15), and
others like thef If the Apostles had tolerated evildoers in the Church,
all Scripture says about the diligence with which priests are to separate
evildoers fram among the saints would be anmilled. The Lord says through
lioses: 'This shell be a statute for ever, throughout your generations:v
you are to divide between holy and profane, clean and unclean' (Lev.1l0.9-10).
Negligence on the part of priests is rebuked: 'Her priests (sc.the priests
of Israel) have rejected my law, they have profaned what is holy, they
have not mede a division between clean and unclean or separated holy from
profane' (Esek.22.26) (FL ILOSDf? |

(ii) The perable of the Threshing Floor
This brings the Donatists to the interpretation of the parsble of

the Threshing Floor, which the Catholics had also understood to sanction
the presence of both good and bad in the Church, This interpretation is
refuted by Jeremiah, who uses the very same figure employed in this
pareble: 'VWhat has chaff in common with grain?' (Jer.23.28), in a sense

parallel to Paul's words: 'i'hat part has faith with unbelief or what
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communion is there between light and darkness?' (2 Cor,.6.l)) and Solcmon's
wards: 'If a wolf communicates with a lamb, then will a sinner do

likewise with a Just man' (Sir.13.21) (PL 11.14104) .50

(4ii) The parsble of the Net
The Donatists are ready to admit, however, that the parable of the

Net does refer to the Church, What the Catholics fail to understend is
that the bad fish refer to evildoers in the Church who remain undetected
by the priests. The contents of the net, s0 long as it remains in the
sea, are not known to the fishermen, that is, to the priests, until the
good and bad are revealed when it is drawn out on to the shore and the bad
eliminated, In the same way, those evildoers in the Church who escepe
detection by the priests will be revealed at the Divine Judgment and
separated out, like the bad fish, fram the company of the saints (FL 11.
14104) 2' This is illustrated by the Lord, who spoke of the evildoer who
escaped detection by the priests: '"When the king ceme in to see those who
sat at table, he sew a man without a wedding-garment and said to him:
"Friend, how did you get in here?" He was speechless. The king seid
to his servants: "Carry him out by his hands and feet and throw him into
outer darkness". There men will weep and gnash their teeth ' (Mt,22,11-13).
(FL 11.1,10B) 72 sccardingly, the ides of & morally mixed Church in which
the good ere not abandoned by & sacrilegious separation on account of the
bad but the bad tolerated in loyel unity for the sake of the good is
condemned by the Lord: 'Because', he says, 'all the house of Isrsel has in
my sight become a mixture, all of them, bronze, silver, iron, tin and lead
mixed together in the middle of the burning furnace, therefore say:5 3(.hus
sgys the Lord, because you have all been mixed together, I receive you in
the middle of Jeruselem. s bronze, silver, iron, tin and lead is

received in the middle of the furnmace, that the fire may be fanned in order



%0 melt them, 6¢ I shall xeceive you in my anger and comsums you, and I
shall fan the flames of my anger against you and you will melt in the
aiddle of 18, You will know that I sn $he Lord, who have psured eut my
anger wpen you' (Es.22.18-22). Tims, it 1is obvious how guilty the
Catholies are of oondoming exrer, in refusing to ssparate the dad from
communion -ith the good (P.L.11.14100).

(.) SAFLI RN

This refutation of thw Catholio interpretation of the parmbles of
the Fiald, Threshing Floor and Net leads en ¢ the Dumatist meply to the
exanples quoted by the Catholics im their Mendate to prove that the bad
sy even be tolezated cpemly by the good witheus risk of comtamination.

The Donatists oppose thiz argument first Ly quoting examples of their m.
from the Prophets and then by refuting the Catholic argument from the
example of Ohrist Himgelf snd that of the Apostles, represented by St.Panl.
This is followed by an axgument from Seripture adout the beredity of sin
(P.L.11.1410D=14124).

To the Catholic axgument that the Prophats did nod withdrew
physically fxom those whose sins they ocndesmed, the Donatists reply that
the present time is far different fyom that of $he Propheis, when meocurse
10 baptiss was permitied as often us people simned.>! Yot even 5o, we find
these same FProphats refxained from commmien with evildoers, whether in
Samaria or Jerusalom iteslf. One 7> was killed by a lion decsuse he
disobeyed God by eeting with the schismatic king, Jeroboss (of. 1 Ks.13),
while Elijah and Elisha prefexred to remain in the wildemess xether than
take part in or be party $0 the schissatis altars of Semeris.’® Hoses oourd
not have attended the rites he oondemned wiith the words: "Their sacwifices
are the bread of mowming; all who toush them will be polluted” (Hos.9.4).°!
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Then how could Amos have participated in the rites of Samaria when he

was thus denounced by a false prophet before the king 3 'Amoe conspires
against you in the midst of the house of Israel; the land cannot endure
his words’ (Am.7.10), and was indeed for that reasom driven owt?’° But
even in Jerusalem itself, the Prophets could not have partiocipated in the
sacrifices of sinful men which they themselves, filled with the Spirit of
God, condemned, in the words of Isaish :'What is the maltitude of your
sacrifices $o me?™ says the Lond, "...even though you make many prayers,
I will not listen to youw, for your hands ave full of blood" ' (Is.1.11-15)2°
Baggai altogether condemns a sinful people along with its sacrifieces :
'S0 it is with this people and this rases if anyone approaches it he
will be defiled’ (n.g.z.u).“’ The Denatists end theix quotation from
the Prophets pointedly, with a passage in condemmation of unworthy
priests: "You priests, who prefane my name and have said, "How have we
profaned your name?™ and place polluted loaves on my altaxr and have said,
"How have we peliuted them?". Beoause you said: "The iable of the Lord

is bleuﬂl",“

and you have rendered mull that which wes placed upom i%!
(Mal.1.6-7). Thus you will find in a1l the Prophets that if they
communicated with those whom they condemned so severely, théy would inouxr
the charge of prevarication. It was therefore a matter of their living
anong those wvhom they eondemned, but not of commmicating with them
(PeL.11.1410D-1411C).

In reply to the Catholic axgument that Christ not only tolerated
Judas, knowing that he would betray him, but even chose him to be his
disciple in the foreknowledge of ais betrayal, the Domatists point out
that Judes's treachery was indeed known to Christ but not to man and that
Chriet put up with him precisely as he appeare $0 put up with hidden

offenders in the Church today. In the words of Scripture the Donatists
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emphasise this distinction between man's knowledge and God's: 'What is
‘hidden is my concern: your concern and your sons' is with what is known'
(Deut. 29.29), or again: 'lian looks on the face, God looks on the heart'
(1 Smwﬂ)fx The Donatists then recall the Lard's words to his
disciples: 'One of you‘wil‘l betray me' and Judas's question followed by
Christs reply: 'Is it I Lard?' .... 'You have said so' (Mt.26,21 end 25).
4s soon as Judas saw he was known he departed in confusion, only to come
back later in the company of the very soldiers to betrsy the IDI‘de Let
the Catholics go along with their patron, Judas, enemies of the Lord's
truth as they are, who typically strive to defend those whose guilt is
very well known (FL 11, MllD-L!,lZu).

In reply to the Catholic argument from the example of the apostles,
the Donﬁtists refer to the passage which the Catholics had interpreted to
show that Paul tolerated in the Church those whom he accused of preaching
Christ through envy (Phil.1,15), but halfway through this quotation a
lacuna in the text prevents us from knowing how the Donat:.sts answered
this p'oin’t (PL 1. 12,12&‘)?5

The text resumes with a series of quotations showing how children
are‘ affected by their parents' sins and in the middle of a quotation from
Hosea 2.4=5t '<m1§ I shall éoé take pity on <her children>, since they
are the children of harlotry; because their mother has played the harlot,
she who gave birth to them has defiled t‘hem".‘ That is followed by a text
which is doubtless intended to recall Catholic persecution: 'You will be
no more clean than a garment spattered with blood, for you hsve destroyed
my land and killed my people. You will mot remain for ever, worthless
offspring, Prepsre your sons to be killed for their fathers' sins and
not to rise wp' (Is.lh. 19-21). A final text pinpoints the case of
unworthy priests: 'And Solomon deposed iAbiathar from the priesthood of the

lord, that the Iord's word might be fulfilled, which he spoke concerning
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. 67
the house of Eli in Shiloh' (1 Ks.2.27 cf. 1 Sem.2.27 ff). This
‘ 68
argument from the heredity of sin concludes the Donatist reply to the

Catholic argument for the toleration of evildoers in the Church,

(4) Beptism

The Donatists begin th:.s section of their Letter by quoting the
Catholics as saying thet beptism is defended together with the Catholic
Church becauss it is everywhere§9‘ That beptism, like the Church itself,
is to be recognised merely by its universality is quickly refuted by the
decrees of the blessed martyrs:m The Donatists proceed to undermine the
Scriptural authority for the partial recognition by the Catholics of
baptiam administered outside the Church, first by alluding to the
inconsistency in the Catholic argument between the insistence, on the one
hand, that baptism belongs to the Church, and the admission, on the other,
that it may be administered outside i‘l;:n Secondly, they show that the
context of the Catholic quotation from Rs.l.18: 'those who retain the
truth in unrighteousness' mkes it clear that Paul is here rebuking the
Gentiles for their unbelief, 2 Since this text refers to Gentiles, in
apply:.ng it to sacraments sdministered outsude the Church, the Catholics
must on thelr own argument apply it to Gentile 'sax:raments' or mgyster:.es'
and be prepared to recognise these also? 3

The Donatists follow this up with an attack?%he Caﬁholic argunent
that since the Donatists reject baptiam because it has been administered
by heretics, they may as well reject Christ because he is confessed by
demons? 4 Here the Catholics not only spurn the decrees of the holy martyrs,
but ere even prepared to share in the communion of demons simply because they
have confessed Christ? > Thus, the Donatists continue, botﬁ parts of the
catch-phrase concerning the admission to the Church of those baptised
outside: 'not that what they lack may be present, but that what they have

6
may be beneficial' recoil upon the Ceatholics 'I'.hn.'m:selves.7 Their whole
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argurent is refuted, as has been said above, by the decrees of the holy
martyrs, for if the Church is one and Christ undivided, how can anyone
outside the Church obtain baptism? (PL 1l. 1,12B-1}13A) :!7

Finally, the Donatists return to the theme of separation between
good and bad by refuting the Catholic interpretation of 1 Tim,5.22:
Do not be hasty in the laying on of hands and do not share in other men's
sins', which the Catholics had taken to imply a moral rather than a
physical separation from evildoe::"e.'."e That a physical separation is
implied by this text is proved from other parallel texts of Scripture:
'Depart from the tabernacles of these most obdu.fate people and do not
touch anything that belongs to themy in case you also perish along with
them in &1l their sins' (Mmb.16.26); 'Depart, go out from there and do
not touch what is unclean; depert from among them, you who carry the
vessels of the Lord' (Is.52.11). The Apostle Paul says the same:
'You are the temple of the living God, for he himself says: "I shall dwell
in them and walk among them and 1 shall be their God and they my people.
Therefore, cepart from among them and be separate, do not touch what is
uncleany; and I shall receive you and be as a father to you and you will be

T
to me as sons and daughters", says the Lord almighty' (2 Cor.6.16-18).

(e) Persecuytion

This justification of the existence of the Donatist Church in
separation from the Catholics leads on to the finel section in their
treatise, in which persecution, which in this context means the
enfarcement of legal sanctions to bring about Church unity, is severely
condemned,

The Catholics hed contended that their opponents had mo right to
complain of persecution since they themselves persecuted the llaximianists,
The Donatists reply to this point by drawing a distinction between

seeking to regain Church property through the civil courts, as they had



dore in the case of the Ma;dmia.nistsa,owit}:out camelling anyone to join
their commnion againat his will, and exercising a campaign of violence
against the entire Christian commmnity, as they claimed the Catholics had
done from the moment their act of traditio had been condemned, by
misrepresenting the Donatists before the rulers of this world so as to
destroy them and force them into their own communion with threats end legal
proscription, contrary to God's conma.ndmnts?1 To say mothing of how much
Christian blood was shed by Leontius, Ursatius, Macarius, Paulus,
Taurinus, Rcuams?zand the other officials whom the Catholics obtained
fram the rulers of the world for the destruction of the saints, when marny
venerable bishops were killed, others sent into exile, the Christian
religion persescuted far and wide, consecrated virgins violated, the rich
proscribed, the poor robbed, churches taken over, bishops reduced to
fugitives on the run - everyone knows what crimes the Catholics have
camritted even in the present time: they have caused bishops to be exiled,
fugitive Christians to be thrown over c¢lififs, they have oppressed the
laity, despoiled the clergy, invaded churches, beaten those who refused
to submit, and in one town alone, Bagai?Jthey were responsible for
shedding the blood of many Christians, Having had their fill, they are
not even today content to call a halt.u It would be superfluous to
produce Scriptural prohibitions against such crimes when they are forbidden
even by wardly lews. liay it be enough that the Donatists have refuted
their opponents' error and destroyed their futile defence with the
evidence of Scrip‘t;u.re.!ls

The comventional good wi:sheg6 with which the Donatists conclude
their Jetter to the presiding judge come a little une:qaécted.‘ly after'thia

blistering attack.
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Since, as I havoa.lmdy indicated (of.3.1 aiove), we are largely
hpqduf on Lmutm’ 8 luﬂ.culu for that part of the doctrinal debate
which is not covered by the extant Gesta of thé Conference, it is
n«iuw t0 make soms assssewent of the acouracy of the Bﬁricnlns where
the extant Gesta allow us to do io. | I‘sh;ll therefore compare Augustine's
acecomt with that of the Gesta, first for the Domatist Letter (3.5), then
for the debats immediately following it (3.7, below).

Throughout the Breviculus, Augustine is concemned $¢ emphasise
that, comscious of the Sopeiesmsl of their case, the Domatists did all
they could to mt the real issue between the two sides being dealt

with. Just how hopeless their case was, he now attempts to show in

his suseary of their Letter in reply to the Catholic Mandate (33.8).

In summarising the Catholie Mandate iteelf (B1.10), Augustine
gives only the barest eutline of the Catholic case.’’ The ressom
for his extreme brevity is that he prefers to present the case contained
in the Catholic Mandate lidq by side with his summary of the Domatist
Letter. This susmary, therefore, takes the form of a comparison
of the two documents, with the ascknowledged aim of showing how poox
an answer the Dematists gave in reply o the Catholic case.” It is
with this aim in view that Augustine, without confining himself
exclusively to the documents with which he is dealing, continues the
argument out of eourt, as it were, on behalf of his cwn side, restating
the Catholioc case in the light of the Domatist reply, in accordance with
the nature of the Breviculus as a polemic iract.




In assessing the accuracy of iugustine's account, I shall
first indicate what sugustine himself says in his Ereviculus, then

conment upon it, section by section (B3.8.10-1k).

B,"g,S,lO‘: sugustine Iirst accuses the Lonatists of completely
ig;noring the Catholic argument from the universal nature of the Church
predicted in Scripture (cf.3.3(a) a\bove)g.1 Secondly, he informs us that,
elthough they tried to suwow fram scripture that it was predicted that the
Church should not contain evildoers (cf.}.l;(a) above), yet, when they cae
to the parable of the I&et?athey admitted that the Church did imlude
offenders, if only those who remeined unknown. In spite of this admission,
the Donatists said that the tares were intermingled with the wheat, not
in the Church, but in the world, because the Iord had said: 'The field is
in the world' (..t,13.38). -ith reference to the threshing floor, where
the Catholics had said the chaif recained along with the grain till the
tire of winnowing, the Donatists, as though nothing of the kind had been
said in the Gospel, did not even attempt to explain this parable, but, as
if the Catholics hed made it up themselves, objected that Jeremiah had
said: 'what has chaff in couwon with grain?' (Jer.23.28). Jerewmiah,
however, was not speaking of the Church, bul contrasting the divine visions
of the Prophets with human dreams.g Finally, the Donatists owitted
altogether the pareble of the Sheep and Goets, because they could not
have argued in this case that the shephsnis wsre unaware of the goats which
shared common pastures with the sheep, as they had argued in the case of
the pareble of the het, that the bad fish were unknown to the fisherman
(cf.3.3(b) and 3.4(Db) above),

In this section, .ugustine draws attention to two mein points:

(i) the Donatist evasion of the Catholic argument from the Church's
universality and (ii) their failure to give a satisfactory answer to the

Catholic argument from the four Gospel parables.




(1) The world-wide nature of the Church was not, it seems, a
real issue between the two szides, but was employed as a polemical
axgunent by the Catholics who had the advantage over the Domatists of
being in formal commmnion with the rest of the orthodox Christiam wrld.94.
It 1is worthy of note that the Catholics did not, at the Conference
itself, accuse the Domatists of evading tlﬁ issue here, but rather
accepted, as the main point of dispute betweem the two sides, the questiom
of whether the Church was intendsd to be morally pure or mixed in nature.’’
Thus, the Domatists did not attempt to refute the texts listed by the
Catholics in support of the Chureh's universalisy, but simply counter-
balanced these with another series of texts intexrpreted as showing that
its purity and not merely its pervasivemess was the essential mark of the

tme cluzeh.%

(11) Augustine points to the inotnsistency between this insistence
on the purity of the Churech and the admission that the Chureh did ineclude
hidéen offenders at lesst. But the Donatist interpretation of the paradle
of the Net followed logically from their affirmetiom of the principle
of the Chureh's purity, since what they adwited was, Shat offenders may
be present in the Chureh omly if they succeed in deceiving the priests,
et that they have any right to be there om the basis of which they may be
openly and kmowingly tolerated (ef.3.4(d) (i1i) notes 51 and 52).
Augustine also suggeste the Domatisis are inoconsistent im applying the
parable of the Net to the Church and thet of the Field to the world. This
critiocism is, of gourse, justified only on Augustine's omn assumption that
all four parsbles are simply different ways of saying the same thing.

Yet, if the Donatiste agreed with the Catholics in accepting the net as
a figure of the Chureh (Mt.13.47-50, of.eg.Mt.4.19), their
identification of the field with the world was not arbitrary, but rested,




as they had pointed out, on the authority of the Lord's own interpretation
(1it.13.38). wugustine further accuses the Donatists of dismissing the
parable of the Threshing rloor with an irrevelant quotation from Jeremie.h.97
But the Lonatists had, in fact, quoted a mumber of texts9 8which they under-
stood as demending a separation between good and bad incompeatible with

the ‘toleration of evildoers in the Church for which the Catholics were
arguing on the basis of this parsble., The Donatist counter-argument does
not, therefore, as rugustine implies, depend on Jeremiah 23,26 alone, but
the inclusion of this text was no doubt to zive it added force, since
Jeremiah uses precisely the same figure employed in the parable to craw

a distinction between true end false prophets. In spite of .ugustine's
protest, the Donatists probebly considered the context of Jeremiah's

words highly reilevant to the distinction between worthy and unworthy
bishops in the Church.” s iugustine points out, they did not attempt to
explain the parable, They simply tried to show, on the basis of Scripture,
that it could not be understood as their opponents wished without

involving serious com.:r.tamiic1:1011‘1]00 Finally, the Donatist failure to mention
the parable of the Sheep and Goats was not brought up against them at the
Conference itself so far as can be judged from the extant Gesta and
Capitula and from .ugustine’'s treviculus. It is reasonsble to expect

that it would have been introduced into the debate following the Donatist
ietter if the Catholics had believed they could have established on the
basis of this parable what they were finding so difficult to esteblish on
the basis of other;.o‘ The Lonetist line of approach to all four parebles
was clears there wes nothing to show that these parables supported the
toleration of known offenders in the Church; if they applied to the Church
and not, like the parable of the Field, to the world, they referred only

40 the presence of unknown offenders within it. It should be noted that
these parables con;tituted the chief Scripturel foundation of the Catholic
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case for a morally mixed Church. If that were successfully undermined,
the entire Catholic case would begin to collapse,



By3,8,11: sugustine next turns to the Lonatist reply to the
section of the Catholic liandate in which examples were gquoted to show
that the bad might be tolerated in the Church by the good without risk
of contamination (cf.3.3(c) and 3.4(c) above). He records that 'vvha.‘to.=:ver"‘03
the Donatists replied to the example of the Prophets, Christ Himself and
the «~postles, they passed over in silence the bishops (i.e., Cyprian) and
the .aximisnists, Sxpleining this silence augustine first points out
that they knew that Cyprian's autharity weighed against thew in that ne
advocated the toleration of evildoers in the Church (Ep,5Le3.l) and did
in fact tolerate those whom he severely criticised (Je Lapsis €), as the
Catholics had shown in their Landate (cf. FL L;.,3.825)1.04 Cyprian, augustine
continues, was further in agreement with the Catholics in using the Lord's
toleration of Judas (De Bono Patientime 6) and Paul's toleration of those
whom he accused of preaching fram unworthy motives (Zp.73.10.2) as
examples of how evildoers should be tolerated in the Churchl'.05 Secondly,
augustine explains, the Donatists were aware that the Catholics could
point to living examples to prove their argument from the case of the
Iu"tzus::'un:i.am'.sts‘!06 He admits that the Donatists did reply, however, to the
Catholic argument from the Donatist treatuent of the il.aximianists in
regaining Church property from then, by distinguishing between civil
proceedings on the one hand, anc the use of legal coercion to achieve
Church unity on the other (cf.3.3(d) and 3.)(e) ebove), Eut, sugustine
objects, did not Primien, the Donatist Primate of Carthage, once say of
the Catholics: 'they taeke awey what belongs to other people, while we
renounce what is teken away'??O? The Lonatists, he contimues, &id not even
attempt to reply to the other Catholic erguments from the case of the

lMaximienists, nawmely, that the Lonatists accepted those laximianists who
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returned to them without depriving them of their clerical rank, that they
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desoribed those Marimianists who had not sctuslly taken part in

Maximign's comsecration as 'mot deing pelluted' by him, and finally that
they did not rebaptise those who had been daptised in the Maximismnist schism
and had subsequently joined the Domatists (ef.3.3 (e) and (d) above).

In susmarising this seotion of their Letter, Augustine concentrates
slmost entirely on what the Donatists omitied to say rather tham on what
they said. He simply picks out two points %o which they failed to reply,
the Catholie arguments from Cyprien and from the case of the Maximisnisis,
thus drawing attention away from the foreeful argument the Donatists
developed on the basis of Soripture in this section of their treatise.

In s0 far as Augustine suggests that, in replying to the Catholio examples
of the Lord's toleration of Judas and Paunl's toleration of 'those whe
preached through envy' (Phil.15-18), the Domatists were failing to reply
o the Catholic avgument from Cyprisn, he is mislesding, for in their
Mandate the Catholics had not referred o0 Cyprian in comnestion with those
two seriptursl passsges. Although a lacuma in the Gesta prevents us from
knowing how the Donatists interpreted Phil.15-18 (ef.3.4(c), note 2 above),
we do know they presented an impressive argument for their own position

on the toleration of traditor bishops in the Church om the basis of the
Judas passage. Augustine also omits sny acoount of the lengthy Donatist
argumsent from the Prophdu!o’ or any reference to their emphaais on the
difference between God's knowledge and man's, although this was relevant
to the cruoial distinction detween 'mown' and 'unlmown' evildoers in the
Church. TFurther, Augustine goes on to deal with the sesction on baptiam
without mentioning the Domatist argument for the heredity of sin, only part
of which ias extant in the Gesta, but which was predably an important part
of their case at this stage in the development of their argument’ '’
Augustine's comtention that, on the whole, the Domatists failed to reply
to this seotiom of the Catholie Mandate is therefore quite deceptive.



32

B.3.8.12:5 Augustine now defends the Catholic argument, in
support of their view of baptism, from Paul's words about 'those who
retain the truth in unrightecusmeas' (Rom.1.18) by amccusing the Donatists
of trying to obscure ths issue by pointing out that those words refer to
Gentiles, that is, pagans as opposed to Jews or Christians. He argues that
i% 18 irrvelevant to whose error Paul was referring, since his words still
establish the prineiple that the truth may be retained in mrighteousness:
the error can be corrected and the truth approved, as happene in the case
of those Donatists who are received back into the Catholis Church in that
the truth of thelr sacraments is approved, while their heretical error is
corrected. The Donatiste had similarly tried to obseure the iesus by
saying that the Catholics spoke against the martyrs in claiming that
heretical baptism is valid, although they did not ssy shigh martyrs. '
They also said that the Catholios were willing to communicate with demens,
because the Catholics had argued that Christ's baptise is no more harmed
by being administered by heretios than Christ himself is harmed by being
confessed by demona. Augustine rejects this Donatiet argument by saying
that the Catholies did not commmicate with heretios since they
anathematised their error without aammlling their baptism, just as the
wickedness of demons is anathematised even slthough Christ's name is not
to be demied simply because it is heard being confessed by them (ef.3.3(d)
and 3.4(d) above). |

The Donatist objection, in this section, to the Catholic use of
Paul's words in Hom.1.18 was pertinent. The Catholics wished to apply
Paul's recognition that the Gemntiles, although in error, knew enough of
the truth 8o as to be without excuse, to justify their own partial
regcognition of sacraments outside the Chmrch. The Domatist reply to this
was that if the tru‘t:::.:h retained by the Gentiles is to be understood

with reference to mn_a_ng} 12 then Gentile sacramenis or mysteries must on
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this argument be accepted as true (of.P.L.11.1412 C-D). The Catholics
are thus aceused of being willing to recognise Gentile mysteries and the
absurdity of their argument is oxpouﬁ. Further, Augustine simply
records that the Donatiasts rejected the Catholic recogmition of heretical
baptism as contrary to the decrees of martyrs. He doea not mention the
main point of the Donatist argument here, namely, that if the Church is
one and Christ undivided, how ean baptiem be given outside the Church?
(ef.P.L.11.14131). The Donatiet view was certainly more consistent,

if also more rigid than Auguatipe's. Finally, Augustine omits any
reference to the quotation from Seripture, with vhj.eh the Donatista end
this seetion, urging that the Church should be clearly marked off from
evildoers by a physical separetion, that is, by its corporate communion
of baptised members, rather than that, as the Catholics had argued, there
should be merely a moral discrimination between good and bad within it
(af.P.L.11.1413A-B).

ld,g.ﬂ'a Augustine proceeds to the theme of persecutiom,
pointing out that no reply was made to the Catholic charge that _it was the
Denatists themgelves who had first appesled to the Bmperor Constantine
(ef.P.L.11.43.827), yet they complained of the imperial laws against them
and blamed the Catholics for the self-inflioted deaths of the Domatist
Cirgumcellions and for everything which the Donatists suffered under the

law a8 & result of their own lawless cmduot,"3

not because they belonged
to the Donatiat commumion. At Bagai, for example, they committed more
wrongs than they surfered.’l4

These points introduce the historical issue at the Conference
(ef.Chapter 4, below). In their Letter, the Donatists 00 had dealt
only with the fact of persecution, without drawing out its doctrinal
implications, which, however, were raised later in the debate which

followed (of.3.8 below).



B.3,8,1l: Finally, sugustine points out that the Donatists aid
not reply to the Catholic argument in support of the innocence of
Caecilian and his consecrator, relix of Aptungi, He adds the important
statement that the whole d;ispute between Donatists and Catholics turned
upon this point."f’ In conclusion, he affirms that in cealing with the
parable of the Net, the Donatists had argued that unknown evildoers might
remain in the Church without contaminating the gooc. Yet, they failed to
answer the Catholic challenge that they should prove how Caccilian's
guilt could infect the whole; warld-wide Church, where Caecilian's guilt
was. unknown, This brings sugustine's account of the Donatist letter to
an end,

The Donatist argument fram the parable of the Net, where the bad
fish were taken to represent oifenders within the Church who esceped
detection by the priests, was, as had been already said (cf.3.L(b) (iii)
above) & concession to the limitations of human judgement, not to the
principle of a mo.fally mixed Church, Caecilien had not escaped detection
by Secundus's council which met in Carthage in ...,D.312. Yet, according
to the Donatist argument, he was openly and knowingly tolerated ip the
Catholic C,lmrch, which thus became involved in his guilt. The Jonatists

did not argue, however, that Caecilian's guilt infected the world-wide
Church, but had earlier asserted that the present dispute was purely
between sfricans and did not imvolve overseas Churches (cf. G3.99 and 3.9
below) .

although sugustine accuses the Uonatists of failing to reply to the
Catholic erpument in support of the innoocence of Caecilian end relix of
sptungi, in their kiandate the Catholics had insisted that Caecilian's
case was a separate issue from that of the Church.116 They had added a
brief outline of their defence of Caecilian at the end of their l.andate

to show that, although the Church's case did not stand or fall with



Caecilian's innocence or guilt, they had good reason for believing him
117
imnocent., 4t the beginning of their landate the Catholics had stated

that the Church was more than adequately defended by Scriptu}'!;aand
throughout they were primerily concerned to justifly this cleim: because
a morally mixed Church has been predicted in Scripture, the question of
Caecilian's innocence or guilt is irrevelant, since, even if he were
guilty, the good are not contaminated by the bacd within the Churcl11:90n1y
if the Donatists can show that the world-wide Church has been pbllu‘bed by
those whom they accuse, will Caecilian's case became revelant and require
120 Charch's
examinetion, Thus, in so far as the Catholics treat the/case as a matter
of principle, as a question which can be settled on the basis of Scripture,
they are meking it a seperate issue fram the purely factual question of
Caecilian's imnocence or guilt. It is precisely with the principle of
whether the Church ought to be morally pure or mixed that the Lonatists
deal in their reply. They do not go on to esteblish whefher the Catholic
Church is actually morally wixed to the extent of having at one time
included traditor-bishops, although their characterisation of' the Catholics
as 'persecutors' is no doub‘t intended to imply that they are, in fact, the
'sons of traditors' (cf.3.4(e) abovej. But, since the Catholics had
emphasised very sirongly that the Church's case was a matter of principle
rather than of fact, sugustine is not justified in stating that the whole
dispute turned on Caecilian's innocence or guilt. In so far as they based
their case on the principle of a morally mixed Church, which might, in theary
at 1east,/ include even traditor bishops, the latholics had surrendered in
advance any claim to be the Church on the basis of its purity. Caecilian's

innocence, even if it could be proved, was as irrelevant to this question

of principle as his guilt,
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Since the Breviculus is only a summery, which it was at least
posaible, if not very easy to read in conjunction with an appended copy
of the Gesta of the Conference, (cf.2.3 above) ~ugustine is under no
obligation to refer to everything in the Donatist Ietter. iurther, the
polemical purpose of the Ereviculus naturally led him to emphasise the
points in favour of his own case, while minimising those ageinst it.

But in trying to assess the usefulness of the sreviculus as a basis upon
which to reconstruct that part of the Gebate for which the full Gesta are
not extant, it may reasonsbly be said that iLugustine's summary of the
Donatist Ietter would be very misleading indeed if it could not be checked
against the actusl Gesta of the Conference. Zven with the DJonatist
Letter available, a considerable eifort is required to shake off the spell

of sugustine's rhetoric and let the Lonatists speak for themselves.,
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As has already been noted, the extant Gesta cover the debate on the
nature of the Church which followed the reading of the Donatist Letter up
to the point at which the Catholiecs were permitted to give an Extended
Repl:.w‘
parables of the Threshing Floor and the Field, which had been used by the

This part of the debate centred om the interpretation of the

Catholies in their Mandate in support of their argument for a morslly mixed
Church and reinterpreted by the Donatists in their Letter s0 as not to
sanotion any such mixture of known offenders in the Churoh.'22

(o)

Thms, according to the Gesta, after the reading of their Letter, the
Donatists requested that the Catholies should answer their arguments from
Seripture on the basis of Soripture. Augustine, replying that the Catholies
would answer hoth the arguments from Scripture and the charges made against
persons in the Donatist Letter, bogm; by stating that the point at issue
about the Church was whether it was predicted in Seripture that it would
be morally nixed or rure in this present age. The evidence on both sides
was scriptural and "therefon could not be self-contradickory. It required
only to be correctly understood. (G3.261).

 Augustine is about to argue (of.5.3.9.16)'23 that the texts which the
t)aislm].i«:nZ had quoted in their Mandate in support of a morally mixed Church
(P.L.43.824~5) refer to the Church of the present while thoss quoted by
the Donatists in their Letter in support of s morally pure Church
(P.L.11.1408D-14098B) refer to the Church of the future, after God's Final
Judgemant. He begins, therefore with the former, with the Goapel
parables upon which the Catholios had based their argument for a morally
mixed Church, the Field (Mt.93.24-30, 36-43), Threshing Floor (Mt.3.12;
1k.3.17), Sheep and Goats (Mt.25.31-3) and Net (Mt.13.47-50). Of the
three parables discusmed by the Donatists in their Letter, that of the Field



had been shown to refer to the world rather than to the Church
(PL.11.1409C), while that of the Net was admitted to refer to the

Church, but to support the presence within it only of offenders who
remained undetected, not of those who were openly and krowingly
tolerated (FL.11.13104-B). The Catholic argument fram the parsble of
the Threshing Floor, however, for the coexistence of grein and chaff,
good and bad in the Clmrcl:,z%ad been met simply by the gquotation of other
texts which appeared to contradict it, notably Jer,23.28: 'Vhat has chaff
in cammon with grain?' (cf,FL.11,14104) .125 Concerned to show that the
Catholic argqment for a morally mixed Church is as firmly based on
scriptural authority as the Donmatist argument for a morally pure Church,
Augustine now insists that the Catholics had scriptural esuthority for
what they said with reference to this parable,

Thus he continues: 'It was not I who said that the Church is a
‘threshing floor, nor any of us; the Gospel says so, where it is written
thet he who bears his winnowing fork in his hand will come and purge his
threshing floor, "he will gather the grain into the grenary" '. The
Donetist bishop, Hmeritus, at once picks him uyp with the objection:
'non legit aream', Augustine then quotes John the Baptist's words:
‘He will purge his threshing floor, he will gather the grain into the
granary', The presiding judge, Marcellimus, ardesrs the disputed passage
to be reread, but Emeritus's colleague, Petiliaxfraises the further
objection that the idvangelist was referring here to evildoers who remained
hidden, not to known evildoers within the Church., Augustine finally
protests that the Donatists are not giving the Catholics a fair hearing
(G3.261-'2'+)1.27

How are Emeritus's words 'non legit aream' to be understood in

the context of this debatet Two interpretations seem possible:
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(i) Emeritus is objecting that Augustine does not read the word 'area’
in the Gospel text,

That is what these words, as they stand in the Gesta,may be
taken to mean: 'He does not read 'threshing floor'. That is the sense
Marcellus gives to Emeritus's statement in his Capitula Gestorum 3,262,
where he indicates that, at this point in the Conference, the Donatists
wished to interrupt, diglmg that the threshing floor is mentioned in
Seripture (PL.11.1247B); sugustine himself seems to wish us to
understand Emeritus's objection in that way in B.3.9.15, where he states
that the Donatists interrupted to say that 'one did not read about the
threshing floor in the Gospel text', but that when the passage in
question was quoted more exactly by the Catholics, the Donatists agein
interrupted to sey that it was hidden offenders who were spoken of as the ‘
chaff which would later be winnowed, 129In c,Part.Don,p.Gesat,10.1);, where
augustine again refers to this incident, he tells us that the Dommatists
tried to deny that *it is written in the Gospel that the Church is
campared to a threshing floor'. But, Augustine contimies, they were
soon refuted by the guotation of the words of the Gospel and changed their
minds so far as to say that even so, it is hidden, not cbvious evildoers
who are referred to in this pa.ssa.ge.uoBy saying that the quotation of
the parasble refuted the Donatist objection, iugustire implies that the
reason for Emeritus's objection that the Church is not compared to a
threshing floor in the Gospel text was his (erroneous) belief that there
is no mention of a threshing floor in the text. This is more clearly
stated by Augustine in c.Geud,2.l4.), where he informs us that when the
two sides at the Conference were arguing about whether the cheff of the
Lord's threshing floor, that is, the Church, should be tolerated and
mixed togethsr with the grain until the time of winnowing, Emeritus, when
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pressed, denied it with the words: 'non legis aream'. After Emeritus
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had received some private advice fram his calleagues, however, he
immediately corrected his lapse of memory, which had been the cause

of his denial of what was written in the Gospel. Nevertheless, he
did not alter his perverse view that the bad should not be tolerated

by the good for the sake of the unity of the Church, but imnedi#tely
stated that the chaff represented unknown offenders within the f.?lnm::h.1 32
sugustine thus explains that, at the Conference, “meritus

attempted to undermine the scriptural basis of the Catholic argument

at this point by denying that the word 'area' occuxrred in the text and
that the reason for this mistake was that his memary deceived him,

That Emeritus forgot the text of this parable, however,; is most unlikely,
for the following reasons:

1. During the second session of the Conference, Ener:‘.'tus went on
record as saying he had & poor memory (G.2.28, PL 1141356) ?nd Augustine
may possibly be alluding to this in c,Geud.2.k.4. In reality, however,
Emeritus was simply supporting a demand from the Donatist side that the
mimites of the first session be made availsble in writing by insisting
that no one could reasonably be expected to remember in detail what had
already been said at the Conference. In Ep.87.1 4ugustine echoes the
gereral opinion of Emeritus as 'bono ingenioc praeditus'. While
Exmeritus's memory mey not have been infallible, the words of the parable
had been ringing in Donatist ears ever since Augustine had made it a
stock theme of his anti-Donatist polemic eighteen years earlier.134
Emeritus, therefore, must, in all probability, have been only too well
aware ofrthis passage of Scripture and of Augustine's interpretation of it.

135
2. Augustine himself (B.3.8.10) suggests that the Donatists had

subjected the Catholic Mandate to careful scrutiny in arder to prepare
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their reply. The Donatist lLetter, in which the arguments contained
in the Catholic Mendate are constantly referred to bears this c:ut?36
Now, as one of the seven disputants on the Donatist side and second only
to Petilian in arguing the Donatist case at the Con.fereme:gmeriws
may reasonably be supposed to have studied his brief, as contained in
the Donatist Ietter, if not also to have helped in its p:r'epa.wz-avl:ion..138
Since in their Ietter, the Donatists directed the main thrust of their
attack against the Scriptural basis of the Catholic argument for a morelly
mixed Church, beginning with the Gospel parables which had been used as
evidence (PL 11,1,09C-14124), it is unlikely that anyons who, in the
period immediately preceding this session of the Conference, had studied
this Letter, still less enyone who hed been engaged in its composition,
would not be sufficiently comversant with the texts concerned so soon
afterwards to remember the parable of the Threshing Floor,

Yet, if sugustine's explamation in terms of a lapse of memory
on Emeritus's part is rejected as implausible, what possible reason

1
could Emeritus have had for denying that the word 'area' is in the text? ¥

(ii) Emeritus's words: 'non legit aream' may, however, be taken as an
imcomplete sta‘bemngfn which would heve contimued, if he had been allowed
to finish his sentence, with 'Zcclesiam ssse' or words to that effect,
The point of the objection, in that case, would be that the text of
Scripture itself does not mseke it clear that it is the Chwrch that is to
be identified with the Threshing floar.

The following considerations support this interpretation of

Emeritus's words:

1. In claiming that the Gospel speaks of the Church as a threshing

floor, isugustine no doubt means that the parsble was intended as a
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camparison between the two and that it is sariptural, not merely an
anology invented by him or by anyone else on ‘5he Catholic side. But
the particular way in which he maekes this clﬂ:1imws the objection
that the Gospel itself does not speak of the Church as a threshing floaor.
Thus, coming immediately after Augustine's statement, such an objection
would fit into the context of the debate at this point very naturally,
hugustine: 'I did not say that the Church is a threshing flOOr seees

the Gospel says so, where it is written that he will .... purge his
threshing floor .,..' ZEmeritus: 'He does not read (that the) threshing
floar (is the Church)'.

24 The character of the debate at f.his stage as mcoi'déd in th§
Gesta is favourable to the suypposition that Emeritus has been interrupted
in mid-sentence, Sxeritus, iugustine, Marcellimis, and Petilian all
Jjoin in in quick succession, liarcellinus, in fact, comes in rather
late with his ruling that the passage in question should be re-read.
He is, it would appear, merely giving belated approval as presiding Jjudge
to what Augustine has already done, This suggests that Augustine
repeated his quotation very quickly after Emeritus broke in with his
objection and that he may therefore have cut Emeritus off in pid-sentence.
This was a heated debate and similar interruptions soon followed when
iugnstine intermpted the Donatist bishop Adeodatus in mid-sentence, then
found himself in turn wnsble to fimish his own sentenc:fz
Thus, Augustine asserts that not he, but Scripture speaks of
the Church as a threshing floor and quotes the parable of the Threshing
Floor., IHmeritus begins to object that Scripture itself does not in fact
- meke it clear that it is the Church which is to be identified with the
threg'hin.g floor, but Augustine, anticipating his objection, cuts him
short% requoting the passage before lMarcellimus's ruling to that effect,
Petilian then intervenes with a second objection, that the parable does not

support the presence of unknown offenders in the Church.
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The interpretation I have offered here of this part of the
debate recorded in the Gesta of the Conference differs significantly
from that given by hsugustine and liercellus. The difference may be

accounted for as followa:

l.Capitula Gestorum
Marcellus's explanation of Emeritus's words represents the

Gesta as they stand, where the words: 'non legit aream' could be taken
t0 mean that Emeritus denied that the word ‘area' occurred in the text
from which sugustine had quoted, but it misrepresents the real point of

Emeritus's objeotion,

2. B 15, c,Part,Do Gest, 10 CoGanud, 2,2

The quotation of the disputed passage of Scripture, in which, 1,
of course, the word ‘'area' does appear, would refute Zmeritus's objection |
if the point of that objection was to deny (a) that Scripture compares
the Church to a threshing floor because there is no mention of a
threshing floor in the text. But if, as i have argued, Zmeritus was
attempting to deny (b) that Scripture itself makes the camparison of
Church and threshing floor explicit, the point of this objection would
only be confirmed, far less refuted, by the quotation of the parable,
which says nothing about the Church., 4Augustine, [ suggest, is taking
advantage of the incampleteness of Zmeritus's words as they are found in
the Gesta to imply that by quoting the revelant text the Catholics
answered Emeritus's point. Further, the fact that, in raising their
second objection, the Domatists accepted (c) that Scripture may be
understood to compare Church and threshing floor, enables iugustine to
exploit the apparent inconsistency between the two objections made by the
Donatists, first denying that Scripture compares Church and threshing floor,

then aduitting it, so as to suggest that they were indeed compelled by the
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quotation of the parable to carrect themselves. If, as I have tried

to show, the farce of Zmeritus's objection derives from the fact that

it was in direct response to isugustine's own express claim that not he,
but Seripture itself identified Church and threshing floor, that Zmeritus
denied any explicit identification between the two, then there is no real
inconsistency in the Donatist objections. The comparison between Church

and threshing floor is not explicit: it has to be understood..

The essentiel principle for which the Catholics were arguing in
adducing the evidence of the four Gospel persbles of the Field, Threshing
Floor, Sheep and Goats, and Net, was that Scripture supports the presence
of known offenders in the Church and that therefore the Church could not
have been destrqyed by the presence within it even of those who were known
to be traditor bishops. The Catholics it seems, failed to establish
this principle on the basis of the parable of the Threshing Floar because,
as the Gesta indicate, the Donatists objected firstly that, contrary to
what Jugustine had claimed, it is not clear, at least on the evidence of
Scripture itself, that the threshing floor is to be identified with the
Church, and secondly, that even if it is accepted that the parable of the
Thfeshing Floar, unlike that of the Field, may be understood to refer not
to the world but the Church, there is no obvious reason why it mey not,
like the parable of the let, be taken to signify the presence of unknown
rather than known evildoers within it‘.“ It does not, therefore, sanction

the knowing toleration of traditor bishops in the Church,
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After yet another interruption (@3.264) Augustine resumes his
insistence on the soriptural suthority for the Catholic argument
in favour of a nouu; mixed Chureh, this time with referemce to
‘the parable of the Field. 4" Thare 1s, however s lacwna in the
text bhere, almost certainly occntaining a referemce to the Donatist
intexpretation of this parsble. '47 |
 Thus, Augustine states (3.265) that the evidence conceming
‘the tares and the wheat is seriptural. The Domatists had tried to
wnderstand that evidence (as applying to the world, not the Church).
Yot they had at last admitted with referemce to the Net that the
Church should contain both good snd bad, though they said that the
bad were maknown to the priests and therefore not prejudieial
to the good, since they remsined wnkmown. 4  Augustine, howeves,
claims to be sble to show that a trmer interpretatiem 14 1s that it
is the Church which contains both good and bsd, that is, the wheat
and the tares, and that the word 'woxld’' itaelf repreaents the
Church, because the Lord himself says 'mot that ke may judge the
world, but that the world may be saved through M= (Jn.3.17)*.
We imow that the Lord saves omly the Chureh. 4% -
Emeritus (63.266) interrupts at this point with the objestion :
'the world did not Xmow Thee (Jn.1.10)', therefore the Church did
not know God, 1f the world is the Church. Or agaim :'that the
whole world may be held sccountable to God (Re.3.19)', or again :
'If you wexe of the world, the world would love its owm, dut as it is,
sinoe you are not of the world, the world hates and persecutes you
(In.15.19)', or again :'they are of the world, and the world listens
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to them' (1 Jn.4.5), or again 1'If anyone loves the world, the Father's
love s not in him (1 n.2.15)'. 4% sugustine (0.3.267) replies that
the Catholics could have said all this snd explained its apparemt
inoonsistenay with what preceded, ' if enly the Donatists would allow
then to contimus Sheix reply to the Domatist Letter without interwuption,
which dvew the rejoiner from the Dmatist bishop, Adeodatus (G3.270),
that they would be patient if their opponments had sound reasons for
what Shey said, but that they sould not remsin silent whan the
Soriptures were being interpreted to mesn what they did mot.'”!
In order to understand iugustine's argument at this point, it is
importsnt to bear in mind the distinction he is going om to make (of.3.8.1
below) between (a) the Church es it is now, when it includes both good
and bad snd (b) the Church as it will be, after God's final judgement.
when {t will include only the good. His argument appears t0 be that
since the word ‘world' in certaim esoriptural passages, such as Jn.3.17,
may be taken to denote 'ths good' among men and may be xegarded as
equivalent to the Chureh in semse (b), it may also be understood to
be equivalent to the Church in sense (a) in the parable of the Field,
where 'world' denotes s mixture of good and bad, which is what the
| Donatiste have admitted the Chureh to be in the case of the parsble of
the Net, the omly difference being that in the case of the Field it is
olearly a question of known and not simply unknowm offendexs. Thaua,
Augustine is not contending that the word 'world! is used in exaetly
the same sense in the parable of the Fleld, where it denotes a mixture
of good and bad, as in such passages as Jn.3.17, where it denotes the
good only, but rather that it denotes the same thing, the Church, at
two different stages in God's plan of salvation.'’2 There is no
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uluiinn outside the Ghnmh, which nevertheless for th. prumt
includes - adui xture ofhullum do not in faet attain that
salvation, but who will be separated out from those m do caly in the
future, by God’s final judgaent. '}  Thus the fast that Seripture
identifies the field with the world (If¥.13.38) d0es not, in itnu,
prevent 1t being Saken to represent the Church and therefore to
sanction the presence within it of both wheat and tares, that is, the
good and those who are nown to be bad. It-ﬁpmim;tm
scriptural identification of the field with the world that the
Donatists had given as their reason for rejeeting the spplication

of the parable of the Field to the Church (ef.3.4.(b)(1) sbove).

To Augustine's argument that the world may be taken as equivalent
$0 the Church in such texts as Jn.3.17, Emeritus objeets that in other
texts, such as Jn.1.10, 'world' clearly cammot dbe nﬁdantood as
equivalent $o 'Chmrch' without producing sn absurdity, in this case,
that the Church did not know God. His intentiom may be not mevely to
demomsirate that the word 'world' is mot invarisdly eqivalemt to
'Chureh' in Seripture emd therefore net necessarily so in the case of
the parsble under discussiom, but rather %o illustrate how 'world' in
Soripture is frequently used in a sense in which it is actually
opposed to the Church, far less equivalent to it. This is not %o say,
as Augnstine suggests with reference to Emsritus's argwment later, 104
thet 'world' may not be used in more than one sense 1n Soripture, but
rather that thlmnﬂmotbemdnmmmmm:w
Senses.

After some dispute (G3.267-T2) as to whether the Catholies should
be allowed to give an uninterrupted reply to ths Domatist lLetter or not,



Augustine agsin resumes his argument (G3.272). As he had begun teo
say and as the Domatists themselves had pointed out, the word 'world’
is fomd'in Seripture in both a good and bad semse. Examples of
'world' in a bad sense are, as the Denatists had said, 'sand the world
41d not know him' (JIn.1.10), 'if snyons loves the world, the Father's
love is not in him' (1 Jn.2.15), Examples of ‘world' in a good sense
are 'that the world say believe that Thou hast aemt me' (Jn.17.21),
for, as Augustine explains, it is not the part of evildoers to believe;
'he did not coms 177 to judge the world, but that the world may be
saved through him' (Jn.3.17), fer, as Augustine agein explains,
nothing will be saved exsept the Churcoh in the world. Sinee,
therefores, 'world’' is used in both s good and a bed sease, why dbring
ome set of texts into comflict with the other in this way? '2° 1If,
Augnstine suggests, it is through failure to understand the Soriptures,
apply the light of understanding and see that 'world' ia s bad semse
means all those throughout all nations who love temporal things,
while 'world’ in a good sense means all the faithful throughout all
nations who have hops of etemal 1ife. 2!  'God was in Christ’,
says the Apostle, 'recomeiling the world to himself* (2 Cor.5.19).
Whether that world which is rejected and of which it is said that the
love of Christ is not in Mim who loves the world (of. ! a2, 15), emn
be reconciled to God, is for those who say se to judge. I-uh
patiently, them, to what Augustine has to say. Holy Sexipture clearly
pfeﬂ.gtmu the Ghmliu containing & mixture o!mlmdhﬁ. as the
Donatists thezselves have already sdmitted im the case of the Net... 150
A% this point, the Donstists interrupt neisily (G3.273), and
Potilisn raises an objection (€3.274) with regard to the interpretatiom
of the parable of the Field. What the world is, as distinct from the
Church, is most clearly defined by the author and maker of the world
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himself, through whom all things were made and without whom nothing
was made (of.dn.1.3), ' for the Lord himself said 'this world is
the field' (of.Mt.13.38). He cculd have said 'the world is the
Church'. - What wman, thexefore, dares to define what the world is,
when the Lowd himself, ite maker and creator, has already beem
pleased to defime i Y0

~ Maresllinus them intervenes b:‘muutm the Donatisis 4o show
elearly what the world is which Seripture says is to be ssved (ef.Jn.
3a7). 18
the world in the words 'reconciling the world to himself' (2 Cor.5.19),

Petﬂiamlmth;t it is sankind who are spoken of as

for God did not wish wild beasts, but men to be recomoiled to himsalf.
Marcellinus further questions whether Petilian is saying that the

Chmreh, as it has aftervards been revealed, oan consist of all those

who are denoted by the word 'world’' or whether he dafinitely rejeets |

this view. Emeritus then complains that Marcellimns is teking them

avay from the clear objection that the Lord Christ said in the Gospel

"the field is the world’. Marcellinus finally vequests the Dmatists

%o allow the Catholies to reply $o svexything in their Letter, adding

that he will pass a comprehensive judgment om evexything (43.275-6). 162
Augustine thus distinguishes two semses, good and bad, in the

soeriptural use of the word 'world' corresponding to a divisiom of

mankind into twe clasees, the good and the bad, ox as he elsewhere

dcacribes it, two oitles, the civitas Dei and the eivites terrema.

In the former sense it is equivalent to the Chareh. Petilian

challenges Augustine's argument, fivstly for the interpretation of the

world, with which the field is idemtified (Mt.13.38), as the Church,

on the groumd that the Loxd himself simply identifies the world with

the field, u point which is reiterated by Emeritus soon after.

Secondly, his answer to Augustine's argument for am equivalemoe betweem



'world' and 'Church' in sush contexts as Jn.3.17 snd 2 Cor.5.19 is
that ‘world' means 'men', as distinet from irratiemsl creatures.
Although Maroellinus presses him to affirm or deny whether the
Chareh, as later revesled, may comsist of all those who are dencted
by the world in fu tu_h under discassion, Petilian's objection may
iuply that 'world' in thoss Sexts mesns mankind in mm beaanse the
pouihnity at least of lslntiou and remoﬂiatim is opan to all
mﬁmtjuttothouihom!nfutmodm&mdlﬁdg as
Augustine's argument would seem to confine it.

| After one group of mretnrios md in mnﬂ:l.ng th
prooeedings has been relieved by snother (G3.279-80), Augustine sgain’
resumes his reply 163 4o the Donstist Letter »y stating (63.281) that
the Catholios too, like their opponents, wnderstand 'world' as
demoting men. They would not be so foolish as to say that the
sslvation whieh Christ ‘pm‘m.d pertained to wild beasts snd othex
ummn crestures. Indeed, they agree that ‘world', in passages such
o8 'the world ie in the pover of the evil ome’ (1 Jn.5.19) daotu men;
'that the world may believe that Thou hast sent ne! (In.17.21), mem ‘
again; 'reooneiling the world to himsel e’ (2 Cox.5. 19), again m;
end so in ether texts with 'wrlnl' in a bad sense. Two ﬂiffmi
groups of man are denoted in mh case, for both extend thmudwut the
whole world, the bad mized with the good. S0 too the Church, which
the Donstists have admitted is shown by the anslogy of the Ket to
contaim bad mem. Even although they said that sirmers lay hidden
within the Chureh, they agree that the Church contains both good and
bad. ‘m point at issue eomeerning whether they should 1ie hiddem
or not is whather it pertained to the piety of the good to tolerate
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the bad even when they were kmown, lest they abandoned the good, or
whethesr those who perceived something bad in the Chureh have wished to
sbandon the whole on account of the bad. '°4 This 1s the question at
issue. The Catholics will prowe their point. For what they say is
that eeclesiastical discipline should not be neglested, '°7 but that
aotion should be taken against the bad, wherever they are brought
forward, so that they may be corrected, not only by word of rebuke, but
even by excommunication and degradatiom from office, that they aay seek
a lowly plaece of salvation in tﬁ Chareh. But this should be done dy
vay of medioinal eare, not in hatred, but out of concem for the
salvation of the brethren, as in & cexrtain place, the Apostle himself
most olearly states :'If anyone does not obey what we say in this letter,
note that man and do not aseootate with him { that he may de ashamed;
and do not look on him as an enemy, but mmm-uahmm>'
(2 Thess.3.14). 166

Augustine thus resumes his argument heve by saying that just as the
world of men comprises a mixture of good and bad, 80 too the Chureh
contains good men and bed mized together, as the Donatists had sdmitted
in the case of the Net. He has, however, still not demonstrated that
‘world' is equivalent to 'Churoh' in the case of the parable of the
Field. There is still an important distinction between the world
itself and the Chuareh:. The Donatist contention was precisely that it
is omly in the world, not the Church, that the good wust remain mixed
together with known offendems umtil the final judgment.

Augustine goes on to argus thaf where it is a question of preserving
or destroying the unity of the Chureh (as it was in the case of the
Donatist sghism) even known offenders (including spestate bishops) should
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be tolerated in the Chureh, The Donatists, on the other hand, regarded
even those who were thomselves imnoesnt of apostasy as being implicated
in that sin by the very set of tolerating it in othexs wheom they Imew
to be guiity. Augustine is therefore comcermed here to emphasise that
the toleration of known offenders does not imply that their ain is
condaned.

Although Augustine atates that he will show that evem kmomm
offenders are to be tolerated im thw Church, both the development of
his argument hore on the nature and fimction of ecclesiastical discipline
and the suamary he gives of this Extended Reply in ths Breviculus
(of+3«8.1 below), indicate that he did not eantinue te m in support
of this en the basis of the paruble of the Field. Thms, it would
appear that he had not yet established his argument em the basis of
$his parsble vhen, as he informs us, the Donatists returned to it
immediately after the Extended Reply from the Catholic side (of.3.8.2
(a) (1) below).
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A8 the extant Gesta end shortly after the Catholics began their
Extended Beply to the Domatist Letter (ef.G3.281, C3.201 and
Appendix 1. below), it is possible to oheek .Angultin's account wp
to this point, from B3.9.15 to the beginning of B3.9.16. I have
compared Breviculus and Gesta for the first and last parts of this
puim elsevhere (of.3.6.(a) for 03.259-64; B3.9.15; and
Appendix 1. for G3.281; B3.9.16)s There I argue firet that
Augustine gives a misleading aoccount of the debate over the
int}-ryzotstim of the parable of the Threshing Floor and, secomdly,
that there is sufficient correspondence betwesn the beginning of
B3.9.16 and G3.281 for the one to be regarded as a summary ot‘tho
othey. I shall now eompare Brevieulus and Sesta for the
intervening part of this section, that is, for the debate cn the
parable of the Pield, of.3.6(b) above.

In B3.9.15 Augustine MOHQ;.that a dispute arose over the
intmrtht;m of the word 'world’, which the Donatists refused to
understand as the Chureh, on the groumnd that it is explicitly
stated in Seripture that the field 1s the worid (M$.13.38). They
further prodnced many texts, such as 1.dn. 2.15, to prove that
Seripture uses the word 'world' only of the bad, thus showing it
oould not signify the Cluveh. Against this, however, the
Catholics quoted other texts in whieh 'world’ is used in a good sense,
sush as 2 Cox.5.19, where ‘world' must mean 'Church', since that is
what is reconeiled to God through Christ.



In saying that the Donatists tried to show that Seriptuxe

uses 'world' gmly of the bad, 167

Augustine is misleading for the
Donstiss had oontended that sinee Seripture frequemtly opposes
world and Church, 1t ewmot also use $hea as equivalent terms.
‘fhayv ;did mt cluil t&t I'm.ll' i3 always used in a bad sense
but maintained, as Marcellus's Capitula acknowledge (03.275-6),
that it meant simply mankind in those texts which the Catholies
quoted to show it could de equivalemt to Chureh. Thus the
Catholics failed to establish their identification of 'world' and
"Church' and their argument on the basis of this paradble for a
morally wived Chureh.

In sammarising the debate following the Dematist letter up %o i
the Extended Raply from the Catholic side, Augustine makes mush of ‘
the fact that the Donatists constantly interrupted so as to prevend

their adversaries from answering the Donstist Letter, '3

There
were indeed frequent interruptions, but not always from the
Domatist side. %7  4s I have indicated above (3.5), 1% 1s &
congtant theme of the Breviculus that the Donatista, realiasing the
weaknese of their case, could only delay snd try to‘ prevent the resl
issue being dealt with. Against the bLackgrowméd of this theme,
Augustine's insistence here on the nusber of Domatist interruptions
is minleading in so far as it suggests that these were not made in
order to raise valid objectioms to the Catholie case. Further, as
Marcellus's Capitula indicate (C3.268+72), it had apparemtly not
been agreed beforeshand whether the debate between the two sides
should be condusted point by peint or by means of sxtended statements

from either side in tum, covering a number of points at omoe. 170
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The Donatist Letter had beem read in reply to the Catholic Mandate,
but the Catholics now wished to make another extended statement in
response to the Dmatist Letter.

The oonglueion seems justified that if the Gesta foxr this
portion of the dsbate were not availadble, a reconstruction on the
basls of Augustine's summarxy, evem with the help of the Capitula,
wonld hardly give an adequate acecount of the debate at the Conferemce.
It must be acknowledged therefore that the rest of the doctrinal
debate, for which we are dependsnt chiefly upon the Brevieulus,
with the Gesta as an independent guide, can be reconstructed omly
vory tentatively on the dasis of the available evidence.
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2:8.The Rest of the debate in Breviculus and Cepitula

58,1, The Catholic #ixtended zeply to the Donatist Ietter

171
In his ixtended zeply, «ugustine mekes two main points. First,

he introduces into the debate on the nature of the Church the important
distinction between two periods (tempora) of the Church: present, when

evern known offenders, and future, when only the good are included (B.3.9.16),
Secondly, on the basis of this distinction, he goes on to reinforce the
argument already advanced by the Catholics in their liandate (cf.3.3(d))

for the necessity of a morel, rather than a physical separstion between

good end bad in the Church of the present (B5.3.9.17-18).

1?]:{: Catholics, iugustine infarms us, showed from meny scriptural
passages that offenders are, for the present, intermingled in the Church
in such & way that, although Church discipline must be exercised with
vigilance, not merely by words of rebuke but even excommunication and
degredation from office, still they are as a rule tolerated in the Church
for the saize of unity even when they are known, not only x1v.1;.§n they escape
detection. The scriptural texts concerned are consistent in that those
which speak of such an admixture of bad men refer to the Church as it is in
the present time, while those which repudiate such an admdixture refer to
the Church as it will be in the future age. <Ifresent and future conditions
of the Church are further distinguished by the fact that at present the

. Church is mortal, being mede up of mortal men, winile in the future, it
will bte immortel, when no one in it will die, just as Christ himself was
for itssake wortal in tiis age, but, aiter his resurrection 'will never die
egein; death will no longer have dominion over him' (Rs.6.9) who will
provide for his Church at the end of the age, These two periods of the

Church are signified by the two accounts of fishing in the Gospels, the one,
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before Christ's resurrection, when he ordered the net to be loweréd
without specifying on which side (cf.luke 5..4-10), thus shoving that
both ;00d and bad would be included within the net of his sacraments;

the other, after his resurrection, when he ordered the rnet to te lowered
on the right side (ef.Jn,21.6~11), showing that after our resurrection
the Church will contain orly the good, In the former case, the net was
broken, but not in the latter, simce then there will Le no nore heresies
or schism;.74 it is to this Church of the future that is.52,1 refers,
prophesying that 'the uncircuncised ant the unclean will not pass through
it'.w5 The 'unclean' are schisuwatics, as is signified by the crow, an
unclean birxd, which went out of the ark, The ark still contained unclean
aninzls along with the clean until the {lood, just as there are good and
bad in the Church until the end oi the age. DBut just as Iioa.ﬁ used clean
and not unclean animels for sacrifice, so only the good and not the bad

176
within the Church reach God (cf.Gens7-8; E.3.5¢16),

To the Zonatist assertion that the Prophets did not comxm:.nica.‘t;e1 m
with those against whom they hac spoken so severely, the Catholics replied
that they &11 used one temple, lione of the Frophets instituted another
temple, other sacrifices ar priests? ® To the Jonatist texts about
children being aifected by the sins of their parents, the Catholics
answered that this applied only to children who imitated their parents1.7 ?
Further, the Prophets' severe demunciation of the people led one to think
that no good person was left auwong thew, yet there were the holy Prophets
themselves; indeed, that very people produced tinose whom the Lord himself,
when he caie in the flesh, found praiseworthy, such as Zechariah, Zlizabeth,
John, their son, Simeon end ~nne (cf.lk,l and 2). TFrom this it is clear
how wrong the Donatists were to accuse the Catholics throughout the world

of the sins alleged against Caecilien, since they could not accuse Simeon

and ~nna and others like them of the sins of the people among whaom they



were born and with vhose sacrsuenis ihey were consecrated; wix these sins
were alleged not by were humen opiniaon, but by God's word., ihe case

wes alr.;o quofed, cugustine infarus us, of the _ood Leing marked with o sign
s0 that they would not perish clorng with the bed whose .:Jéz;s they weplored,
but frow vhow they cid not physicelly separate thenselves | Zesel DedeJel?)e
&:wation between ;00d wnd bad should conslist for the present in not sharing
in other people's sins, that is, in & cifference of attituce end moral
conduct.  1i3,52.11 is to be uncerstood in this way: 'Jepurt 111*%5 their
zddst enc withdrew iTom thes, e do notl touch what is uncleen', that is to
8s8y, set yourselves wpart by living differently anu do not consent to
uncleanness, This, Lugustine reuwarks, was o wost oppartune noment for the
Caﬂmw to reply to what the Jonatists saicl when they refused to be
seatad, 'I have not sat in the council of impious uen' (Is.26.)) should
rather be taxken to imply & worel separation, I the lonautists consicered
the etholics to be iuwpious, in arder to re consistert, they should not

have entered into the conference hall with thew at &ali, rTor the seame rFselm
contimues: 'I shall not enter with those whio do wrung' (:s.-EG.L.). Ey

doing so, the wonatists had tacitly admitted that this should be interpreted
in & spiritual not a physical sense., rinally, the C.tholics referred to
the case of the .exivdenists, woich they had alyeedy brought wp sgainst 185
their oppouents so often: tie Lonctists ceunded thet either they tLeuselves
or tinose to whom & Weley vwas oifered vhen they were in the laxiidjenist
schisn and allied to iaximien in Ids conceunation of Jriwian were
contauinated by aximder, let the _onatists claired that the Lhristian
worlé hud perashed as e result of Coecilian's sin,  Uis brings to an end
tie cccount oi the votholic -xtended deply given by Sy ustine in his

Lreviculus (is5e7e10)e
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It is not possible to say to what extent .ugustine may have
modified his reply in giving us this summary. The doctrinal debate
which followed seems to have been confined to\ the interpretation of
the parsble of the rield, with wiich the “xtended :ieply had begun
(cf.G3.281), anc tae distinction betwecn two periods of the Clhurch which
hed been made in the opening section (L.3.9.16). The specific arguments
contained in the remainder of the “xtended <eply, based on the distinction
betwecn a moral and & physicel separation between good anc bad in the
Church of the present (1.3.9.17-18), do not appear to have played any
Turther pert in the debate, though tiis distinetion is closely related to
that between two periods of the Church, cf.3.5.2 below. wugustine's
sumary of his reply indicates that while he did give the evidence from
the Prophets sowe further discussion in this connection, he lef't unanswered
the Donstist reply to the (atholic arguments fxom the example of Christ and
the ipostles (cf.3.3(c) and 3..(c) above), The guestion of Baptism
also seems to have been passed over in silence (cf.3.3(d) and 3..(d)
above), hugustine may, indeed, have been conscious of these ard other
omissions here in presenting the Catholic side in his summary of the
Lonatist Letter (cf.B.3.8 and section 3,6.1 above), So far as can be
Jjudged from augustine's account in the Breviculus, the Catholic Extenced
Leply did not provide a very comprehensive answer to the arguments
developed by the Donatists in their letter. Nevertheless, his
distinction between two periods of the Church was a crucial element in
the Catholic argument far a morally mixed Church and on this distinction
the remainder of the doctrinal debate between the two sides at the

Conference was concentrated.



3.8+2, The Debate Following the Catholic Extended Reply

This final section of the doctrinal debate at the Conference
may conveniently be divided into two parts, of which the first (a)
really concludes the debate proper on the nature of the Church,
(Be3.10 and C,3,282~-288), while the second (b) adds some further details
with doctrinal implications (B.3.11 and C.3.289-31}). I.shall consider
each part in turn on the basis of augustine's Breviculus, comparing
that where possible with Marcellus's Capitula, in an attempt to
reconstruct and interpret the main features of this section of the
debate, although it must be stressed that the nature of the evidence

permits only partial and tentative anawers to this problem,

3,8,2(a); The Conclusion of the Debate on the Neture of the Church

dugustine begins his summery of the debate following the Catholic
dxtended Reply by saying that the Donatists were unable to answer the
strong arguments fram “181’6.ptm‘e it contained and the argument from the
case of the liaeximianists. Instead they went back to what had been
alreacdy dealt with, denying that the world was rightly understood as
the Church in which it is commanded that wheat end tares should grow at
the same time, .ind they denied this in spite of the fact that the
Catholics had already quoted so many Scripturel texts to prove that 187

'world' is used in a ;o004 sense, in which it can only mean the Church,
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and that; in whatever sense the word 'world' might be taken, since
both grew throughout the world, the wheat throughout the whole world
should not be ebandoned on account of the ‘I:za:c'esj88 Vihen this had already
been said and the question seemed settled, the Donatists quite pointlessly
returned to it, repeating the same things over and over agein, They
asked how the devil could have sown’. tares in the Church, Then they
misrepresented the Catholics as talking ebout two Churches, one Y‘%;h
evildoers now, the other, after the resurrection, without, as if it would
not be the same people who would reign as saints with Christ who now,
while living righteously, tolerated the bad for Christ's sake (B.3410.19).
The Caetholics, iugustine informs us, answered both these objections,
To the argument that the devil could not have sown. . tares in the Church
they replied that the Donatists themgeg]dves had admitted thet offenders
rewained in the Church, if undetected: how did the devil sow these in the
Church? The Catholics once again quoted Cyprian,who understood the
parable of the Field as they did, since he had seid that the tares were
in the Church and that they did not lie hid but were seez? ! The
Donatists did not dare to reply to this because they relied on Cyprian's
authority for their (mistaken) view of baptism, 3econdly, the Catholics
refuted the Donatist accusation that they had spoken of two Churches,
pointing out mare clearly what they had actually seid: that Church which
at present contains both good and bed is none other than the Kingdom of God

where there will be no evil men, The self-same, one, holy Church at
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present exists differently from what it will be: at present it contains
evil men, but it will not in the future, just as at present it is mortal,
in as much as it consists of mortal men, but will be imnort%gin the

future since no one in it will be subject to physical death., There are
not two Christs, although Christ first died, never to die again, There
is a difference between the 'outer' and 'inner' man, but we do not speak
of two l:nr;-.n:93 How much less, therefore, should we speak of two Churches,
since it is the very same good men, who now tolerate the bad intermingled
in the Church and who die, to rise again, who will then have no evil men
intermingled with them and who will never die., In answer to the Donatist
quotation fram Scripture showing there is only one Church, not two, as
they accused the Catholics of affirming, the Catholics replied that Scripture
spoke of many Churches, including the seven to which John wrote (cf.Rev.l),
yet these were understood as members of one Church, The Catholics

should not, therefore, be accused of speaking of two Churches because they
said the self-same Church was not at present as it would be in the
resurrection, since no objection was raised against the Apostolic writings
for speasking of many Churches out of which the one Church itself was made
uLp.1 * Again the Donatists, Augustine informs us, contimued to repeat the
sare objections, adding the further misrepresentation that the Catholics
said that the Church was mortal. The Donatists denied that the Church ]
was mortal because the Trinity, by whose grace the Church is consecrated, ?
is immortal and because Christ died for the Chwurch with the express purpose
of meking it immortal, The Catholics did not deny this, but said that

two perioda of the Church should be distinguished, present, when all the
saints die, as Christ himself died, and future, when they will rise, never

to die again, but live with him who has elready risen (B.3.10.,20).
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On the basis of Augustine's Breviculus, I shall now attempt
to teoemtmt the main features of this part of the debate and discuss
their importanoce.

From Marcellus's Gapituh,w‘ we may infer that in response to
Avgustine's Extended Beply the Dumatists (1) denied that evil men were
sown in the Church and (2) accused the Catholics of speaking of two
Churches. This correspands to Augustine's statement adbove that the
Donatists asked how the devil eould bave sown tares im the Church and
that they misrepresented the Catholics as speaking of two Churches
(B.3.10.19). Let us oomsider each of these points in turm

(1) The parsble of the Field

Augustine introduces the Donatist gquestion adbout the devil
sowing tares in the Church after ascusing the Donatists of retuming
to what had already been setiled and of insisting that the ‘world!
was not rightly understood as the Chureh, in which it is commanded that
wheat and tares should grow togatmz” To show that the matter had
been settled Augustine briefly recaphtulates his interpretation of the
parable of the Field, referring first to his attempt to interpret the
‘world' with which the field is mmtinoa (Mt.13.38) as equivslent to
the Chureh, on the ground that in texts such as 2.Cor.5.19 'world' is
equivalent to 'am.wf” As has slready been noted, the Domatists had
refused to accept this eguivalence, interpreting 'world’ in such texts
a3 demoting 'mankind' in general, rether than the Church in particular.'d?
Secondly, Augustine recapitulates the srgument with which his Extended
Reply had begun where he had emphasised that both good men and bad ere
intermingled throughout the whole world and, in language reminiscent of

Cyprian's interpretation of the parable of the Pield (ef.Ep.54.1-2), had
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asked whether the good should tolerate even known evildoers in the
Church or should abandon the whole, on account of the ba.d2.°0
Now, there is an ambiguity in isugustine's argument here, which
is cammon to his anti-Donatist polemic in general: he frequently fails
to distinguish clearly between the world itself and the world-wide
Church, Thus, for example, in his c.Litt Petil. 3.2.”3 (4aDe202)
sugustine concludes his usual argument from the parable of the Field
in support of the co-existence until the harvest of wheat and tares
in the Church, by saying that the field is the world, not Africa; the
harvest the end of the age, not the time of Donatus. Similarly in his
Epe105.5¢16 (4eDaki09), hugustine can speak of the world, with which the
field is identified and then go on to apply the mixture of wheat and tares
in the field to the world-wide Church, which he describes as being 'in'
the world, While Cyprian (Ep.54.3) had simply applied the Zgirable of the
Field to the Church without trying to show its applicability, Optatus
(7.2) hed skilfully exploited the identification of field and world
‘(Mt.l}.38;0%n accordence with his emphasis on the world-wide extent of
the Church. Augustine follows him in this, but it may well have been
because he was conscious of the looseness of the connection between the
world itself, with which the field is identified, and the world-wide
Church, that, at the start of the debate on this parable at the Conference,
he began with the closer identity between world and Church which he saw in
passages such as 2 Cor.5.,19. Since this idea had been rejected by the
Dopatists it is hardly surprising that at the end of Augustine's Zxtended
Reply, they returned to the connection between ‘world' and 'Church',
Augustine is, therefore, scarcely justified in stressing the
repetitiveness of the Donatist argument. He admits that they raised a

new objection to the identification of 'world' and 'Church' by asking how
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the devil could have sowwitares in the Church, It is worth recalling
here, that in his de Baptelhe9el3 (CaeiaDel00) iugustine hed already
discussed a similar point. There he had answergd the question of how
those who belong to the devil come to be within the unity of Christ by
referring to the parable of the Field, explaining thet the devil was
peruitted to sow tares among the wheat in the Church of the present in
order to encoursge men to think more longingly of the Chumch of the i‘utv.::nez.c3
That is to say, the explanation is given in terms of his distinction
between two periods of the Church and is thus parallel to his line of
argument at the Conference.m ‘In posing this question in de Bapt.l.5.13,
sugustine is no doubt conscious of the traditional contrast between
Christ and the devil, the Church and the world, which remained a common
feature of Donatist literature and which sugustine reinterpreted in
terms of his contrast between 'two cities'. But in a.skiné, at the
Conference, how the devil could have sowltares in the Chuxrch, the
Donatists may well have had in mind the fact that the tares were agreed
to represent obvious, rather than nez:e]y hidden o:!'ffenr.i.e::tg5 In the
perable, the devil successfully sows tares in the field and these are
allowed to remein there until the harvest. In their Letter, the
Donatists immediately follow their discussion of this parsble by
insisting that it could not have been in the Church that the Apostles
were taught by the Lord to allow tares to remain, otherwise they would
not have expelled so many unworthy members., The Donatists went on to
enlphgsise how negligence in tga.g respect on the part of priests is
severely rebuked in Soripture. 4ugustine informs us that the Catholics
answered this objection by asking how the devil could have sows in the
Church the hidden evildoers whom the Donatists have admitted tc be there

(B.3.10420), In his discussion in de Bapt.lL.9.13, referred to above,



Avgustine oould go om to speak of the tares representing either hidden
or obvious offenders (ef.de Bapt.4.13.20). But in the oontext of the
debate at the Comferemce, the tanﬁ can represent mly offaqdarl _whq_

are known and whom i% is therefore possidle for the priests to expel
from the Church. The hidden offenders whom the Dmatists have admitted
%0 be in the Church ultimately belong to the devil as much as those who
are known, dbut the former are present in the Church enly besause they
succeed in deceiving the priests-’! Ia that cass, the point of the
Donatist objestion would seem t0 be that the devil cannot sow tares in
the Chareh becanse these, being cbvious offenders, can be eradioated by
the priests: the field in which the tares are sown and are allowed to
remain, therefore, mast be the world and not the Church.

The Catholics, Augustine informs us, fell bdack am the suthority
of Cyprian, to which they had already appealed in their Mandate, olaiming
his support for their interpretation of the parsble of the Fiasld in
applying it to the Chureh end interpreting the taves as offenders who are
om0 Augustine comments that since the Domatists relied on the
suthority of Cyprian for their view of baptism, they 4id not wish to
eomtradict his authority on this point and therefore tumed to the
question of whether the Catholice spoke of two Churches, met cme. But
there was, in faect, probably a very close comnection betweem Cyprian's
view of the Chureh, to whioh he applied the parable of the Field, and the
issue of two Clmrches at the Comfexremce, and this may best be discussed
in relation to that section of the debate.
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(2) Iwe Charghss

Augustine informs us that the Domatists quoted from Seripture to
show that there is only ome Chureh, mot two,20” as they had acoused the
Catholios of saying, ome with an admixture of evil mem now, the other,

after the maumetim, ritheﬁt.zw

Marsellus's Capitula indicate that
the presiding juige, Marcellinus, intervensd to establish from the
records of the proceedings whether the Catholies had, in fsot, actaally
spoken of two Churches im their Extended Reply. When it was showm
that they had not, the Domatists insisted that what their opponents had
said s$i1l impiied thers were two Churches. To this the Catholics
responded by defending their statement about the Church of the presemt
and fnt‘mm in terms which may be athm from Augnstine's ﬁmvioulu?ﬂ
The distinction between two periods of the Church, present and
future, is alresdy implicit in the parsbles quoted by the Catholie side
in support of the view that for the present the Church does include dbad
nen preciscly because these are to be definitively separated out omly
in the future by God's fimal judgment. It was to this distinction
that Augustine's whole argument had been leading up.2'? Augustine
accepts that, in prineiple, the Church is mesnt o be pure and that, as
the Domatiste had emphasised in their Letter, Seripture does indeed speak of
it ae such, but he insists that suoh texts refer to the Chureh's
ultimate goal, not its present mdﬁiu; As far as the Church's
present conditiom is concermed, it is a moral rather than a physical
diserinination that is required between good and bed, s0 that the good
may differ in moral oonduot from the bad whoss deeds they repudiate but

whom they do not necessarily exslude from the Church.
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Now, it is important to note that the Donatist objection that
their sdversaries spoke of two Churches could not mevely have been
concerned with the temporal distinction between présent and future
periods of the Church: they themselves had, after all, accepted that
very distinction in their own interpretation of the parable of the Net,
when they had insisted that it is only offenders known to God but not
to man who mgy rewein in the Church for the preseng 1taznd who will be
separated out in the f’u@e by God's final judgment., I have already
noted that in this they consistently applied the princié;%e of the
Church's morel purity which they had emphasised earlier. Their
objection thus seems to have been concerned rather with the apparently
contra.diétory principles applied by the Catholics to the Church of the
present and to that of the future: on the one hand, a Church where
evildoers are knowingly tolerated and, in Donatist eyes, condoned; on
the other, a Church fram which they are expressly excluded, lere not
tie Catholics talking about two fundamentally different Churches, one
vhere t}; éarinciple of a morally mixed Church is only too Ireadi]y '
accepted, the otheér where the principle of the Church's purity is
rigorously upheld? K Same light on the significance of the Doratist
objection here may perhaps be drawn fram Cyprian, Yor the Lonatists,
as faor Cyprian earlier, there is no fundamentel difference of primciple
between whet isugustine describes as present and future periods of the
Church, Thus, while the principle of the Church's purity is maintaired,
& distinction is acknowledged between man's judgment ofé 1%vildoers and
God's, Having emphasised this distinction in Hp.55.18, Cyprian goes on

219

to refer to the parables of the Field, Threshing loor and Great House 220

as scriptural sypport for the presence of penitent apostates in the Church,
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His argument is that just as the disciples were farbidden by Christ

to separate the tares fram the wheat (cf.lite13429), so bishops (like
liovatian) must not presume to exclude penitent apostates fram the

Church as though they were campetent to discriminate the tares from

the wheat. Since God alone knows the secrets of the heart, only he

is competent to pass judgment on the tares, that is, in thiszz?'ontext,

‘on those whose penitence is either insufficient or insincere, These,

it should be emphasised, gain readmission to the Church only because

they have succeeded in deceiving the priests. From the point of view
of the priests, they are not known to be unrepentant sinners, This is
precisely the pojint which the Donatists illustrate in their ILetter by

the parables of the Net and the Wedding Guest (cf.3.h.(b) (iii),above)
end it is further reinforced when, refuting the Catholic argument from
the case of Judas, they go out of their way to ley special emphasis on
the distinction between God's knowledge of evildoers and mar's (cf.3.L(c),
above), 4ugustine, in seeking to justify the presence of known
offenders in the Church and even among the clergy, has teken an
important step further than Cyprian, Its significance, from the Donatist
point of view, was that it involved & fundamental change of principle,
The idea of the Church as a community of saints which, for the present,
would inevitably include a certain number of hypocrites whom God alone
knew and vbuld finally seperate out, has been jettisomed in favour of the
idea of & manifestly mixed community of saints and simners?22 Thus, in
the context of the general argument of the Donatist Ietter, the
accusation now brought against the Catholics that they spoke of two
Churches, one with a present admixture of known and tolerated offenders,

the other without them in the future, is, I suggest, more concerned with

a qualitative than with a quantitative difference between the present
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and future composition of the Church, For Augustine, the vast
majority of its present wembership will not be inc]é%ded in the Church
as finally consfituted by God's definitive judgment, 3vvhile for the
Donatists there are comparatively few exceptlons to the rule that in
gerneral the judgment of the prieitzzi as to who are worthy members will
correspond to that of God himself. But Augustire has to contend not
only with a much larger numericsl discrepancy between the present and
future menbership of the Church than the Donatists, for, in this sense,
both sides are talking about two differently constituted Churches.
He has also to contend with the incompatibility which the Donatists
saw between the principle of a morally mixed and that of & morally pure
Church, between a Church which shares the guilt of sinners by condoning
then and a Church from which they are expressly excluded., If, as far
as it is possible to judge on the basis of the available evidence, that
is the sense in which the Donatist charge that the Catholics spoke of
two Churches is to be understood, it follows logically fram their refusal
to accept the presence of known offenders in the Church in terms of the
parable of the Field (cf.3.8.2(a) 1, above).

sugustine's answer to this objection was to insist as strongly
2S possible that it was the same, one, holy Church which he had spzc;!ksen
of as existing under different conditions in the present and future.
The difference is twofold: +the Church's presently mixed nature as
opposed to its future Puglélsty and its present mortality in contrast with
its promised immortality.

The Capitula indicate that the Donatists finally cherged their
opponents with speaking 20211 the Church as mortel, whereas its immortelity

is promised in Scripture. sugustine adds that they gave two reasons
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for this objection, namely, that the Trinity, by whose grace the
Church is consecrated, is immortal and that Christ died for the
Church with the express purpose of making it inmm"l;av.‘l..23° To this, as
the Capitula show, the Catholics responded by supporting their earlier
statement with the assertion that immortality is promised to that
Church which is at present made up of righteous mortals on earth.229

~f this last statement from Lia.rceilus's outline represents
at all asccurately the way in which the Catholics expressed their
enswer, it may indicate an important link with what preceded, for it
raises the question of the ambiguity of sugustine's language about the
the Church., Here is an explicit reference to 'that Church which is
at present made up of righteous mortals on earth' as distinct from
the Church which presently includes bed men as well as good., The
same ambiguity is evident, for example, in the way in which augustine
speaks of the Church ini de Baptale9.13, where the cevil is allowed to
sow wicked men in the Church during its earthly pilgrimage and in
1.17.26, where these are said not even now to belong to the Church.230
It is true, of course, that from the Flatonist point of view, the Church
of the future may be thought of as elready existing in the ideal realm,
es thezx;%ality behind the appearance which we know as the institutional
Church, Augustire is arguing that corporeal existence imposes
comparably severe limitations upon the Church's present realisation of
its promised immortality and holiness alike: +the presence within it of
unworthy members is as inev12table a fact of its present condition as
that its members are mortel. - But while iugustine insists that it is not
possible for us to know the state of heart even of a man who may be known
to have committed a public act of spostasy, the Donatists regerd the act

of traditio itself, allied with the willingness to persecute, as an
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infallible proof of infidelity to Christ. Clearly in objecting that
the Catholics spoke of the Church as mortal even although its
immortality is pramised in Scripture; the Donatists must have been as
well aware as their opponents that the Church is subjeet to the
mortality of its members., Their aim may therefore have been to
expose the inconsistency in iugustine's language about the Church by
camelling the Catholics to admit that the immortelity which is
prauised to the Church in Scripture is not epplicable to the Church
which they had defined as including ewven known offgn%ers and which they
had been concerned to defend throughout the debate.3

This ended the debate on the nature of the Church at the
Conference, elthough the further exchanges which preceded the inquiry
into the historical issue contain some additional deteils relevant to

the Donatist doctrinsl argument,

8,2(b): 4idditional details with doctrinal implications

This intervez‘)?:iﬁg section (C.3.289-31) and E.3¢11) takes up the
charge of persecution which the Donatists had brought against their
opponents at the emd of their Letter (cf.3.L(e),above).

The Capitula indicete that the Donmatists asserted that as a bad
tree is known by its fruit (czfjbgyztﬂ.lé-zo), so traditors may be known by
their deeds (of persecution), and that thée% referred to the doctrine
that Adam's sin has been inherited by all; no doubt- as an anslogy of the
wey in which Ceecilian's act of traditio had implicated his succes.t:4o::‘.~=vr.£.3 !
sugustine makes no mention of this parallel; but he does refer to the
Lonatist argument fram the tree and its fruit, adding that the Catholics

retorted by pointing out the Donatist fruits of schism and rebaptism,



73

whereupm, a8 the Capitula inform us, the presiding judge, qlm].y
hoping to get om to the historical issue, asked when the bad tree had

gome into bem.zn

It may be recalled hnnsghat the pawable of the Tree and its Fruit
, ' 240
had been earlier employed by Petilian in his pastoral letter in support

of kis argument that
. ‘ 241 .
a worthless source. With thq theme of bgptial is htemveu that of

Catholic baptisa is worthleass because it issues from

persecution and Petilian takes up the quotation again in that comnestion: '
Later he develops the idea, again with refermnce to poﬁccﬁtim, that a
thom bush can only produce thoms, alluding to the parable of the Field>43
Teking up Tertullian's phrase that the blood of martyred Christians is
seed, FPetilian ineists that the true seed from which the Lord's harvest
will grow ie characterised by its readiness to fall into the ground and
die (of.Jn 12.24-5) at the hands of Catholie persecutors, who by contrast
sow omly tares.

It is imposaible to be precise about the exaet nature of the
parallel which the Domatists drew detween the involveasnt of all mankind
in Adan’s sin and the wey in which Cacoilisn's sin was regarded as
implicating his successors. It has recently been argnodz“ that the
doctrine of original sin was already part of the African tradition even
before it became particularly associated with Augustine as a result of
his involvemsent in the Pelagian controversy. Although Pelagian idess
were already being discussed in Rorth Africa, Augustine hsd not yet
entered upon this controversy st the time of the Conferemce>) The
Donatists were therefore appealing, it would seem, to a doctrine which
they knew their adversaries wonld not wish to deny, inm support of their
own view of the hereditaery nature of Caseilian's sin. Although, as has

been noted ;bovs?"’6 they emphasised the fact that as permecutors the
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Catholienvvem imisating their traditor forebears in a betrayal of

Christ in which a certsin degree of culpable acquicscence was imvolved,
by insisting st the same time that no good could come of an evil sources 1
they were, it would seenm, -mhg that the evil consequences of
Caecilian's act of apostasy upon his successors were as inevitable as

the effect of originsl sin upon all mankina’4® |

Finally, it is worth noting the insistence with which the
Donatists acoused their adversaries of failing to answer their -
u-mnmtj froa Soripture and pressed the presiding judge to pass
judgment on the deotrinal issus now finished>?? Augustine assures us
that the Catholics were squally eager-X I have already argued that the
real issue at the Conferemce was one of prineiple, of two conflicting
views of the Chureh, and that the historical issue of Caécilian's
innocence or guilt was irrelevant to this question of 1::.~:l.ncipleg5 1 The
Catholiocs possessed an impressive body of dosuments to prove that
judgment had been givem both by ecolesisstical and imperial tribunals
. in favour of Cascilisn and both they and the presiding judge no doubt
realised the relative esse with which this lssue could be dealt with®’2
But the Donatist appeal was to the authority of Joripture and the
Afriosn Church tradition ('the decrees of the martyrs'). Within the
Serme of the debate thus defined, they had presented a well srgued and
forceful case for their view of the Church's nature. This fast is
underlined by their persistent demand for an immediate verdiot on this

isaue.
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3s9. The case presented by either side in the context of Catholic-~
Donatist polemic

3901, The Catholic caese in relation to sugustine's anti-Donatist polemic

As has been indic#ted in the footnotes (cf.3.3, 3.6 and 3.8 above),
the Catholic case contains little that is new., All the arguments
employed are already part of Augustine's anti-Donatist polemic, with
perhaps one exception: although Augustine had alreedy frequently applied
the parable of the Field to the Church, he does not seem before the
Conference to have based his argument explicitly on the equivalence
between the word 'world' in Mt.13.38 and the Church, on the analogy of
such an equivalence in other texts (cf.3.6 (b) ebove). 4 sharper
distinction between the case of the Chinrch and that of Caecilian, that is,
between the doctrinal and historical issues involved, is maintained at
the Conference than in sugustine's previous polemic, perhaps because of
the reluctance of the Catholic disputants to abandon their advantageous
collection of documents relating to Caecilian (cf.L.l below)while at the
saue time agreeing with their opponents that the question of the Church's
nature could only be settled with reference to S'::rzl._z_)1:u:|:'ez.5 3 The prominence
of the argument from the Church's catholicity, which recurs throughout
the Catholic Mandate, and the central importance of the argument from the
Gospel parables in support of a marally mixed Church, which was the main
theme of the doctrinal debate at the Conference, are, it should perhaps
be again emphasised, both fundamental themes of Augustine's earlier

writings ageinst the Donatists.
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3:9s2,The Donatist case in relation to other extant Donatist literature

Althouglé s‘ihe mumber of Donatist works which have survived is
strictly limited, it is possible to draw parallels between arguments
they employ elsewhere and their case at the Conference as expressed in
their Ietter and the debate which followed. Such parallels or possible
links have already been indicated in the footnotes (cf.3.4 and 3.6 above),
but one aspect of their cese may be given some fuller discussion here,
namely, the question of their attitude to the catholicity of the Chz:nrch?55

It has been observed above (cf,3.7) that in their Letter the
Donatists did not attempt to deny the texts which the Catholics had
quoted showing that the Church's universal extent is predicted in Scripture,
but countered their opponents' claim that it was they and not the
Donatists who belonged to this univerasal Church by quoting other texts
demonstrating that purity, not merely universality, is en essential mark
of the true Church, ‘EEne question of the world wide extent of the Church
was not taken up in the doctrinal debate which followed the Donatist
letter and, perhsps surprisingly in view of the prominence of ihis theme
in hugustine's anti-~-Donatist writings, does not eppear to have been a
real issue, the debate at the Conference being confined to the question
of whether the Church is meant to be morally mixed or pure.

Now, at the Conference the Donat;.zts repeatedly contested their
opponents'! claim to the word 'catl:nlic'? Petilian insisted that the
true, catholic Church is that which suffers, bxét does not inflict
persecutio:.” He rejected the title 'Donatist'sznd criticised the
presiding judge for prejudging the issue by referring to the opposite
party as 'Catholics' .2 » Gaudentius argued that the word 'catholic' must

refer to the wholeness or integrity of the Church and its sacraments,
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rather than to its geographical extemt, simply because it does not
| ntan%g'y extend throughout the whole mu.m It has been recently
arg\wdzgcémt although Cyprian does apesk of the wmiversal extent of ‘ﬂ"
Chureh, there is:mo clear evidence that he understood the word 'cathelic'
in this precise semss, rather than in the more ganeral sense of 'the ome,
trus Church' as distinst from schismefio and heretical groups.
Certainly, both Optatus and Augustine employ the argument that theirs
is the true Chaxch sinse they are in formal commmion with the ‘catholic'
or universal Church, while the Dimatists are limited to North mz 63
 But Augustine's contemtion that in brimging the charge of traditio
sgainst the Catholie Church in North Africa, the Dematists were bringing
1t against the world wide Church with which the African Catholics were in
comuunion, was redutted at the Confersnce by Emeritus, who retorted that
the reat of the wild had not givem Anguatim any mendate to apeak on its
behalf and that 1t would recognise ss Catholic whiehever of the two sides
was shown to be Christian; the issus was purely between Africans and
could not prejudice others beyomd Africa; whoever emsrged vanguished
from s true inquiry into the dispute should be rejested by the rest of
the mu.z o

The importsmt question here is whether this merely represents s
clever tactio adopted by the Ionmatists at the Conferemce in order to ward
off Augustine's argument from the univerxsality of the Church or whether
1%, in fast, revesls, more accurately than Augustine's anti Donatist
polemic, the attitude of the Domatists to the mest of the Christisn world.

The following comsideretions suppers the second of these ¥wo
possibilities:
2 Aogustine's polemic very oftenm represemts the Domatists ga though
they wished to eonfine the Chureh to theix own North African fastiem2®)
But it is not at all clear whether he is acourately reporting the views of
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his opponents here or simply reducing the point of view he is

opposing to what he hiuself sees as its logical (and absurd) conclusion,

2. Where it is possible to be sure that we are hearing the
Donatists speak for themselves, they do not seem to have accused the
world wide Church of the sins they alleged against Caecilian and his
associates or to have spoken of the Church as being limited to North
Africa?“

Thus, it would appear that, at the Conference, the Donatists
expressed an opemess to the rest of the Christian world which was
quite consistent with their condemnation of Africen traditors. Their
claim was to represent the true, Catholic Church in North aAfrica,
Doubtless, they were under no illusion that the formal verdict at the
Conference might be pronounced in their favour, What they wished from
the Conference was that their case should be set before thezworld at
large and North africa in particular, so that it might judgeﬂwith what
Jjustice they claimed to be the African Church on the basis of Scripture

and tradition,
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It may be comcluded from the foregoing discussion that as far as the
doctringl issue at the Conferemce is ecomoemed, the Dmatiats, far from
having no snswer to the Catholioc case, produced an impressively detailed
refutation. The familiar flow of Augustine's anti-Dmmatist polemic is
rudely arrested by a series of Denatist objectioms : umiversality is ome
mark of the Chureh, but purity another, which is supported by the Cospel
parables 8o often cited as sanctiming the idea of & morslly mixed Churoh;
whan Amstm shifts his ground to the nature of ecolesiastieal dlscipline,
and the distinotion between s physical separation between good and bad
and a moral diserimination within a presently mixed Charch of saints and
manifest simners, of whom it will oaly finally be purged, the Donatists
return to the parsble of the Field, to insist, it would appear, on the
poesibility and necessity of excluding knowm offendeys end om tha
fundamental contradiction in eomdoning now sine which are admitted to
merit God's future sondemstiom.

Up t0 the begimming of the Catholie Extended Reply, the extant
Cesta enable us to wateh in vivid detail the progress of ths debate.

From that point onwards, only a tentative recomatruction is possibdle.

But in so far as the evidemee of Capitula and Breviculus may be
interpreted as revealing a logical development of the case already

stated in the Dumatist Letter, oonsistent (whexe 1% can be cheoked)

with the general features of Dematist polemic as & whole, it would appear
that the Extended Reply frem the Catholic side was commterxred with
arguments of Mﬁdnt foroce for the Domatiststo de able to insist with
confidence on an immediate Judgment om this part of the debats.




Pollowing upon the remppraisal in chapter three above of the case
contained in the Donatist Letter and defended in the subsequent debate
on the nature of the Church, it is now necesaary o consider this in

relation to the issue which took up the remainder of the Gonference,

namely, the historical question of Caecilian's guilt or immooence of

apostasy. |

Por the historical issue debated at the Conference we are omee
again dependent on Augustine's Brevieulus (B3.12-25) and Marcellus's
Capitula Cestorum (C3.316-587), though not entirely. On this aspect
of the controversy the Catholic side possessed an impressive and
already well worn collestion of .mmti upon which they drew at the
Omfomoe? The Donatists also had at their dispesal a similar
eollection of their awn‘ Thne, several of the documents referred to
in thia section of ths de¢bate are kmown, in whole or in part, from
their quotation elswhere?

Within tl\rze limite of the available avidence, it is oftem
diff:loulz to interpret accurately the argumenta put forward by the
Donatists in reply to the Catholic case, whieh is betiter imown from
Augustine's anti-Donatist poleli:- I shall attempt to recamstruct,
as far as possible, the main features of the debate snd ansess its

importance in relaticn fo the doctrinal issue at the Conferemce.
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4. 2.Qutline of prguwnt

Az Duchesns has argnod.,_ the case presented by the Catholic side
evidently followed traditional lines. It was twofold : first the
Judgment in favour of Caecilian by both eeclesisstical and imperial
courts (C3.315-543 and B3.12-22), then the acquitial of Felix, ,
Casoilian's comsecrator, of the charge of traditio falsely allegetl‘
against him by the Donatists (C3.544-585 and 33.23-5)? |

Accordingly, the Catholics produced evidence to show that
Miltiades' court at Rome in A.D.313 had decided in favour of Caecilian
and ageinst Dongtus, and that the decision of the council of Arles the
following year had beem finally confirmed by Constantine's own judgment
declaring Caeoilian innocent?o At the same time, the African cowneil
which had condemmed him in his sbsence was disceredited by the alleged
involvement of some of its members in the very sin of apostasy for
which they condesmed him1.1’

In reply, the condemmation ofiaCaecilian by the Afrieam council
which had met at Carthage in A.D.312 under the presidency of the Numidian
primate, Secundus of Tiglsis, was emphatically upheld by the Dmatistlj 3
who, in tum, discredited that whioh had met and vindicated Cascilian
at Bome im A.D.313 under the presidency of Pope Miltiades, whom they
accused of being implicated in the sin of traditiec and thus incompetent
40 act as judge in a case of that na.turtz.4 Farther, the Donatisis
showed that the emperor Constantine had, in the end, granted them legel
roeokg.xitio? and claimed that by condemming Caecilian, he had himself
reversed the judgmemt of Miltiades' oourt".‘ Finally, in the case of

Felix of Aptungi, they argued that the emperor had not been prepared to
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acoept an definitive the Africen procomsul's judgment, produced by the
Catholics ab the Conferemes to eatsbiish his imnocemos’!

In enphasising the relative importance of the Afriean comneil
which had condemed Caeoilian'® the Dmstists hed a valid argument.

The fast that Vheir ancestors had alse directed an appesl to the emperor
Comstantine through the Africsn precomsul, Anulimus, did net necessarily
mean, as the Catholics argued, that they regarded the decision of
Secundus's ocownell as subjeet to review by the courts which swbsequently
et in Italy end Gaul!? Their appsal to the emperor ssems £ have been
motivated by the explieit recognitiom of Caecilian in the imperial
correependence relative to the restoration of Chmxeh property and grants
of money by the state following the Grest Persecution in Afries™ and by
their consequent concem to win recognition for their own comamniom im
Africs o8 the trws Catholio Chmreh in that part of the world, But to
regard the decisiom of Seoundus's oouneil as more .mtutin a8 far as
Africs itself was oconcerned than that of 'overseas churches' was not
vithout paralle?!

The eondemnation by tiis cowmeil of Caseilism’s imvelvesent in
apostasy included his comseoration by apostate: bishops aleng with his
omn persomal attituds, as Mensurius's deacon, to the eonfessors ia
prison® o sisllar sbtitude am the part of Memsurins himeelf bedng
revealed, in glaring contrast to that of Secundus, from sn exchange of
lettexs betveen the two Nowth Afriesn primstes

Thas, the Domatists were adamant in their defunce of Seomndus's
comedl againat the denigration of some of its membexs by their opponents.
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Here the persistence with which the Donatists challenged the
authenticity of the records of the couneil of Cirta is moteworthy -4
According to Opi;o.tus,25 these records formed part of the ‘soripta
Nundinarii’, that 1s, of the evidence produced by the descon
Fundinarius against his bishop, Silvanus of Cirts, in retalistion

for disciplinary action taken by the latter against himself. This
evidence, whioh showed Silvanus not only to have been a traditor hinelf,zs
but also $o have been ordained by tzaditoizt had already been employed
by Optati;nzato disoredit Secundus's council gs MGIM some of “them
among its members, and was produced with the same object by the
Catholics at the Gonfofmoo.as The Domatists challenged these records onm
several éomta and Augustine hotu' that they emphasised two in
particular, first that ecelesiastical records did not traditlomally
‘bear a comsular date as did the records of the purported council of
cirfa; and secondly that‘sunh a neoting of bishops was not in any os8e
possible in time of pemwuenj.o The presiding jmdge ruled first that
the consular date could have been added as a result of greater care and
need not th&terorq cast any doubt on the duthmitieity of the doocument,
and seéondly that @ meeting of some twelve bishops could have taken place
in s privete house whem oongregations met publiely for worship, as shown
from contemporary acts of the mtm}' The Donatists no doubt wished to
imply that traditiomally the Church had felt it improper that the records
of s meeting of Christisn bishops should use the ocomtemporaxy method of
dating by the consuls for the year, in that these were associated with a
pagan and, in this case, persecuting govemment. Although the Catholioce
could quote Seriptural precedent from the books of the Pxophets fex
dating by contemporary rulers, the Donatists argued that this had not
been a Christian practice, as proved by the vexry first council which mest

at Jerusalem (of.Ac.15) or Cyprian's great African council of A.D.256,
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and challenged their opponents to show othsrnioe? 2 Indeed, it does
seem unlikely that contemporary records of the council of Cirta would
have borme a comsular date, and if these records are euthentic, the date
must presumably have been added later to give this decument greatexr
chronological precision for the Catholie collestion. There was, im
fact, eome oonfusion as to what that date was, as became apparent
during the debate on the question of whether suech & couneil gould have
met in time of persecution. The Donatists quoted a date from
contenporary acts of the martyrs to show that the persecution was at
its height at the very time of the disputed meeting. Augustine informs
us that the date given by the Donatiste for the persecution was 12
February A.D. 304, whereas that on the records of the counecil of birh
was 3 March A.D.305, and that there was thus an interval of thirteen
months between them. At the Conferemce, Augustinme explains, the
official panel, when asked to check ths dates, had failed to notice that
that given for the couneil of Cirta was d.scxibui as after the comsulship
recorded on the aots of the martyrs snd had thus caloulated (inaocurately)
an intervel of only a month between them, while the Catholics had at the
Conference caloulated (1ess inasourately) an interval of eleven menths,
which, however, they were quite ready to change to ome momth following the
panel's mpntatiozl. They then quoted from the same acts of the martyrs
and other?to show that congregations were able to meet for worship
during the persecution, to which the Donatists respomded by emphasising
the distinction between a counoil of bishops and a songregational
meoting and insisted that there was no evidence for any such gathering of
bishops in time of pmeoutiaif.'

In addition to these two arguments, with which Augustine deals in
his summary, the Capitula indicate that the Donatiste went further in
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their denizl of the anthmticity of the records of the eouncil of Cirta.
Subjecting the contents of the document to detalled criticiasm, they
contended that if Caecilian's accusers had revealed their own guilt im
such a way, Caseilian could have used this against them in his om
dzfencc?.s The implication was obviously that since he had not done so,
no such incriminating meeting had taken place. Augustine informs us
that the Donatists had pointed out that Optatus quotes Caecilian as
replying to his acousers :'if those who ordained me are tﬂihﬂ, let
them (so. the members of Secundus's council) come and ordain me
themolm'3.7 The Donatist argument here may be intended to suggest
that not only did Caeocilian virtually admit the guilt of his
consecustors, but alec implied that he oonsidered the mexbers of
Seeundus's counecil to be above reproach. Thus, the Donatiste asserted
that their bishops gould not possibly have condemmed another on a
charge of whioh they themselves were proved guntyJ.B Cresconius had
earlier ueed & similar argument, to which Augustine responded, as it
appears the Catholics did also at the Conference, by quoting the
Seriptural admonition :'in judging another, you eondemn yourself, for
you who judge commit the seme sins' (Bs.2.1)3-9 The point of the
Donatist argument, however, seems to have been that if the members of
Sgcundus's council were indeed self-confessed apostates, it would not
have been possible for them to pose as imnocent in condemming Caecilisn
for precisely the same offemce of which they themselves were @0
patently guilty.

Having thus insisted on the untarmished authority of the African
couneil which had condesned Csegilian and his associates, the Donatists
now tumed to the evidence produnced by their adversaries to demenstrate
‘that Cascilian had later bean acquitted. First they attempted to
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undermine the authority of Miltiades' ocouncil of A.D.31), alleging his
incompetence to aoct as presiding judge in a case of apostasy becanase
of hiz own involvement in that vexry sin4.o They quoted records of the
seigure by the persecuting authorities of Church property at Rome in
A.D,303 and its restitution later, when Miltiades as bishop had, as one
of his deacons, a certsin Strato, shown to be guilty of the act of
traditio. The import of this was that Miltiades had, by condoning it
in one of his clergy, become implicated in this sin. . The Catholie
side retorted that it was not necessarily the same persom mentioned in
each case, the Strato who handed over Chureh property to the authorities
being deacribed as a 'hortator auparstitionin:‘ ,1 while the Strato with
whom Miltiades was sasociated is described as a o:!.ea\m'm‘.2 The Donatists
argued that 'hortator superstitionis' was an eguivalent pagan phrase for
'deacon' in Christian 1:erm:l.x:.¢:].o::e';,3 although the Catholics insisted that
there could still have been two different people with the same name
among the Christian clergy at Rome at that time and that Miltiades
might have been ignorant of such a cese of traditio in one of his clexrgy
and 80 be innocent of complicit;,‘ & point which Marcellinus accepted
but the Donatists did not. Glea.rly, however, the Donatista had
suoceeded in casting serious suspicion on Miltiades' attitude to
traditio and consegquently on his competsnce to act as judge im the
case of Ca.ecilia:.s

Besondly, the Donatists claimed that the esperor Comstantine
had fiamlly egiven judgment against Cascilien and in favour of Donatus,
thus revérsi.ﬁg tﬁe eaxrlier decision of Miltisdes' court4f This claim
was based on a statement by Optatus which, they argned, deliberately

glossed over the faet that Caecilian had been exilaed at Brescla in.
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North Italy, while his rival, Donatus, had been allowed by the emperor
to return to Carthage :'Eodem tempore idem Donatus petilt ut ei reverti
licuisset et ad Carthaginem accedere; tunc a Philomeno suggestore eius
imperatori suggestum est ut bono pacis Caecilianum Brixae teneretur, et
factum est! .47 This follows on in Optatus'e account from his retemoe
to the Donatist appeal to the emperor from the decision of Miltiades'
court. Thns, the Donatist argument seems to imply, the Catholie
polemiciat Optatus iz saying that Comstantine kept Caecilian at Brescie

for the sske of peace simply to cover up the faet that the emperor,

reversing Miltiades' judgment, condemned and exiled Casocilian and finmally

vindicated Donatus. The Catholic aide had quoted the letter of
Constantine (of 10 November A.D.316) to the vicar of Africa, Bumelius,
to show that the emperor had confirmed the verdict of Miltisdes' court
and the counell of A;rloﬂ‘.‘e While acoepting that he may hgve done so,
the Donatists argued that the passage from Optatus quoted above showed
that once apprised of the true facts of the case, ha had afterwards
changed his miml.49 Asked to show more ¢learly that Constantine had
condsmmed Cascilian, the Donatists made a statement which requires
some elucidation.

Augustine informs u# that 'when called upon to read s clear
statement of what they said had been glosesed over by Optatus, the
Donatists were quite ungdle to do so, but after rsising difficulties
and procrastinating to no affect, when they evem disputed over Donatus's
name, that it was not Donatus Carthaginensis, but Donatus Casensis who
had been Caecilian's adversary in Miltiades' court, a point which the
Catholics also conceded, the debate at last moved on to something
eloe' (33.20.38)?(’ The Capitula GCestorum note a statememnt from the
Donatist side 'qua dicunt alium Case nom fuisee Donatum', to which the



Catholics responded that in the records of Miltiades' court Donatus
Casensis is clearly named. When Petilian them said he was hoarse and
unable to plead, the Catholies retorted that he wished an exouse to
withdraw from the proceedings decause Donstus Casemsis had been clearly
pointed out to him from the records, amd Marcellinus ruled that since
each side was represented by seven ﬁlpﬂsgmtl, the removal of one could
provide cause for complaint (C3.539-45). In C3.539 the Migne editiom
reads Casse for Case in the manmscript, no doubt intending a genitive
or dative pingnlar : ‘of' or 'at Casa'. But this and similar place
names are usually pluwal in Iwn?g If, however, the reading Casae is
unsatisfactory, how far is the text corrupt? The Capitula ssem to
indicate that the Dmmatists denied preocisely what Augustine would have
us believe they affirmed : that there was another Donmatus from Casae as
distinet from Donatus of Carthage. The Catholic suggestion that
Petilian's hoarseness was merely a pretext to cover up the fasct that his
argement had been effectively countexred by the naming of Donatus as
Casensis in the records of Miltiades' osurt, supports the negative form
of the previous statement by the Domatiste 1 that there was mot another
Domstus from Casse ($3.539). I proposs therefore that the reading Case
should be emendsd to Casen! as an abbreviation for Casensem and that the
omission of the final 'm' of Casen! in the manuscript be explained dy
confusion with the following 'n' at the beginning of ‘non' : 'diewnt
alium M<m> non fuisse Donatum'. } \

If we can now proeeed on the basis of this text, what sense can
be made of the Domatist argument? W.H.C.Frend ?ouptl Augustine's
interpretation of the Donatist argument here, ‘'that there were two
clerics called Domatus end that it was the "other Domatus” and nod
Donatus the Great whom Miltiades' couneil had condemmed in 313'. This
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argument is, of course, irrelevant to what the Domatists ;sen asked to
demonstrate, namely, that Coustantine oondemned Cascilian. The
Capituls, on the other hand, as Dom J.Chapman -intainns.‘ indicate that
the Donatists denied there was a second Domatus of Casse Nigrae and may
suggest that their cbjest was to imsist that the Donatus whom
Constantine permitted to returm to his see at Carthage was none other
then the Donatus previously condemnsd by Miltisdes' court. Chapman's
interpretation gains iuppm from Optatus's words, quoted by the
Donatists, 'Eodem tempore, idem Donatus’, following upen Donatus's
appeal from Miltisdes' judgment. The mumﬂw well have had those
words in mind in contending at the Comferemce that there was no Donatus
Casensis as distimct from Donatus cmnm-u”n the fact that it was
the Donatus condemned by Miltiades whom Constentine vindicated shows that
the earlier judgment in favour of Cascilian was reversed. Augustine
would thus be misleading in suggesting that their motive for s dispute
over two Donatuses was t¢ disassociate Domatus of Carthage from
Miltiades' mdamtiong,ga motive which is, in any case, suspect since
to0 esoape oomlmdién by a biM believed mﬂ.ﬁ: of condoning apostasy
would have Iaon of Vln‘bieu mmta.ge to one thol tho Domatists honoured
as a martyz. The Catholics showed from the nlevn& records that the
Donatus whem Miltiades condemmed was Denatus Casensis, while the Dengtus
whon Constantine allowed $o retumm %0 Carthage was doubtless agreed to
be Donatus Garthmu- If thie were the case, the fact that
Constantine permitied the one Domatus to go back to Carthage while
detaining Caecilian at Brescia need not imply a reversal of Miltiades'
judgment against the other Domatus or the comdemmatiom and exile of
Cascilisn as the Donatists wished.



The Donatists next gquoted their ancestors' appeal to Constantine
and his reply (of 5 May 321) to the viear of Africs, Verimus, granting
them freedom under the 1“'6 2no doubt with the intended implication that
although at first persecuted, they had finally won their case against
Caecilian. The Catholic side could, however, point out that the
opposite paxrty had still been unable to quote any explieit reference to
Constantine‘'s condemmation of -Ouoﬂuf.}

Finally, the Domatists argued that the fast that the case of
Felix of Aptungi had apparently been reopened, since the credibility
of the chief witness, Ingentius, had in the saperor's judgsent required
gloser mx:mun:.4 showed that Felix had not im faet been cleared of the
charges against hin by the evidence produced at the Conferemcs by the
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Catholic eide showing him falsely acoused. Having made this point,

they were unable, when called upom by the presiding judge, to produce further

evidence of equal antiquity in response to that brought forward by
their opponemis, but requested that the case be concluded and judgment

passed. 67

4 4.Comalusion

Apaxt fmthtnlphuhplmdupmthnkfdmwmdl'hieh
condemned Caseilian, the Donatist case here relied mainly om picking
holea in the Cstholic evidenss. The evidence clearly estsblished,
however, that Caecilian had been vindicated at Rome, Arles and finally
by the emperor Constantine himself. Unfortunately, the Judge's
sententis, which presumadly came at the end of the Gesta, is not
extant, but some idea of the main points upon which Marcellinus's
Judgment turned may perhaps bs inferred from the ediet attached to the
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Gesta on their official publicatiom and preserved in the menuseript
‘at the beginning of the third session (and misleadingly placed in
the Xigne editiun“at the end of the extant Geata as the judge's
'sententis’'). There the faot that Caecilian was pronounced
immoeent by the emperor Comstantine is given erueial u@iﬁmw
and from the legal point of view Marcellinus may have beem correst im
basing his judgment on the outcome of the earlier legal proceedings
against Caecilian. Similarly, in his Brevieulue, Angustine foouses
attention on the faet that Cascilian was proved imnecent in the
courts as the crusial point uponm which the entire Catholie-Donatist
controversy tund.m But this is to cencentrate much $00 narrowly
on only one aspect of the sontroversy and to ignore the more
fundamental issue between the two sides. Ae I have argued im
chapter three above, this soncerned the very nature of the Church
itself and to this issus the faet that historically Caecilian had

been acquitted in g series of legal proceedings was largely irrelevant.
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In a political eontext in whish religicus unity had alresdy
become an secppted assumption of Christisn empire, the older,
Cyprisnic ideal of a Churoh within whose ity the relative independence
of difierent provimeial churches oould be respected was growing out of
date. By insisting on the suthority of the African comeil which had
condemned Cacoilisn, as against that of the couneils of Rome and Arles
and the judgment of the emperor himself, the Donatists were reaffirming
this older traditiom. Yet, the fundamental issue between Catholios
and Donatists did not twm om the historical fact, whether trus oxr
false, of Cascilian's apostasy.

Within the broader perspectives of Tyoconian soteriology and
Platomie philosophy which Augustine took over snd developed into a
new doctrine of the Cihurch, the Damatist comcentratiom en ome particular
point of penitential discipline seems narrowly legalistic. Yet their
insistence that those who had overtly apostatised during the Great
Persecution could only be readmitted to the Chureh as pemitents, the
clergy among them as laymem; was oonsistent with the traditiomal view
of the Charch as a commmion of saints, set spart on the basis of
discernidle sing from the rest of mankind.  Within the more restricted
terms set for the debate on the nature of the Chureh, the Domatists
presented at the Conference a case whose merits must be judged by its
clain to rest on the anthority of Soripture maderstood in ths light of
the African theologieal tradition upon whieh Cyprian had set his seal.
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Nonocesux (4, p.420) explaine the ceourrence of the leng lacuna a$ the
end of the sxtant Gesta of the Conferemoe as deing dne to the msthod by
which the original Gests were recorded. | They were produced piscemeal,
by different groupe of semtgr:loa woxking in rota. QOne group, on
coupleding part of the procsedings in shorthand, would relinquish the
task of shorthand recording to a seoomd group snd get on with the jod
of copying out into lomghand that part of the proeeedings slready
minuted. 7 Momoesux's explanstion of the laouns at the end of the
manuseript of the Gesta 1s thet esch section, eompleted by s a42ferent
- group of secretaries, formed a separate volune or volumea and that this
division of the original Gesta into volumes was maintained in subsequent
editions of the Gesta, such as that of Mareellus. The last volume or
volumss of the copy of Marcellus's edition, fyom which the surviving
manuseript of the Gesta dexives, wont missing. The mamuseript wonld
md immediately after the firet change over of secretaries dnving the
third session of the Confersnce were it not for mn incomplets ctatement,
some twenty eight lines long in the Migne editiom, by Angustine.
Mongeaux suggeets that this has been added to the memuseript later by a
eopyist.

Monceanx's explanation is unsatisfactoxy for the following reasmnss
1. If early editions of the Gesta ran into several volumes, 7 these
would not necessarily correspand $o the original division of the Geste
into differemt sectioms, since this was purely a consequemce of the process
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by which they were copled out, section by seotion, from shorthand inte
long. ¥ot being subjeot to the special comditions under which the
Gesta were first prodused, subsequent editions would be free to follow
s different pattern of division into volumes.

2, If G).28% is a later sddition By a copyist, wishing, one might
assume, t0 let Augustine rather than Emeritus have the last word in the
argument preserved in the incomplete Jesta, he might add a piece which
ends in mid-semtence, but would he add ome which bresks off before the
point of the semtence is made? The point is that although the Catholics
do not deny the necesaity of ecclesiastiocal discipline, they wish to
emphasise that it should be admimistered in a drotherly spirit. The
last sentence thus ends with a quotatiom of 2 Thess.3.14 :'3i quis non
obandivit verbo nosiro per epistolam, hmne notate, et nolite commisceri
cum ¢o', which suggests the opposite of what was intended unless the
rest of the verse is supplied :'at eruhescat; et non ut inimicum
existinetis, sed corripite ut fratrem'.

3. The content of the Extended Reply by the Catholics is indioated in
Augustine's Brevioulus ($3.9.16). As is shown by Marcellus's Capitula
(C3.281 1 'Presecutio Catholicorum qua prelatas & Domatistis epistolae
plena adsertions respondent') it began at G3.281. The begimning of
Augustine's summary of this, ef.3.8.1 above, corresponds as well as
night be expected with the comtent of G3.281, given the general degree
of eorreapondence between Breviculus and Cesta as s whole:-
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(a) Augustine's reference to 'many scxiptural texts and examples®,
showing how the bad are intermingled with the good in the Churoh, is a
referemce to the soriptural basis of the Catholic argument for a morally
mized Chureh. This 1s givem in the Catholic Msndate as the parables of
- she Threshing Fleor; Field, Net, Sheep and Goats, and examples from the
~ Prophets, Christ himpelf and the Apestles. It is walikely that the whole
of this argument was repeated at the begimning of the Extended Reply,
sinoe 1t was precisely thal argument which had slresdy formed the subject
of the debats between the twe sides following the reading of the Domatist
Letter. The debate had a6 far centred on the interpretation of the
parsbles of the Threshing Fleor and Field. In G).281 Augustine begins
with the meaning of the word 'world?, which was relevant t0 the inter-
pretation of the parable of the Field, end goes on $0 refer to that of the
Net. I% is quite possible that this is nldl that lies behind his phwase
‘many soripburel texts and examples' im B3.9.16, since this could be simply
& general reference to the seriptural basis of the Catkolie argumemt for :
& morally mixed Clmreh. }
(b) Augustine's stutement that the seriptursl evidmes shows that
'the bad not anly 1ie hidden in the Clmxeh and xemain wimews, But axe,
as & rule, alsc known and Solerated in the Church for the sake of pease
and wnity! correspends more olosely to the statemsmt in 03.28% that *‘the
point at issus is whether the bad should lie hiddem ex not, whether i
pertains o the piety of the good to telerate the dad evem if they ave
known, lest thay abandom the goed, or whether thoss who perceive something
~ bad in the Chureh should wish to abandon the whole on aceount of the bad'.
{s) Pinally, Augustine's statement that although ecclesisstical
diseipline ought to be watohful and rebuke them (se. the bad) 'non solum
verbis, sed etiam sxcommmmicationidus et degradationidus'’ corresponds
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alnost exactly lj.th the words used in G3.28% of mluiutied discipline,
by which the bad axe to be corrected 'mom solum sermame oemctionhi |
verum otia mintiuibu ot dogndatinibu' slthmm: G3.281

Soes omn to nmto ﬂnthrly spizi.t h'h:luh thil lhonldbt dnll

The um,or phraseclogy, even u rather stersotyped, ia

4 rmtummmmmwn.m as an
intomlplri ofthﬂutsiathoomﬂthm&thilpuw fiss into
the omtaxt of the debate st this stage during the Conferemce. After &
brief interlude (33.279-80) during whiech a changs over of searetaries is
arranged, the Catholics continus their answer to the Domatist Letter, as
lstullu!_"s Gaplim show. G3.281 follows m matwrally from what
pnéom. The following points of comtinmity may ds moteds -

(a) In G3.281 Augustine states that the Catholiss $00 uwmderstand
‘world' S0 refer to 'ln'. They weuld nst be such fools as to say that
the salvation which Christ pmlued poxtains to wild beasts and M
irratioemal ereatures. In G3. 276 Petilisn had avgued that 'world' in
2 Cor.5.19 denotes '-n' and not 'wild beasts', for example. Thus |
Augustine's statement at the beglming of G3.281 may be tlkan‘u a
epecific answer $o Petilien's point in G3.276. The way Augustine puts
it 'we would not be such fools as t0 think' fits in well as a retort %o
Petilian's rather provogative remsrk. Amgustine adopta Petilian's
sxact word 'belluas’, softening it a little with the phrese ‘et qusecumque
irretionabilia snimsntia’, and asoepts Petilisn's comtention that 'world'
in -uoh texts as 2 Cor.5.19 denctes 'mem'. The opening lines thexrefore
of G3.281 provide a most naturel transition from the preceding debate.

(b) In 03.281 Augustine continues that ‘world' in suech texts as

1 In.5.19, Jn.17.21, 2 Cor.5.19, and in other texts in which it is used



in a bad ﬁnn. refers to men, to two different groups of mem.

 Augustine's argument here gains in elarity if the distinction made

- ea¥lier in G3.272 between two senses of the word 'world', good snd bad,
:ia presupposed. | |

(o) 63.281 oomtinues by stating that just as good sad bad mem are
interninglod throwghout the whele werld, 8o $06 in $he Church, whish
thay have admitted is shown by the snalogy of the Fet to contain bad
men. Even though thay said that simmers lay hidden within the Churoh,
Ahey egree that the Chureh contains both good and bed. This peint
most naturally refers to the Domatist interpretation of ih. parable of
the Net, as given in their Letter, of.3.4(b)(114) sbove. Augastine

"~ . hed slready made a similar referemce to this in G3.272, which he may be

understood o0 be resuming here in G3.281, after being interrupted and
after answering Petilism's objegtion in €3.276.

(4) Augustine declares in G3.281 that the point at issue comoeming
~ whether the bad should lie hidden or not is whether it pertained to the
piety of the good to tolerate the dad even when they weve knows, lest
they abandomed the good, or whether those who percsived something bad in
. the Church have wished to sbandom the whole om mccount of the bad. Now,
the poinmt at issne in the dootrinal dabate st the Confersmoe was precisely
the guestion as o whether those who were known to be serious offenders
should be openly tolerated in the Chureh. Further, although Angustime
uses different words here, his thought is closely parallel te that of
Cypriaa in Hp.54.3.1, whieh had already been quoted by the Catholies in
their Mandate (cf.3.3(¢) shove) and was explicitly referred %o again
later at the Comferemce, (of.3.8.2(a)(1) above). The parsble of the
Field to which Cyprian refers had been the subject of comsideradle dedbabe,
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in which the interpretation of the word 'world', with whieh 03.281
b‘d—“ vas & orucial Mﬁr- B

(n) mmy, in G3.281 Amﬂ.ue states thet eululutied
ammm should net be neglected, but adainistersd in a , brotherly
spirit. The mnt-m that it should not be nodwhﬁ nay be understood
a8 8 nply to Mu-to the Domatists had zade i.n thetr L-r.tu.» 1-p13n¢
thnt the catholiu. by tolerating known offenders in the chmh. nn
nesleetmc their duty as priests (ef.3.4(»)(1) ebove). susutin may
aho be um-ma to be pointing out in G3.281 that mozung u |
Serlptm nelumﬂed uleiplm should be ndnhntmd in & brotherlr
-pizit in contrast to the more rigorous way in which the Dematists in
Aheir Letter envisege it as functioning, by m:.nm on $he necesaity
of emmuu Known offandexs.

If a1l these points of contimuity between G3.281 and the rest
of the Gesta are taken togethey, they represent a very stramg link
between the tws.  Although the meaning of the word 'world’ in Sexipture,
the interpretation of the Bet as ssnetiening hidden offendexs in the
Chureh, snd the nsture of ecelesiastiesl discipline sre frequently
discussed elsewhere in Augustine's works, the particular way in which
Shey are combined and presanted heve suits the comtext of the dootrinal
debate at the Comferwnce so emnetly that theve aan hardly be say doubt
that G3.28% should De regarded as an integral part of the sntbentis
Gesta of the Conferemes.



99

This subject has been ecarefully emamined by E.Tengstrom in Die
Protokollierung der Collatio Carthaginemsis (1562), em which I base
ny outline here.

The seoond edict (61.10)7 of the presiding judge relstive to the
suanoming of the Conferemce makes it olear that extraordinary care was
to be¢ takem over the agscurate recording of the proceedings, so that there
might be no cause for complaint. The aystem cutlined there may be
checked and supplemented with references in the Cesta themselves and in
Augustine's wozks relating to the Conferemce.

Tengatrom distinguishes fourbeen stages in the prosves by which the
goats were produced. (1) A shorthand record was first mads (exoeptio)
by two groups of seoxevtaries working in xeta. In addition to the
secretaries (exceptores) provided by the official panel, each side,
Cathalic and Domatist, was asked $0 provide four esecleaiastiocal secretaries
(notarit).? Thus, s first growp of secxetaries would be formed by twe
scolesiastical secretaries from each side assistimg (prodedly) four
officisl sesretaries’ in taking down (it is mot quite clear whether with
stilus on codices of wax tableis or cn paper codices with pen and iak)4 s
shorthand version of the proossdings. This firet group would then be
relieved (afier completing two codices eash, representimg between 52 and
54 columns in the Migne text)’ by o second group of sight secretaries.
Such & change over of sacretaries was necessary once during the firet and
twice during the third and lomgest session of the Conference.® Each
secretary! took down a verbakim record of the procsedings, including the
statements of the judge and of either party, the documents which were
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quoted, and alse noted such things as interruptions, noise or laughter,
the sealing and unsealing of recoxds, the entry and exit of the
perticipmnts.’ (2) When one secxetarial group wes relieved by another,
or at the end of a sessiom, the shorthand records were ssaled temporarily
(prina impressio sigillozum) before removal for copying out into longhand.’
Yor this purpose either side was asked to provide four bishops (oustodes)
%0 be respomsible both for the custody of the reserds smd for supervising
the prooess of copying ous.'® Two custodian bishops from either party
were tlns made gvailable for eash of the twe gvoups of secretaries.

(3) After opening the sealed records in the presemce of the custodian
bishops, 1% the secretaries of cach growp would cowpare their shorthand
versiens (collatio codiom).'' (4) The precess of copying out inte
longhand (desoriptio) could, by mesns of this rots systes, begin while

12 The shorzthand records of the

the Conferemoce was still in sessiom.
first session of 1 Jume were, howsver, only partially copied out (om
vellum) into longhsnd for the official 'original' record (scheda) of the
proceedings by the time of the sacond sessiom on 3 June.!d (5) The
original vecord thus produced was corrected (emendatio schedse), 4 nefore
(6) receiving the judge's sigaature (subseriptio iudieis), of which,
surprisingly, thers is no indiecstion in the extant Cests.'’ Temgatrim
suggests that the judge's signature was in say case a formality, sinee

it was he who authorised the publication of the recoxds. (7) The
signatures of the episecpal disputents (subscriptio episcoporum) was
snother matter, sinoe this was essential to tie the parties to their

stataments in the n’uﬁ.“

- The extant Gesta show that this procedure
was metionlously carried out." Thus, for sxample, the original record

of the first two sessions was completed and signed by the disputants of
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oither party provably am 3 or 4 Jus.'®  (8) The eriginal record
bearing these signatures would finally be sealed with the judge's seal
and those of the eight custodimn bishops (ultime impressio sigillorem),'’
then (14) filed in the arehives (redactio in archivum), probably s
speeial archive (soriniua) of the proconsal,” but not before (9)
official copies (authentiea) were reproduced (editie), (10) ocompared,
eorrected {oollatio et emmndatin suthanticorms), snd (11) signed by the
official searetaries in charge,2’ and finally (12) suthorised for
publication by sn edict of the judge (prograsma). Thus, for exesple, it
wonld appear that such official copies of the original record of the firast
two sessicns of the Conferemce were made available to either party by
,‘ June, and that this was achieved by the secretarial body working day and
night, the eoclesiastical secretaries dictating from the original record
while the offfcial secretaries reproduced ooples.2> The judge's edict
suthorising their publicatiom is found at the beginning of the second
session,? and Tengwtron suggests that these were made publie chiefly for
the bemefit of the bishops of either party at this stage ($he Domatists
having insisted on receiving a copy).24  (12) The publication of the full
Cesta of the Conference (propositic) spparemtly d&id not teke place wuntil
26 June, and wae authorised by an edict of the presiding judge of that
date.?? Official copies were posted up in pudlic places, inoluding the
Chureh which had asrved as the Domatist headquarters during the
Confersnes, the Theoprepia, in Carthage.

It would be from such official copies of the original record that
further private copies and editions, such as that of Msreellus,>’
were made.
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Postegript

In his edition of the 'Actes de la Conféremoce de Carthage', vol.l,
pp.280-1 (af.pp.216, note 2, and 262, note 1), S.lancel ineludes a
note complémentaire on ‘La lecon "mon legis arean” dans Gests III,
262'. There he argues that the mgmuscript reading 'legit' should
be emended to 'legis' following Augustine's quetation in o.Gand.
2.4.4 of Emeritus's words as 'non legis arean'. Lancel further
suggests that two interpretations of Emerituas's cbjection are
posaiblet
(1) Habetdeus did not read 'area’ in the Domatist Letter, which
he read out at the Conferemce and in which lt.3.12 was not
actually quoted but merely referred to indirectly.

(1) Augustine did not read 'aves' in the Gospel, because Mt.3.12
did not, strictly spesking, form part of the Gospel taught dy
the Loxd himself as distinet fxom the teaching of Johm the
Baptist.

Lanoel's point 1z that the presiding judge mmst have mismmderstood (i1)
for (1) in ordering a reweeding of the disputed passage (which he ook
to be the relevant part of the Domatist Letter) becsase Mt.3.12 had
just been requoted by Augustine (of.G3.262). |

My owmn suggestion for the interpretation of G3.262 is given in
3.6(a) above and is alsc the sudjeet of & note which has beem accepted
for publication in the Joumal of Theological Studiss. Here I offer
the following oriticism of Lancel's viem _ _
(1) Firet, the fact that the Domatists had neither quoted the parable
of the Threshing Floor directly nor mentioned the word ‘area!
explicitly in their Letter was doubtless the reason for Augustine's
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contention (G3.261) that it was not he, but the Gospel which spoke of
the Chureh as a threshing floor. But (a) since Augustine is arguing
that 1t 1e the Cospel which speaks of the Church as & threshing floor,
it would have been quite irrelevant for Emeritus $o point out that
Habstdeus had not reed the word 'aves’ in the Domstist Letter, and (b)
it would have deen even more diffioult, s lancel acknowledges, for
the presiding judge to have misunderstood his cbjection in that semse
if, omn Lancel's owm argument, Emeritus said tlegis’, not 'legit', for
that would have left no doubt that it wes Augustimg, not Habetdeus, he
wes referring to. In faot, Augustine's substitution of the second
person for the third in quoting Emeritus's words in o.Caud.2.4.4 seems
natural enough naot %6 require the emendation of "legit' to 'legis'® in
G3.262, where I understand Emeritus to be referring to his opponent in
the third persan. The Gesta show that it was quite maturel for the
disputants to refer to their opposite numbers in this iq, of c0g.
G3.183 1 'Petilianus.s.dizits "Logaliter aglt (se. Augustine) an wore
forense?™'; 200 ‘'Emeritus...dixit: "Breve summ dieit (seo. Augustine)
esse postulatum"'.

Seoondly, Lancel suggests that what Emeritus was concerned to deny

was the dominicel status of the parable of the Threshing Floer. But
(a) to say 1'non legit (or legis) arcam' in response to Augustine's
clainm (G3.261) that the GCospel speaks of the Church as a threshing
floox, does not seenm a vexry natural way of abjoqting that the parable
which had just been quoted xepresented Johm the Baptist's teaching but
not Christ's, and (b) in the very next statement from the Donatist side
(83.263) Petilian (or, as Lancel prefers on the basis of c.Gand.2.4.4,
Emeritus himself) acoepts the parable as nothing less than the
suthoritative words of the Evangelist ; 'hoe dixit Evangelista'.
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Notes to 1.

1. 6f.3.5 below.

2. Age of the Fathers, vol.2 (1903) pp.146-54.

3. Geschiehte, vol.3 (19509) pp.3)6T-8.

4. Early Histoxy of the Chureh (Pr.1906-10), vel.3 (E.T.1924) pp.95-9.

5. Le Catholiocisme de Saint Augustin (19205 Sed.1929) pp.305-20.

6. History of the Clureh $o A.D:461, vol.3 (1922) pp.19-24.

7. Seint Avgustine and the Donatiss Controversy (1950) pp.70-6.

8. of.Age of ths Pathers, vol.2, p.15%; Le Catholicisme de Saint
Augustine, pp.312-13. .

9. Histoire Idtteraire, vol.4 (1912) pp.82-T and 388-425.

10. For Domatist Letter snd Catholic Msmdste ef.3.1.ff. below.

11. Histoire Litteraire, vol.4, p.412 1'ils ne cherchaient que des
pretextes a obatructions nouvelles. Ils preparerent notasment une
refutation systemetique du "mandatum” de leurs adversaires’, of.
Pe413; the outline of the Domatist Letter is given om p.414.

12. Histoire Litteraire, vel.6 (1922) pp.62-T8 (Petilism),pp.139-143
(Primisn), pp.161-173 (Emeritus), p.194 (Candentius), ef. also
PP-239-247; vel.7 (1923) pp.179-88 (Augustime).

13+ Domatist Chuxeh (1952) pp.275-89.

14. Domatist Chmveh, p.321.

15. Augustine of Hippe (1967) pp.331-4.

%6. Donatist Chureh, p.281.

$7. Augustine of Hippe, p.332.
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26.
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Lngnatine of Hippse, pp.212-25% and 334. Bomner, Si.Augustine of
Rippo (1963) pp.268-9 and Willie (see note 7 above) may similarly
neglect the dsbate at the Conferemece because they deal with the
issues at stake in the eontroversy more generally elsewhere.
Bamer emphasises thet the {ssue at the Conferemoe tummed on the
historical faet qll._ following Frend, Domatist Chureh, p.279,
note 2, suggests that the Donatist were careless in preparing
their brief, but quotes as an illustratiom of thh.»nn trrelevant
Catholie reply to a Donatist argument from Optatue (af.4.3, note
47 below). Villis tends to refer in the footnotes %o Augustine's
Brevioulus rsther than the Gesta of the Confereace.

Milt Church, p.324.

Sescalum (1970) p.112.

Sasoulum, pp.111=26. It should perhaps be added that twe other
modemn scholars who have made importamt contribdutions 4o Domstish
stuiles and to whom I refer in the footnotes, refex to the
w.m. only ineidmtally ! m...., Autonomisme ot Christisnisme
(1958) Mtutu on the continuity betweem Cyprian and the
Domatists, while Tengutrom, Domstisten wad Kstholikem (1964)
examines the role played by forve (as opposed 1o argument) in

the ommtroverwy.

of.3+4, note B1 delew.

G1.4, P.L.11.1260A-12618.

of Brown, Angustine of Eippe, p.33Y.
of.Frend, Donatist Chnreh, p.Z278.
61.5, P.L.11.12610-1263A.
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of .0spart.Don.p.Gest.24.41.

of.3.9, note 267 below.

The seven Catholic disputants (ef.G1.55, P.L.43.827) were
Aurelius of Carthage, Alypius of Thagaste (in Numidia, of.P.L.
11.1315, note 261), Augustine of Hippo (in Numidia, ef.P.L.1t.
1316, note 262), Vinoentius of Calusitana (in Proconsular Africas,
of.P.L.11. 3.6, note 263), Fortunatus of Constantine (in Numidia,
cf.P.Ls+11.1316, note 264), Fortunatisnus of Sicca Veneria (in
Proconsular Africa, cf.P.L.11.1316, note 265), and Possgidius of
Calame (in Wumidim, of.P.L.11.1317, note 266), of whom Augustine
stood out clearly as the leading apokesman (cf.Monceasux, 7,
Pp+179-88), supported in the main by Alypius. The seven Donatist
disputants {cf.01.148, p.1.11.1320B) were Primisn of Carthage,
Petilian of Constantine, Emeritus of Csesares (in Mauretania,
cf.P.L.11.1318, note 274), Protasius of Tubunse (in Numidia,

of .PeL.11.1283, note 31), Montanus of Zama (in Numidia, of.P.L.11.
1284, note 44), Gsudentius of Thamugadi (in Numidia, of.P.L.t11.
1296, note 142), and Adeodatus of Milevis (in Wumidia, of.P.L.
11.883, note 1), of whom Petilian and Emeritus shared the leading
role. Petilian, Emeritus, Primisn and Ceaudentine are vividly
portrayed by loncesux, 7, pp.1-85 and 111-219.

G1.10, PsL.11.12630-12664; for the process by which the Gesta were
produced of.Appendix 2.

ef.G1.1, PuLe11.1257D.
cf.G1.213-14, P.L.11.1350.
As Augustine suggests, B.3.8.10.



G.3.258, of.3.4 below
ef.0g.63.193, P.L.11.1397A-C.
6f.3.6 and 8 and 4.1-4 below.
of .B3.25.43 and 4.4 below.’
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Mistakenly desoribed az the 'sentemntis cognitoris' in P.L.1t..

14188-14208.
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1o  ef. Prasfatio Maveelli Memorislis 1'Ae ism quidem in hane
. eperationes qua in Ecolesiae negotio pro singulorum viribus

laboraton: est, quantum mes mediocrites potuit, officii mel eysbolam

" dedl 1 quod a vire spectabill, et in que plurima insigee Frobitatis
est, tribuno et notaric Marcellino cnraruam ascitus in partsm, nem
tan merite meo quem dignations senseniis, cemumicsvi oun ludice
libzendse dtsouptationts laboren', P.L.1. 1231A-B;  of Menosauz, 4,

| pp -418-19.  Marcellus does not appear among the nmta.ﬂu
mentioned by name in the extant Gesta.

2. ct.&nrim of Ceramussa in Numidis end Julianus d‘ Tasbalta in
Bysacenis (P.L.11.1311A-B and note 232; 12944 snd note 119).

3. ir.lmauu. 4y p«419, where the elo-:lu months of A.D.411 are
suggested. |

4« 'ut totins membya negotii et u.’t:lui“ aotionis, qued per istud

| voluon sactorom, pxountima partimm per longes explicuere
mmm modulata per me brevitas distingust ot oolnant...
Quiequid igitur hnu a puﬁhn psroratum est ot qniequd inter-
fatidus :ludimtil ntmbiqu -mtul est, sednle breviatione
suceinxi, muqm'«r affigens etiam per ordinem, notas calcoulsntidbus

 familiares, ut inquirentis intentio indicem secuta brevitates, ad 1d
quod deprehendere velit in peginis agtionis, nen absqus commoditase
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compendii numeris ducibus divecta pervenist', P.L.11.1231A-1232A.
mngitra, Protokollierung, pp.3i-3, argues comvinoingly that
Nareellus prodaced s teble of ommtents for the mabridged Gesta
rather tham, as some have ihought, sa sbbreviated version of the
Gesta.

Cod.Lat.Paris.1546, now in the Biblietheque Natiomale at Paris.
The manuseript is dated to the mth‘o_ut‘nry.}gt‘.hm 4, p,_419

The seoretaries were changed Swioe during the last session, of.
G3.279-80 and C3.421. The missing portiom is reprzesented by 307
numbered sections in Mareellus's edition out of a total of 587 fer
this seasiom, but this gives only a rough indication of the mul
length of the lacuma, ¢f.4, note { below.

cf .note 4 ebove and the Capitula Gestorum, P.L.11.12310-1258C, as
compared with the Gesta, P.L.11.1257D-1418A.

of.0g.G3.241 and 01.133.

This may perhaps be illusizated from the way the interminsble roll
call of bishops in the firet session is Qult!lthl Nltmlll?ed
together into several long sections, of.G1.120, 121, 126, 128,133, 135,
143, 187,197, 1975,201,‘205 and 208, but the points ﬂ: pole-'.lcsl htmt
are singled out more precisely, ef.01.111-20,12¢, 122-6, ete. -
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16.
17.

10.

19.
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C and G1.4,5 and 10.

¢ ..;a‘¢1.ss wd 18.

.13;9 end 4.55.

¢ and €3.258.

C3.316, 318, 321, 337, 342, 347, ohe.

of.0g.03.278) bs.zs mizs.

of.eg.03.262 snd ny discussion in 3.6(a) b‘lw

‘fbmm 4.]'.#10, 0‘01'”0 118‘9-

cf.Auguetine's preface tc the Brevioculus Cellatiomis 1 'id effecermnt
(so.Bmatistas) multiplisitate gesteram, uwt quod sctum est mem facile
legerstur. Unde visum est isto brevario sunia complecti, ut ad
signa numerorum, quas et in isto breviculo et in ipah mtu
smnotantur, eine difficultate quisque I.uvmht qma wlurlt’ and
Retract.2,39 1 'Posteaquan facts est cum Donatistis nostrs collatio,
breviter commemoravi quas gesta sind, litterisgue comprehendi
secundum tres dies quibus cumeis contulimus; idque opus utile
existimavi, quo quisque commomitua, vel seist sime lsbore quid sctum
sit, vel consultis numeris, quos rebus singulis smmotavi, legat in
eisdem mti- ad Ioenl qudnu-qm 'mlueru; q_nnh- futimt 111a
nimia prolixitate lectorem. Huius antem operis titulus est |
Breviculus Collatiomis', P.L.32.646. o i
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Augustine frequently emphasises that the Gests mads extremely
diffioult reading, af.note 19 adbove, and also s.part. nun.p.aut.
23.393 Ep.141.1 and 7. Presumably therefore hesring them read
through from begizning $0 end in Chureh during Lent evexy year would
be moxe in th nature of a pniuutm exercise than an illuminating
experiencs, of.de Cest.s.Emer.4 !:'Deuterium obstringe ut, quemadmodum
£1% apud Carthagines, apud Tagastem, apud Constantisam, spad
m, apud ema d:lnsntn‘ ecclesias, sic etiam deincepes

facers nem pigrescat, ut smnis ommibus per Leiuniorum dies, 1d est
qnqdueoahs ante mcha, quudo vobis m in:lmtﬂm- plus
vacal andire, sadem geata collaticnis per amnos singuloes wniverss

s ospite in fimem recitentur ex ordine’.

Thus, Augus¥ine has 15 paragrapha for the first sesaion (correspomding
t0 224 sestions in Marcellus's editien), 3 for the sesond
(corresponding o 73 uotmu in Mavcellws's edition) and amly 5

for the third session (eoxresponding to 587 sections in Marcellus's
.nmn). " The division into chapters in modem etioms of the
Brevieulus does not oemtpmd to Augustine's omn division for the
third session of the Uonferemos, of.33.1,2,7,8,12. Ths last two
paTagrazhs ( 'quarto l060', C.5.E.L.,53,p.59, line 20, sud 'quinto
10e0', 0.5:E.L.53,p.72, line 12) cover the dostrinal and historical
issues respestively. o

Augustine's 'sine difficultate' (see note 19 above) is to be
undexstood relatively.

For a detailed comparison of part of the Breviculus and Gesta
ef.3.5 and 7 below.
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Notes to 3

Sedsd

(1) 63.258, FL 11.1408B-L144. It is described as 'Libellus sive

(2)

(3)

(2)

litterss' in G3.24,9, cf.B3.8,10, and 'epistola’ in G3.258 (FL 11.
1,08C and D), cf,C3.281. I refer to this document es the Donatist
Letter. Drawn up between 2 and 7 June (cf.Monceaux,l,p.412) in

the name of the Donatist episcopate, headed by the primate of
Numidia, Jamuerius, and addressed to the presiding judge, Marcellinus,
it sets out the case for the seven disputants already appointed on

25 May by the Donatist Mandate (G1.146).

Gl.55, PL L3,821-=7. I refer to this document as the Catholic
Marndate, It contains a detailed statement of the case which the
seven disputants on the Catholic side were on 30 liay, by this same
mandate, appointed to plead. Two briefer statements of same of the
main points in their case were included by the Catholics in their
letters (G1.16, cf.iug.Ep.128, of about 25 May, and Gl.18, cf.iug.Ep.
129, of between 26 and 31 May, cf.Monceaux, L,p.L03), replying to
Marcellinus's second edict (Gl.10, of about 20 May, cf.Moncesux, L,

PP.399~L00) and refuting the Donatist noteria of 25 May (Gl.Ll4).

I refer to the uninterrupted reply which iAugustine was eventuslly
allowed to make to the Donatist letter as the Catholic Extended Rep]y,
cf,Co3.,2681: 'Prosecutio Catholicorum qua prolatae a Donatistis
epistolae plena adsertione respondent'. The beginning is given in

G3.281 and the whole is summarised in B3,9.16-18, cf.Appendix 1.

cf.3.3, 3.4 and 3.6 below.



(5)

(6)
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cf.3.5.and 3.6.below,

cf. 3.8.below.

(7) cf.3.9 and 3,10 below.

(8)
(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

cf.3.11 below.

TO
cf.3.L note* below.
Thus the Catholic¢ Mendate begins with the words: 'Juamvis ceausa
Zcclesiae Catholicae, ... satis superque divinis testimoniis
defendatur ...' and goes on to demonstrate this (FL 43.822)., The
Donatists introduce their Ietter by seying: 'In mandato suo legalia
quaeque se posuisse dixerunt. Haec eadem legalis nos Seripturis

legalibus convincimus' G3.253 (FL 11.1407C).

These are to a large extent as I indicate in the footnotes, already
atock texts of Catholic - Donatist polemic., In an attempt to avoid
a surfeit of Seriptural quotation, I have on eccasion relegated to
the footnotes texts which reinforce but do not really develop the
arguament on either side, but since this is deliberately presented
almost entirely in the words of Scripture, I have in the main

preferred direct to indirect quotation,
CfOBsﬁoloa am 3.5- 308. below.

The full list of texts quoted (together with references indicating
their earlier use in anti-Donatist polemic is as follows:

Gen,22, 16-18, 26.3=5, 28,1l (cf.eg. CoeEp.Parm.l.2,2): Is«5l.1~5
(cfeCoCresc,3.6Le72); 18,52.10, 49.6 (cf.Ep.ad Cath,7.16); Mal,1,10-11
(cf.c.Oresc.3.64.72) ; Jer.16.19 ( ? ); Zeph.2,11

(cfeEpel05aLal5); Pse2,7-8 (cfoc.litt.Petil,2,92-210) 71.8-11 (cf,c.
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(15)

(16)

(17)
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Crescon,lie61,72) L9¢1~2 (cf.CeCrescon.e5hebl); Lk,2hl=7 (cfoc.litt,
Petile2.14433); #Cele748 (cfo.colitt.Petil.2.38.91); Col.l.16 (indirect
allusion, cf.c,Crescon.3, 38.42). Jer.16,19 does not seem to have
been used before by iugustine in this sense, Of the rest, Gen,22,
16-18 and Ik.2. L44~7 are, wholly or in part, and occasionally in
conjunction, among the most commonly cited (cf.eg. ¢,Zp.Parm.

2.,13.27; culitt.Petil.1.23.25, 2.8.20, 2,14.33, 3.50.62; Ep. ad Cath,
6,11, 19,51, 2Le70, 25.75; C.Crescone3.63.70, 4.458.70, L.61.7k; and
c.litt.Petil.2,13.30, 16.38, 68.15L, 73.16L, 84.187, 10L.235; Ep. ad
Cath,10, 2=26, 11.28, 13433, 17.43, 19.50, 22,63, 25.75; c.Crescon,
Lo5L.6L)

1.Cor,1,10-13 is quoted in full, cf.e.g. De Bapt.le10.1lls

I8,66.5 is quoted in full, cf.e.g. Aug.Ep.88.9 and cf.Ps.c.p. Don,

E and S for a similar argument.

This point, which follows the reference to beptiem in the name of
Christ in 1,Cor.l.13, is taken up again in section (d) where the

validity and efficacy of baptism are distinguished.

These parables are referred to indirectly here, as so of'ten in
Augustine's anti-Donatist polemic., Since their interpretation was
seriously challenged in the Donatist ILetter (cf.3.4(b) below) and
throughout the subsequent debate (cf.3.6. and 3.8 below) it is worth
indicating at this stage the frequency with which they are cited by
ingustine in support of this argument: for the Field, cf.e.g.Ps.c.Don,
0; Ce€peParm,ls1he2l, 2.2,5, 2,6,11, 2,19¢38, 2,23.43, 3¢1.2, 3.2.13,
3e2416, 3.5.27; De Baptile9el3, 6.26.18; c.litt.Petil.2.26,61,
2.39493, 247617k, 2490.199, 3.2.3; Ep. &d Cathe 14,35, 15.38, 16.13,
17.145, 18,48, 19.51-2, 2,,70; c.Crescon,3.66.,75, 3.68.78; for the



(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)
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Threshing Floor, cf,list of texts discussed in 3.6, note 134 below;
for the Net, cf.c.g¢ Fs.c.Don, 4; CoipeParm, 2.17.36,3.3.19,

3.5¢27; calitt.Petil.3.2,3; Hpe ad Cath.1L,35, 18448, 20,55;

De Bapt.lt.25.33; for the Sheep and Goets, cf.c.g. C.ep.Parm, 3.3.19,

345¢27; De Bapte. he19426; colitt.Fetile3.2.3.

For this argument from the Prophets, cf.e.g. Ps.c.p.Don.N,R,P.

The contrast is between worshipping alongside evildoers while morally
rejecting their evil deeds and physically withdrawing from worship
with them altogether,

cf.e.8. Ps.Cepelon.qe

i.e., a comparably serious offence to apostagy, of which the Donatists
accused the Catholics and which was the reason for their withdrawel
from them as 'sons of the devil', cf.e.g. Acta Saturnini 19, FL 8.

702 B-C: 'diabolus ... €08 pollutis traditionibus iungens sibi' and

the Donatist Ietter, FL 11. 1409C.
cfoeogo PS-C.P.DOB-V.

This is a reference to Cyprian, De Lepsis, 6: 'insatiabili
cupiditatis ardore ampliandis facultatibus incubabant. .....fundos
ingidiosis fraudibus repere, usuris multiplicantibus faerus augere'.
augastine refers to 'avaritiam quorundam collegarum usque ad

crudelitatem fenoris, rapinasque fundorum',

'Nem etsi videntur in FEeclesia esse zizania, non tamen impediri debet
aut fides aut caritas nostra; ut quoniam esse zizania in ecclesia
cernimis, ipsi de Ecclesia recedamus', Ep.54.3.l. where Cyprien (as
in 3p.55.25.8180) applies the parable of the Field to sanction the

presence within the Church of penitent apostates, but not of apostate



(21)

(25)
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clergy (cf.Eppe67.6.3 and 72,2), which was really the point at
issue here between Donatists and Catholics, cf.Passio Donati 2,
where the idea that 'posse tenere lapsos illicite rursus
ecclesiasticos honores' is explicitly rejected. iugustine
frequently refers to this passage of Cyprian cf.e.g, C.Cresc,
2.30435.

'dicentes eos illius sacrilegi surculi plenteriis non esse pollutos'
PL 43.825, cf.Gesta c,Emer,10 and 11 for the sentence of Donatist
Council of Bagai (24 April 394. cf.c.Cresc.l.39..6) against the
Maximjanists to which was added a clause permitting those who
supported Laximian but had not actually taken part in his consecration
a period of time within which to returm to the Donatist Church:

‘eos autem quos sacrilegi surculi non polluere plantaria, hoc est,

qui a Maximiani cepite proprias mamus verecundo fidei pudore
retraxerunt, ad matrem Ecclesiam redire permisimus'. Augustine
frequently exploits this intermel schism within Donatism, which

arose in A.D.393 when Primian's succession to Parmenien ss Donatist
Primate of Carthage, was contested by Maximian, cfe.€ege CoCrescelieliebe
As A,C.de Veer has pointed out (L'exploitation du schisme
meximianiste par S Augustin dans sa lutte contre le Donatisme',
Rech,aug.3,1965, ppe235-7), sugustine's argument here wes really
irrevelant to the particular sin of 'traditio', in which the

Donatists believed the Catholics had become implicated,

This argument on the basis of Rs,1.18 had recently been developed
by Augustine in Unic.Baptek.6. (ca.i.D.}10, Monceaux, 7,p.276 and
A4C.de Veer: La date du de unico baptismo, Revue des études

augustiniemes, X, 196, pp.35-@).
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(26) In de Baptele7.9, iugustine uses the example of the man who did

(27)

not follow Christ along with the disciples, but nevertheless cast
out demons in his name (cf.Lk.9.49-50) to support his argument for
heretical beptism, which, like the potency of Christ's name in
casting out demons, should be recognised even outside the Church,
This is the point Augustine wishes to meke here when he campares
baptism in Christ's name by heretics with Christ's confession by
demons (of.Ikelell).

i.e., not that they may receive baptism on returning to the Church
as though they lacked it altogether, but that the baptism they
have received outside the Church may be beneficial to them within

the unity of the Church (cf.e.g., de Baptele3el).

(28) For this argument cf.e.ge, CoeEp.Parm.l.L.9.

(29)

'Ne communices peccatis alienis'. The word 'communices' was
interpreted in the sense of 'sacramental communion' and the text
applied to the question of heretical baptism in Cyprian, Sent.Episc.
41, as Augustine acknowledges in de Bapt.7.5.8-9.  In C. 3p.Parm,
2.21.,10, sugustine implies that this text had been quoted by
Parmenien in his letter against Tyconius and sugustine interprets
it as urging a moral rather than a physical discrimination between
good and bad, Fetilian had used 1,Tim,5,22 to illustrate the
involvement of leity in the guilt of sinful clergy whose sacraments
they received, cf,Ep.Petil.63, and context 61-63, Cresconius seems
to have used it in & similar sense, cf.c.Cresc.3.36, 39-40. The
text is later employed by the Donatists in their Letter, where
heretical baptism is rejected and the necessity for a physical

separation from evildoers is upheld, cf.3.4(d) below. There the
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inclusion of the first part of the text: 'Marms cito nemini
imposueris neque commnicaveris peccatis alienis' (cf.FL 11,

1,134) may be intended as a rejection of the Catholic practice

of admitting to the Church, by the laying on of hands, those who
had received heretical baptism, since the text comes at the end

of the section of the Domatist Letter dealing with hereticel
baptism, The Donatist use of 1 Tim,5.,22 seems to be understood
by Augustine as illustrating the genersl] Donatist principle of the
necessity for a physical separation (in the matter of sacramental
cammnion) between good and bad, whether applied to apostate bishops
(as in Bp,Petil.63) or to heretics and schismatics (as here, in the

Catholic Mandate).
(30) see note 2, above.

(31) 'Qui baptizatur a mortuo (quid proficit lavatio eius)'. Cyprian
had earlier employed this text in rejecting heretical beptism as
that of those who are spiritually dead, cf.Ep.7l.l (cf.also Sent.
Episc. 27 for a similar application, quoted by sugustine in de Bapt.
6,34,65). Parmenian apparently used it, along with other texts,
cf, c.Fp.Parm,2.,10,20, where sugustine refers, as in the Catholic
Mendete, to the sentence of the Donatist council of Bagei condemning
Maximian's associates as spiritually dead. (cf.c.Crescon,l.16.18:
'Sed veredica unda in asperos scopulos nonnullorum naufrage proiecta
sunt membra, isegyptiorum admodum exemplo pereuntium funeribus plena
sunt litora (cf.3x,14,30) quibus in ipsa morte meior est poena, quod
post extortum aquis ultricibus animam nec ipsam inveniunt
sepulturam' and PL 43.826 'quos cum damnarent mortuos esse dixerant'),
Of these, asugustine contimues in c.Ep.Parm,2,10,20, Feliciamus of

Masti bad been received back along with his congregation into the
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Donetist Church and the sacraments administered by him while in
schism had been recognised by the Donatists. (See further 3,6

note 15 below). Thus, in the Catholic liandate, the Donatist
inconsistency is exposed in rejecting Cetholic baptiam in terms

of Sir,3k.30, while accepting Maximienist baptism, equally condemned
by them as spiritually dead. In c.Ep.Parm,2,10,20=-22, Augustine's
contention is that if the text is to be applied to Christian beptism
rather than to pagan rites (cf.c.Ep.Farm,2,10,22, CelittePetilele9.10
and c.Crescon.2.2L.29 ff), the Donatists have bishops guilty of
various serious or mortel sins, known or unkmown, so that, on their
own argument, baptism administered by such clergy is profitless.

This seems to imply that Parmenian's application of Sir.3lL.30, unlike
Cyprian's, was not to hereticael or schismatic beptism in particular,
but rather to the baptism of a priest guilty of mortal sin (contrast
Brisson, iutonomisme, pel)7, n.., where Parmenien's use of this text
is regarded as parallel to Cyprian's). That is certainly the applicatior
given to this text by Petilien, who develops the theme with explicit
reference to the sin of traditio, cf.Ep.Petil.) and context, where it
is argued that clergy known to be implicated in spostasy confer its
guilt upon those who, knowing their guilt, receive beptism from them,
That is to say,Petilian uses this text to condemn Catholic baptism
not simply because it is schismatic, but because it is the baptiam
of apostates. To Petilian fugustine gives much the same reply as to
Parmenien (cf,c.litt.Petilel.9.10, 2,7.14-16, taken up again in
c.Cresc,2,24.29-2.28,36). 1In c.Cresc.2,27.33 sugustine raises the
cuestion as to whether the Latin text mey require correction from the
Greek Septusgint to give a quits different sense. He had earlier,

in his lost work 'contra Bpistoleam Doneti Heeretici (Ca.ieDe393-L),
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(33)

(32)
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accused Donatus of tampering with the text, though he retracts

this later, acknowledging that many codices, all of them African,
omitted fram the middle of the verse, the words: 'et iterum tengit
illum' (cf.Retract.l.21l), which would alter the sense to: 'If one
washes after touching a dead man and then touches him again, what

is the good of washing?' In c.Crescon.2,27.33, sugustine is content
to hint at this, preferring, in the works referred to above, to

meet the Donatists on the common ground of the African Bible. The
Catholic Mandate stops the quotation of Sir.3L4.30 before the

versions diverge,

cf.e.g. CofpsParm,le11,18-13,20 for this argument from the legal
action teken by the Donatists against the lMaximianists as parallel
to the Catholic attempt to bring the Donatists increasingly under

pressure from the heresy laws; see further 3,6, n,16 below.
cf. n,12 above and n.35 below.

'quem melorum fontem in concilio suo ipsi dixerunt, ' FL 13,827.
The council to which sugustine refers here was that which met at
Carthage in 4.D.312 (cf,lionceaux,l,p.327) under the presidency of
Secundus of Tigisis, primate of Numidia, end condemned Caecilian as
one who had been ardained by traditors. The records of this
council were quoted during that part of the third seasion of the
Conference for which the Gesta are not extant, cf.C 3.3L7: 'ubi
offerunt Donatistae conditum a patribus suis de Caeciliani damnatione
decretum, et hoc iubents iudice recitatur', cf,Monceaux,,332,

In summerising this, sugustine again refers to Felix of Aptungi as
having been described by this council e 'fons malorum cmnium',

B3,1L426, cf.C.Cresc.3.61.67 and Ep.88.3. Optatus who does not
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quote this phrase informs us that 'illo tempore a tot inimicis nihil
in eum (sc.Caeciliamm) potuit confingi, sed de ordinatore suo, quod
ab his falso traditor diceretur, meruit infemari,' though he employs
the same metaphor against the Donatists - to suggest that they were
merely trying to shift the blame from themselves: 'interea de suorum
crimimim fonte, qui apud eos multarum flagitiorum venis exuberaverat,
umun traditionis convicium inv ordinatorem Caeciliani derivandum esse
putaverunt!, Opte.l.19 and 20, A brief quotation from the records of
this council giving the verdict of one of the bishops present is
found in Adversus Fulgentium, ed. Lambot,p.221, lines 11~19,
concluding with the words: 'unde Caeciliano in schismate a
traditoribus ordinato non commnicare oportet!, cf,iugustine's
'tamquem & traditoribus ordinatus', B.3.14.26, and Monceaux, L ,p.330.
The plural 'a traditoribus'’ does seem to indicate that Felix of
Aptungi was not the only consecrator of Caecilian believed to be
guilty of traditio, In Be3.1lk.26, Augustine goes on to mention that
in the recards of this council quoted by the Donatists 'mominati sunt
etiem quidam collegae Caeciliani, qui traditores asserebantur
publicis gestis', and in c.Part.Don,p.Gest.22,38 he appears to refer
to two of these as Novellus of Tyzica and Feustimus of Thuburbo., It
is not clear whether in describing Felix as 'fons malorum omnium'

the council was accusing him of being more deeply involved in 'traditio!
then the others ar of bearing greater responsibility for Caeecilian's
ordination, which appears to hawve been deliberately rushed in order to
prevent the Numidian episcopate led by Secundus of Tigisis taking part
(cf.Opt.1.18) and which the council further regarded as invalid on the
principle that a primate could only be ordained by another primate,
B.3.16 29 cf.Monceaux L,217. Augustine adds that the council's

condemnation of Caecilian did not derive solely fram the



unmworthiness of his consecrators but also fram his own personal
unworthiness in opposing the martyrs at Carthage B.3.1L.26: et
quia, cum esset diaconus, victum afferri martyribus iss custodia
constitutis prahibuisse dicebatur. The icta Seturnini, 17 and
20, take up the same charge, making Caecilian along with themselves
responsible for the deaths of the martyrs froam starvation, cf.
Monceaux, 4,329, It seems clear that Augustine has focused
attention on the phrase 'fons malorum omnium' because Felix, whom
the Donatists specifically mentioned in a later appeal to the
Esperor, could be shown on good evidence to have been subsequently
acquitted of the charge of traditio, cf.iug.id.Don,p.Coll,22,38;

cf.c.Cresc.3.70,81; Unic,Bapt. 16,28,

(35) The evidence supporting the innocence both of Caecilien and Felix
had been collected probably not long after 4.D.330 and was added by
Optatus as an appendix to his work against Parmenian. It has been
partially preserved under the title of 'Gesta purgationis Casciliani
et Felicis' cf,Optatus, ed.Ziwsa,CSEL 26, pp.183-216; L.Duschesne:
'Le dossier du Donatisme', lélanges d'archeologie et d'histoire,lO,
Rome 1890, p.590 ff,; lionceaux,l, p.211 ff,.For Caecilian's case cf,

ch.l below,

(36) 'Zcclesiae causa(m), quam minc clementissimus imperator cognoscendam
et demonstrandam recenti praeceptione curavit...', PL 43,827. The
conference was officially summoned by the Emperor Honorius in an edict
of 1 October, 4.D,410 (cf.Monceaux,l,390-4). The edict, which was
read out at the beginning of the first session(Gl.)) does not distinguish
between Caecilian's case and that of the Church, but refers in general
terms to the truth of the Catholic religion being esteblished and
Donatist 'swperstitio’ being overthrown:'et quamvis una sit conium et

manifesta sententia Catholicae legis, plenam veritatem recto hominum cult
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(37).

(38)
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coelesti sententia camprobatam, studio pacis et gratise
venerabilium virorum episcoporum legationem (sc,the legation of
African Catholics who requested the Conference) libenter admisimus,
quae congregari Donatistas episdopos ad coetum celeberrimse
desidsrat civitatis, ut electis etiam sacerdotibus quos pars utrague
delegerit, habitis disputationibus, superstitionem ratio menifesta

confutet', PL 11,1260 B,C.

i.e., since the rest of the woarld has hardly even heard of Caecilian
how could it be affected by his sin? (cf.e.g., C.Ep.Parm.,1.5.10).
The Donatists srgued that it was only the knowing toleration of
offenders in the Church that had a conteminating effect upon those

who tolerated them (cf.3.l. below).

The question is really more specific: whether spostate clergy may
contimie to hold office in the Church; but this raises the more

general question of the Church's nature,
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39. ecf.note 1. above.

40. The Letter was resd by the Donatist bishop, Habetdeus, ome of seven
who were appointed as assistants to the seven disputants om the
Donatist side, but who did mot themselves have a volce in the
‘procesdings, ef.G1.10, P.L.11.1263D - 1264 snd G1.218, P.L.11.1352A.
0f these, four are namsd as present st the beginmning of the third
session, Habetdeus among thew, G3.2, P.L.11.1361A. He is probsdbly
%0 be idemtified with the Hsbetdeus who snswers his name as
‘episcopus Aurusulisnensis' (of wncertaim geographicel locatiom)
on the roll of dmtoriu to the Domatist mandate, G1.206,
P.L.11.1343, of.table in col.1227 £f. There is also mention
of a Habetdeus who complains of having lost possession of the see
of Marasanse, in Bysacenia, to his Catholis counterpart, Eunomius,
G1.133, PoL.11.1305B-1306A, and who is cne of several Domatist
bishope whose protest is recorded against the olaim of their
Catholis rivals to sees of which they themselves &6 not appear as
bishops in the list, as givea in the Gesta, of iimtorhn to the
Donatist mandate.

Habetdeus took over from ane of the official secretaries,
Romolus, after a jrotut from Emeritus that the Domatist Letter was
not being read properly :'Non legit, nom distinguit sensus', 33.255;
cf .Petilian's supporting remark :'Non de fide dubitatur offiecii,
sed de pronuntistione', G3.256. Monceaux, 6§, pp.170-1, eriticisn
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Emeritus's pedantry here (and he was certainly, as Fremd,
Donatist Church, p.261, has put it - 'a lomgwinded, pedantie
and exasperating spesker' of.eg.G2.28) sbout a matter of diection
at such a critical moment in the history of his Chureh. The
offioial seoretary had, however, comtimmed to read exastly from

" where he had left off after being imterrupted by Mareellinus near

the beginning of the Domatist Letter and this happened to be in
the middle of a sentemee. The flow of the Domatist argument was

thus brokem by a series of exshanges between Maroellinus and

Emeritus, 1.252-4, even although vhat the official secrstary
eontinuned to resd still mede grammatical semse. That srgument was
that simgg the Domatists had in their mendste, of.C1.148, charged
their spokesmen to plead their case (interruptiom, ©3.251-2) that
case should now be stated, just as the Catholies hsd given a full
statement of their case in the mandate by which their spokesmen wers

" formally appointed, 63.258, P.L.11.1408B-C. In picking the

official seoxetary up on this tecimical point and having him

replased by s Domatist, Emeritus gained the importsmt sdvantage

that the key phrases in this Domatist msnifesto would be given due
eaphasis and the msny sati-Catholie imnuendoes (indicated in the

'footnotes below) in the scriptural texts cited wonld de given

greatnpoimbythemthqnumd

Apart from Domatist martyrology, where eme would maturally expect
it, the theme of persecution plays a promimemt part in works ss
diverse as a Christmas sermsm, ef. Sermeo in lltal:l Innoc., ed.
¥ilmart, passim; a pastoral letter attuking catholi.e baptism,
cf. Petiliani Epistola, reconstructed by Monoeaux, 5, pp.311-28;
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a technical treatise om soriptural exegesis, cof.Tyoomius, Liber
Regularum, ed.Burkitt, p.30, lines 13-31, p.67, lines T-15, p.68,
line 16; snd a chronicle of biblieal history, ef.Liber Gemealogus,
ed.Mommsen, 546 and 611-27 (which is part of the Dematist
recension written between A.D.405 and 411).

They descridbe themselves as ‘episeopi veritatis Catholicae, quae
persecutionem patitur, non quae facis'. Petilian had used e
parallel expression shortly defore in claiming the title 'Catholic’
for the Bomatist Chmrch : 'Apud nos enim vers Catholisa, quae
persecutionem patitur, non quas facit', G3.22. While Petilian may
already have had in mind here the opeming words of the Domatist
Letter, a similar phrase had eariier been employed by Cresconius
towards the end of A.D.401 (Monoeaux, 4, p.498) to prove his
oppoments’' eomplicity in the apostasy of those who had khn&ed over
ooples of t_he Soriptures to the anthorities during the Great
Persesution frea their own readiness $o persecute :'Quis prolato
testamento sminus consentit, qui persecutionem patitur an qui faoit?',
¢.Creseon 3.71.83. This entitheeis may, thexrwfere, by the time of
the Conference represent a familiar Donatist cateh-phrese for the
well worn Domatist theme Bhat to be persecuted is a mark of the true
Chureh, af. note 41 abeve and esp. Sexmo in Natali Innoc., passinm.
It is reiterated later (betweem A.D.412 and 420, Momoeaux, 4, p.505)
in Adv.Mulg.12, ed. Lambot, p.218, lines 13-4 :'Haec ost vera
(sc.Catholica) quee perwecutisnea patitur, nom quas facit', although
the attribution to Fulgentine of the exast phrase used by the
Donatists et the Conference, may simply be a convenient device in
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this part of the imaginary dialogue, which seems to have moved from
& refutation of Mulgentius's actual treatise to a wider disoussion
of the peints at issue in the contyoversy, ef.lLambot, introduction,
PP=177~90 and 213, lines 33-5. Other parts of the Gesta of the
Conferemce relevent to this same questiom of Catholicity are quoted
by the Catholie interlooutor in the dialogue shortly before, Adv.
Pulg.5, ed.Lambot, D.215, lines 1-4, of.63.91(of.123), 99 and 146.

Throughout, the Donatists consistently uae the Afriocan (ld Latin

version, af.Monceaux, 1, p.157 ff.

The words 'agua’ and 'fons' here are no doubt seen as a prophetic
referenca to Christian bdaptism, as, for example, 'fons aquae vivae',
Jer.2.12-13, in ¢.Ep.Parm.2.10.20 (Parmemian); Adv.Pulg.III, ed.
Laxbot, p.193, linea 5-8 (Fulgentius); or 'foms signatus',
Cant.4.42, in Opt.2.13 (Parmenimn); e¢.Cresom.4.63.77 (Crescomius);
ef.Cyp.63.8 'Quotienscumque antem aqua sola in Seripturis sanctis
noximatur, baptisma preedicatur, ut apud Esaiam signifieari videamus:
"...ob fuciam in deserto viam, et flumina in 1oso insquoso sdaquare
genus meum clestum (Is.43.19)"'. Christ's saving work is thns
linked to baptism as in Eph.5.25-T, which follows soon after in
this list of texta. 18.62.11-12 and 315.3-6 comneot Is.52.1 and
35.8«9 with the coming of Christ and thus facilitate the applicatiom
of the Holy City or Way described here to the Chureh.

To this is added 2 Cor.11.2 :'Desponsavi enim vos uni viro virginem
sanotan sssignare Christo'. For Eph.5.25-T ef.Opt.2.18 {Parmenian);
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Adv.Pulg.13, ed.lambot, p.218, lines 7-8 (Fulgentius); and many
indications that this was an important Donatist text im Augustine,
eg.0.14tt.Petil.3.49.59, 56.68; o.Cresoon,2.20; de Bapt.6.3.5.
Tyoonius linke it to Cant.4.7, as sontyssted with Cant.1.5, in
Liber Beg. ed.Burkitt, p.10, lines 13 ff.  Cyprian had used
Eph.5.25-6 {Ep«79.2,6) in defending the Churech's purity from
heretical baptism. | '

46. G1.55 :'Urgendi exgo sunt isti harum evangelicaram similitudinum
ot tasm perspicuae veritatis inimici, ut doceent quod intendunt...',
P.L.43.824.

47. Omitting the parsble of ths Sheep and Goats. On this see 3.5

below. ‘

48. The Donatists werse probably influenced to scme extent in theirx
view of these scriptursl characters by later tradition. Some
of them are listed by Textullian in his comparisom of hexetios with
apostates in de Prasser.Hasex.3.11-12 : 'Ninns est st apostolum cius
(sc. Christ's apostle, Paul) aliqui, Phygelus ot Hermogenes
(af.2 Tim.1.15) et Philetus et Hymenasus (of.2 Tim.2.17-18)
reliquerunt : ipse traditer Christi de apostolis fuit. Mirammr
de ecclesiis elus si a guibusdsa deseruntur cua ¢a nos ostendnmat
christisnos quas patimur ad exeaplum ipsius Christi?'

The popularity in Africe of the Acts of Paul and Thecla

(#x.M.R.Janes, Apoeryphal N.T. pp.272-81; mx.wu‘:j; in
Dictionnaire d'archéologie chrétiemme et de lituvgie, vol.13, part 2,



2666 ff. ) h sttested porh-ps as mly as Tcrtull:lm'l
danmaiatim of tlu- u -p\n-im. nf.d- !apt 11 5. md well
established dy the tilo of Anmt:lu. ef.cc.o.hnlt «Man. 30.4
(1.D.397/8); ¢e Sanct.Vi.rg.u.45 (ea.4.D.401). Although 1% 1s
Demas and Hermegsnes (of.2.74im.4.10 and 1.5) vho share the |
villain's role in these Aots, the influence which they eould
exezrt on a number of allied seriptural texts may be illustrated
by Aﬁmiutor'l comments on the following : 2.Tim.1.15
(Plvplu and Eommu) 1'HE quos memoret, fallacis pleni mt;
simlsbant enim smieitias Apostoli (of.Acts of Paul and Theala, 1,
tr.Jases, p.272), ut adhserentes ei addiscerent unde 1111 calwmnism
facerent (ef.op.oit.,12, p.2T74) aut per alios immiterent (cf.op.cit.,
14 snd 16, p.275). Qui postss quam viderumnt manifeatos se,
recesseruat ab o', P.L.17.5154; 2 Timn.2.17-18 (Eymenacus and
Priletus) :'Hi autem siout ex alia scriptura docemus, in filiis
fierl resurrectionem dicebant (of.op.cit.,14, ‘p.z':s). quibus nom
deerat qui sssemsum pri«tmt pexversun oontra fidem quam in
primordio fuerat ommsecutus', P.L.17.5188) 2 Tim.4.9-14 1
'uamdar inte, ot Demss lupmﬁiefu. collm m:éat. H prive
cus Apostolo erant, simulsntes 1114 amieitiam (of.op.oit.,1,
Eermogenos 'the coppersmith', p.272) et quis fallmoes tempore
probantur, asbo gb 80 recesserunt. Hie autem Amri.n qui andaciox
erat in malis, sis ab eo recessit, ut et comtradictor berberum eius
exsisterst. Qui ergo Apostolus ansus erat mtniieoz«e non
hmz:lto evitandum hume admomet, Dei iudielo htu- dimitenn‘.

Simon's role (Ae.8.20-1) was variously embsllished, of.eg.Vercelli
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Acts of Peter, 4 ff., tr.James, p.306 ff.

In the Domatist 1ist, Erastus, who simply ‘remained at
Corinth', 2 Tim.4.20, is prebably associated with Demas, 2 Tim.
4.10, and Hermogenas, 2 Tim.1.15, as having abandoned Panl te the
prospect of martyrdom, of.2 Tim.4.16. Tertullism, in de Pruscr
Haer. }.ﬁ(quot.a sbove) links sush spostasy to M. in
referring $o Philetus and Eymenasus, of. 2 Tim.2.17-18, and the
inclusion of Alexsnder im the Domatist list may similarly be due
to his implied heresy, of. Tim.1.19-20, where Alexander is
asscciated with Hymenseus, and of. also 2 Tim.4.15 ¢ 'aveid hiam'.
An earlier Domatist use of the examples of Simon and Philetus may
lie behind Augustine's argument in de Bapt.1.10.14, 11.17 and
4.12.18. Their argunent here seems to be that if the Lord had
taught that the parable of the Field should be wmderstood as the
Catholice wish, the Apostles would not have agted in the way they
41d. The example of the Apostles hms ot only supports the
Donatist view that this parable was not intended as a prediction
of how evildeers are to be tolerated in the Chureh, but also shows
how they are o be disciplimed.

Lev. 10.9-10 had been used by Parmenian, e¢f. Aug., <.Ep.Parm.

2.23.43. The Domatist interprefation of these snd similar taxts
prodably follows that of Cypriam, of JBrissem, Autonomisme, p.150,
in that it includes some idea of ritual purity, of.Brown, Augustine,
Pp.218-20. But it was, a8 Brown emphasises, the sin of apostasy
in partioular which thay regarded as disqualifying s man from the
priesthood. That is to say, it is a questiom of ritual purity im
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80 far as they were concemed with the necessary qualificsiions

for pexrforming the Nmetion of priesthood. They did not of

course follow the Mosaic Law literally in regarding, say, a
physical taint as a disqualificatiem. Rather they oonsidered what
they took to be a public denial of Christ as incompatible with
clerical office, though they could follow Cyprian in speaking of
this in terme of a physical taint, of.eg.Cyp., Ep.65.2 1 'quomodo
putat manum suam transferri posse ad Dei sacrificium et precem
Domini quae captiva fuerit sacrilego et crimini, qusnde in
Seripturis divinis Deus ad sscxrificimm prohibeat accedere
sacerdotes otiasm in leviore crimine comnstitutes ot im Levitieo

dicat : "Homo in quo fuerit vitium et msoula nom accedet offerre
dona Deoc"'. In the texts cited they may have in mind the effects
of a compromised clergy om Chureh discipline, as is indicated by the
phrase :'Clarum eet adversarii qua conscientia pertocinantes
erroribus malos nolint a bonorus commmiome discerni', below,
following another reference to Eaekiel's econdewmmation of the failure
to separate clesn and unclean, Es.22.18-22, P.L+11.1410C-D.

. Earlier Domatist references to Jer.23.28 are diacussed in 3.6,

note 136 below. 2 Cor.6.14 was s stook Domatist text for the
necesaity of separation betwean good and bad, of.Acta Sat.19,
P.L.8.701D-702A, and c.litt.Pet11.2.40.95 (Petilian), where it is
apostates and persscutors who are refexrred to. The idea of
commmion in both 2 Cor.6.14 and 8ir.13.21 may be regarded as
suggesting the teehmical senses of 'the commumion of the faithfull’
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and 'the sacument of oommmien' in agddition to the simple sense
of 'asaoc:lation', cf-Bla.i.n. Diatiomaire. p.177. The ippliution
of the Damtist argument is that the parable of the‘ Thronhing Floor
does not aanc:tion ] m.xtum of good and bad within the Church any
more than the parsble of the F:.eld. In the dubnte which

followed the reading of the Donstist Letter the Donatists took the

parable of the Threshing Floor as parallel to that of the Net as
scriptural support for ths presence unknown rather than kmown

offmders in the Churnh, ct 3.6 below. It was the presence of

lmm offenders in the Chureh th;t the Ca.tholiu mhod to

interpret these parables aes motiming.

51.

That is to say, slthough the Domatists insist om the duty of
prieots to saintain the purity of the Church, thcy recognize the
limitations of humen ;;uafguﬁ and allow that some offenders may
escape detection by the priests. The parsble dou not, however,
in their view, support the Catholis contention thak even those
offn;dm who are h\m to the priests may for the ‘sm of unity
be permitted to remain in the Clureh. It cannot therefore be used
as evidence that the Church ought, im primciple, to comtain both
good and bsd, besasse it implies that the Chureh ought to contain

only the good, since the bad are there merely becsase they have

snoucdnd in deceiving th. priests, not because they have w
right to be there.

The implication is that the man ought not to have gaimed
admittance, that is to say, that eiildoen ought not to be opealy
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tolerated in the Church, with the comnivance of the priests.

That Parmenian had already used the parable of the Wedding Guest
may be inferred from Op%.5.10 1'Postremo, qualis est illa pars
tractatus tul de caelestibus nuptiis, ubi spem anpnﬁamu futurorum
totun in praesenti tempore posuisti dicemndo a societate vestra
proiecton esee eum, qui ianitores ot ministros fefellerit vestros,
ut a commmione fidelium foras oum iniuria mitteretur', whieh

suggests that Parmenian may have interpreted the man without the

- wedding garment as representing the case of an offender who a%

firat escaped detection, but was later exsommunicated on
becoming mown.

dioc, manuscript; £l oV, LXX; dleit, Xigne ed.

This seems to be a reference to Jewish ritual washing suoh as is
described in Ex.30.17-21; Lev.22.6; of.c.litt.Petil. 2.33.77
(fatﬂi&n) 1'Vos erge huiusmodi (those who have beam baptised by
priesta defiled by apostasy) non debec baptizare, otai, ut carnem
Iudaei quasi baptizant, millies vos lavetia?' The implicatiom of
the Donatist argumenti seems to be that separatiom between good and
bad is evem more essential umder the N.T. dispensation when
Christian baptism is available only once.

'Tamen etiam sic inveniuntur eidem prophetese a malorum ocommumione
se abstinuisse, quando Sophomias propheta, qui ad Hieroboam fm
achi?aﬁte positun missue, nec panem nec aquam iubetur accipere,

qui circumventus, violato praecepto, a leone confactua est',



134

P.L.11.1410D. The following points may be noted on this passage @

(1) The identification of the unmamed 'man of God' of 1Ks.1)}
with a prophet ealled Zephaniah seems 0 de without parallel, though
Josephus, Antiquities, 8.9, provides an example of an attempt to
supply hil vwith a name. Cyprian Ep.69.6.2, refers to him simply
as 'homo Dei'.

(11) The mention of Zephanigh first in a list of Old Testament
prophets most naturally denotes the Zephaniah who gives hie name to
one of the prophetical books. |

(ii1) There are only two verbs, 'iubetur’ and ‘confectus ost',
for the three subordinate clanses introduced by 'quando...qui...
qui...' vnleas ome of the participles, 'missus' or ‘ciroumventus',
is treated as a vexb.

Thas, it seems necessary to suppose & lacuna after the amtion of
Zephanish which would include at least an appropriste quotation from
ihe book of Zephanish and some words introdusing the reforemce %o

1 k5.13. If the 'man of Cod' was introduced as a prophet, as he

is by Augmstine ia eé.part.Dom.p.Cest.20.29 (of. alse 1Ks.13.18 and 23)
where the Domatist use of this passage at the Comference is refexred
%o :'quod ergo iussus est guidas prophets nec panem manducare nec
aquam bibere in Samaris, quo missus fuerst’, the lacuna could be
explained either as a oopyiet's association of the name Zephaniah with
the word prophet ococurring lster, unasttached t0 a proper name, or,

if Zephanigh was himself qualified by the word prophet, as Hosea is
soon after (ct.P.L_.11.1411A, though Elijah, Elisha, Ames, Isaish,
Heggai snd Malachi are not, of.P.L.11.1410D-1411C), by confusion of
the semd mention of the word prophet with the first. The seoond
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"qui' clause could then be taken in juxtepoeition to the first,

without a conjunction. There is, infortunately, no example of an

 obviously relevant quotation from Zephanish in extant Donatist

literature. But sinee the Dmatists are arguing that the
Prophets’ often sweeping comdemnation of evildoers did involve
physical withirgwal from or nom-participation in their religious
rites, perbaps aome specifio meferemce to polluted sacrifices

may have been included, eg. Zeph.3.4! ‘asacerdotes eius profanant
sacra ot eomsoelersnt legem' (following the text in Tyeconiws, Rag.,
ed.Burkits, p.42, lines 26~7), which oounld be takem to imply that
Zaphanish did not participate in their sacriffcss. A similar
argunent {3 used with reference to Hos.9.4y Is.1.11-15, 66.3;
Mal.1.6-7 below.

‘qui ad Hieroboam in schismate positum missus...ocemfectus est

(see note 54 sbove). Helias etism ot Helisasus al¥aribus schismatis
Sexarias numguan commmicaverint, nsgue conssaserind, qui magis in
solitudine morsbantur’? P.L.11.1410A. ‘'Schissat {ic) is' ehould
perhaps be reed for ‘sehismatis' in the msnuseript. The snalogy
of the rival centres of worship to that at Jerusalem which wexe

set up in Samaria by Jerobosm (ef.1 Ks.13}) was one which the Domatists
frequently applied to the Catholios, as Cyprian had alrveady dome to
the Novatianists. Cyprian's argument in Ep.69.6.2-3 provides a
oclose parallel with the Domatist uee here of | Ks.13 :'Et tanta
indignatie Domini extitit adversus f{llos qui schisma fecerant, ut
otiam oum homo Dei ad Hiercboan missus esset qui ei peccata sua
exprobrarset adque ultionem futuram praediceret, panem quoque apud



136

11108 edere et aquam bibcu veteratur. ‘Qn‘od oum non custodisset
et mtu pmuytu Dni pmdimh, statin aiviuc emnru
saieatate percum e-t. uulo mdi.m impetu a0 morsu. lmnia in
1t1mo necaretur. m mut qulqm vestrum di«m squn baptismi
aalntam ot mthl eaclesten eommtmen oum »m.-aueu esse poase,
cun quibus nee terrestris nec naomhrl.c potus Meat esse ao-unia?
Sstut adhue in Evangelio suo Dominus et maiorem intyuogmtm
lucen mifuht quod idem qni tm se a $ridu Jndz et hninlil
sciderant ot Hievosolymis mnuetu Samariam secesserant, inter
profancs et gentiles computarentur (of. ¢, 10.5)' The aeampum
of Elijah and El:llhs staying in the desert nthnr thn ucoeiatC
with sechismatics is probadly chiefly a rcfmm to m.inh'l night
from persecution %o the desert, where his untlo is gim to Elisha.
who is to $ake over his prephetic role, 1 Is.19| of.eg. 2 K8.9.1-3.
The Dom.tist use of‘this anulog. implied by the Cathwlie counter-
argument :ln Aug.yEp.ad Cath.13.33, is illustr;ted in Liber Geneal.
546 (L¥G) +'B¢ i‘n;lt scisma inter Rebosa filimm mmu ot
Hierobhoam rum !aha.th ¢ et proelium erst inter eos ommibus diebus
vite eorus (eof. 1 K8.14.30) sicuti nunc imter veros wim- et
faleos catholicos's and Adv.Fulg.II, ed.Lesbot, p.191, lines 19-26,
whem apostate baptisa is ‘njm.d s 'Et ne pmil‘at ubigue bibi
posse diceutu, merita aguarum 1pu diserevit dum Samariae
apostasise oris:l.nol improprie fonte daumavit (Jn.4.13-14)'.

Jexcbosm may well have been regarded as an apostate (ef. 1 Ks.12.28)
as well as & uhimtic. For further discussiom, of.3.8, note 178
below. | |
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This wes & common Domatist text, of Acta Sats,19, snd c.11tt.Petil.

2.52.119 (Petilisn, vho associates it with Is.66.3, ss here, of.
P.L.11.14118-C). cyprun had applied Hosz.9. 4 to schismatic
(lmtzlnilt) sasrasents, or.npp.sg.s and 69.9, but had alse
employed it of the saerifices of an apostate priest, of.Ep.67.3 1
"Nee s1bi plebs blandistur quasi imsanis esse a contagio delicti |
passit oum sacexdote peccatore communicans et ul iniustun uqu
inlicitum praepositi sui episcopatum oomsensum SuMA Mann'
This ia the sense in which the Domstisis alsc empley it in the
sbove references, and here they are prodably thinkisg of spontato.
not merely schisnmatic sacrifices, ¢f. previous note.

The referense to the innnhticn of Amos before Jeroboam by
Amasiah, priest of Bothel, and his enjoined exile (of.Amos 7.9+13),
together with the referemce sbove to the persecutiom and flight of
El1jeh (of.1 Ks.19) is in sccordance with the Domatist ides that
God's true prophets necessarily suffer persecution, of.eg.Sermo

in Natali Tmmes.,5, od.Wilmart, p.283, lines 5-6 1'Inds lsa omes
:luti et eleeti prophetes p.r trastus temporun et decursiones
avtabun impiis dominantibus oppressi, fugati, neeati mt';
¢:148¢.Petil.2.14.31, where Mt.23.33-5 is quobed by Petilian;

ef. also 3.4(e) below.

The whole passage, Is.1.11-15, is quoted 1'"Quo mihi multiudinem
sacrificiorum vestrorum?” dicit Dominms. “Plenus sus. ‘Ilo].owuh
srietum, et adipem agnorum, et sanguinem tanrorum et hircorum nolo,
neo sic veniatis in comepectn meo. Quis enim exquisivit ista de
manidbus vestris? Calcare sulam meam nom adiicletis; si attuleritis
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‘ninﬂugmu. vanum. Incensum sbominatio eat miM. Neomenias
vastras, st sabbata et dism wagnum nom sustines. Ielunium et
feriss, et dles festos vestros odit anima mea. Facti enim

estis mihi in sbundantis multa. Ism nom parces peceatis vestris.
Oun extenderitis manus, avertem oculos meos a vobis; et si
aultiplicaveritis preces, nom exandian ves. Manus enim vesirae
ssnguine plense swnt"'. To this is added Is.66.3 :'TFasinorosus
autem qui sserifiest mihf vitelum, quasi qui osnem occidat; et
‘qui similam offert, quasi sanguinem percum; et qui thus in
nemorism, quasi blasphemus®. In Is.1.11~15, final emphesis is

~ probably dsliberately placed on the phrsse :‘'your hands are full
of blood', to suggest that it is not lesst their role as
persecutors which has revealed their rivals' apostasy snd anmlled
their ministry. Parmenisn had earlier quoted a simfilar passsage,
18.99.1-8, of.e.Ep.Farm.2.3.6. Is.66.3 is queted by both
Parsenian and Fulgentins, ef.c.EBp.Pam.2.5.10; Adv.Fulg.X,
ed.Lasbot, p.198, lines 5-9; and Petilian probably provides o
good fllustration of the foree the Domatists wished these texts to
have here, in e.1i%4.Petil.2.52.119 1'Si sscrificis vos facere
indicatis, de vobis quippe nequissimis Deus ipee sie diocit: (Is.
66.3). Scitote vestrum sacrificium, qui humanum ssaguinea ism
fudistis (fellowsd by Hos.9.4)'. For the idea that the prayer of
a sinful priest is not heard of.Cyp.Ep.65.2; e.litt.Petil.2.53.121 4
'S1 precem Domino facisie aut funditis oratiomem, nihil vobis
penitus prodest. Vestras enim debiles preces cruenta vestra
consoientis vacust'; 6f.2.105.240 1 'Si peceaverit populus, orsbis
pro illo sacerdos; si satem sacerdos pecoaverit, quis orabit pro eo?
{ef. 1 Sam.2.25)'.
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Hag.2.12-15 iz quoted in Acta Sat.19, and Adv.Fulg.XVI, ed.lLambot,
Pp.-203-3 (Pulgentius). Both passages relate it to the implication
in apostasy of those who recsive the sacramsnts of an apostate
priest. Parmenian had also smployed this text, of.Opt.6.3.

bensdicta, manusoript; 3)'\'0?”7 ,«gvﬁ LXX. The msnusoript
reading is perhaps supported by the context, since the passage probably
is intended to illustrate priests whose acts bdelie their

profession.

To thess texts are added Ps.44.21 :"l@c Deus inquiret ista?

Ipee enim uif latentia cordis’, and Rev.2.23 i1'Et scient omnes
ecclesias quoniam ego sum ‘emtutér renum @t cordis’, which are
partienlarly relevant te the sin of spostasy, ¢f.Ps.44.20, and
Rev.2.20-3 (cof.eg. 1 K8.21.25). This distinction detween God's
knowledge and man's was crucial to the Dmatist argument for the
presence oaly of wnknown offenders in the Church and the exslusion
of those who were known. It was precisely the nowinx tolerstiom
of apostates in the Chureh and especially among the clergy that they
regarded as implicating others tnb their aet of detrayasl, cf.c.Cresoon.
2.17.22, where Augustine quotes Cresconius as explaining Petilian's
insistence on the word 'sancte' in the phrese :'oomseientia sancte
dantis sdtenditur quas ablust accipientis', of.c.litt.Petil.2.3.6
and 3.22.26, in the following terms :'Quamvis habeat conscientiam
maculosam, mihi tamen, qui ad eo baptisor, quis latet et nesecio,
suffieit quod ab eo accipio, ocuius innocentem, quia in Egclesia est,
conscientiam puto. Nam fdeo (inquie) conscientiam dantis attendo,
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nom nt, qnod fieri non potest, de latentibus 1“1«!, nd nt. sl
quid dc ¢0 in publioa comscientia est, nom 1@0:.. | Propte: hog
enim ab ommipotente dzo dietum est ="Qnu nota amt, vobh. qm
ocoults, mihi" (Deut.29. 29). Sewper 1¢itnr n.ttcmh mcimtia
d-ntil, ot guia ipsam nom video, quid de ea in pu)l:leo notul est
quaero, nee¢ ad rem pertinet, si aliud sit in seerets mcimth,
aliud in publica fams. Suffiecit enin nohu, quis necdum oiu a
qm ascipio damnata comscimiia M's et. mo Atlv.l‘ulg.x,

dslanbot, p.198, lines 14-15, vhu- Falgentios's use of Deut.29.29
in the lalo comtext is referred $o. For the distinetion between
God's kmowledge and man's in nhticn 10 nan's assessment of tho
worthiness of Chureh lolbm. ct.!u'hlll.m. de Pn.lcr.
3.7+ and Oyp., de lLepsis, 27, hhothor'hiohthmluiuot
mown affnnurl such as heretice and spomtu h hpned.

*trﬁﬁer' here, !i’.L.ﬂ."M*l‘ﬂ‘), ‘h doubtless intemded to have the
double memning of 'betrayer' snd also nmm of the Soriptures’
in the teciniecal sense tha word aoquired in the course of the
Dongtist utmouy, ef.og. Petilian's mupmt of the Jmiu
theme in .11t%.Pet1l.2.0.17 s 'Indas Christum omditc tradidis, |
ta apiritdﬂer furvens Eunanuln lanotu fleamis mrilogl.l
tnli&itti) Iundas loxillatom tradidis perfiﬂil. tu quasi eiun
rellqniu legem Ded pm honinibus tmmnw A pohtoi

"allusion is probably alse intcmhd to that oounsian botm

Gathol:lo elerg and secular authorities which is the o’hjeat of
Donstist Attuk elmhere. of .eg. Passioc Donatl 6 :'ex castris
ecce ad inatar dominiocae pﬁlionts cohors dlitu progreditur ad
Christianorun me- a Pharisaeis neotericis proourata’.
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For the Domatist use of the example of Judas, of.esp.o.litt.Petil.
2.8.17, 43.101,44.103; and of.s.Cresoon.2.19.24, vhere Cresconius
alludes to the same poimt whieh the Domatists are meking here
"Nostri hoe (inquis). h.‘Sorl.pturh pmbmi. quonias Iudss traditor,
antequan damaretur, omaia sicut spostolus gessit’. Thas the -
consequences of Judes's expesure as the Lord's betrayer show that
there is no place for knom e¢ffenders, particularly for those
known to be txaditors, in the compeny of $he faithful. The double
entendre of the word traditor mavrows the question of the presence
of evildoers in the Church t0 the ohief vase in point, namely,

that of Cascilian snd his traditor assoaistes.

*Sive par ocomsiones, sive per veritaten Christus anmmmtietur °,

' Phil.1.18; of.B3.8.11, where Augustine argues that Cyprisn's

application of this text to those vithin $he Chureh, not those
outside 18, supports the Catholic interpretation. In his Ep.73.14,
where he quotes this text, Cyprisn is arguing against those whe
aite it in support of the acesptance of heretical daptisam : Panl,
he argues, is referring here to those withim, not those outeide the
Chureh; therefors the text does not apply to heretics. Petilisn
had used this text to refute the Catholic argument that sompulsien
may be eaploysd to bring sbeut Chorch wnity, of.o.litt.Petil.2.s1.
179, where his poimt is that those who preach Christ should be

left in pesce, not persecuted. In reply, Augnstine argues that
17 this text appliss $0 thoee yithis the Cimreh, 1 sapports the
Catholic comtention for the non-gontagiousness of sing 4if, on the
other hend, 1t spplies to those outeide the Chureh, it supports the
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. Catholic argument for the aceceptance of heretical baptism.
- Apgustine adde that Petilien appears to take the text %o refer teo

those outside the Church and that therefore he mmst choose the
second part of the alternative, e.1itt.Pet11.2.81.180. It is

- not clear in wvhat sense the Donatists interpreted the text here,
. bub Augustine's remark in B3.8.11 referved to sbove, may poseidbly

indieate that he interpreted it as referring to thﬁu outsids,

- rather than those inside the Chuweh. - In B3.8.11, Angustine admits

the Donatists seid something in reply to the Catholic argusents

- from the example of the Prophets, Christ Himself and the Apostles,

but denies they even attempted to answer the Catholie argument from
the example of bishope (1le. Cyprian) or of the Donatists themselves
in dealing with the Naximisnists vho returned to thew. The lscuns,

~ thenm, presumably does not imclude these points and the Denatist

reply to this section of the Catholic Mandate thus emds with their
argunent fyoa the exaaple of the Apostles, which may have included
a8 reference to thelir opmw citation of 2 Cor.11.26 as showing

- Panl's $oleration of false brethrem, though their owm allusiom to

Paul's implied oomdesmation of Philetus, etc. (of.3.4(d) sbove) may
have been intended as a refutation of this poims.

As in its original comtext, this is intended to be takem
metaphoriocslly, of.eg.Cyp.Ep.T73.1.2, 11.2, 21.2; Opt.4.8 (Parmenian);
0.11tt.Pe$11.2.57.129 (Petilian) :'Unusquisque vestrum si carnaliter
castus sit, spiritaliter moechus est, quia adulterst sanctitatem'.

This example may have been employed earlier by Parmemnian, ef.e.Ep.
Parm.2.19.38, where the rejectiom of the house of Eli is referred
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to (1.8am.2.30), and it is mentioned later in Liber Geneal.542
(18. f.e.after 4.D.427) 1'ut secundun sententiaa domini nullus
ex semine Eli in domo domini saerificium administraret' (ef.1 Ks.
2.27). |

The subjeet of the heredity of sin is taken up later towards the emd

of the doetrinal debate (C3.309-13) and had earlier been used as a
weapen against Augustine persamally (€3.227-249). It was
obviously an important element in the Donatist case, ef.3.8.2,
below. Augustine does not mention this argumemt from the Donatist
side in his summary of this dosument in his Breviculus, where the
baptismal question follows immediately upon his treatment of the
Domatist reply to the Catholic aramment from the exanple of the
Prophets, eto.(B3.8.11-12), but he does refer to it later (B3.9.17),
whan he says that the Domatists quoted texts to show that childrem
are affeoted by their parents' sins. This throws no further
light on the content of the lacuma.

'Yam vero quod dieant baptismum Christi ita defemdi siout ipea
Catholica defenditur, ubique et apud ommes ¢sse’, P.L.11.14128.
This is & reference to the Catholic comtention that since the
Chmrch to which they belomg can alone c¢laim that vmiversality
which ie, acoording to Seripture, a mark of the trme Chureh, snd
sinee even kmown offendere may be tolerated withiam it without risk
of oontamination, the baptiem adniniltogod by this Churoh must
al60 be trus :'baptisamn nostrum...sic defemdendmm (ferendvm in M3)
est, quemadmodum ipsa Beclesis cuins domum est. Non enim aundebunt
amplins baptismum accusare guem damns, 2i sb eorum oriminibus
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Eoclesia purgabitur quam tenemns', P.L.43.826. The emendation
of 'feremdun’ in the manuscript here to *defendendun’ seems
justified on the basis of the Dmmatist referemce quoted above.

‘decretis patrum nostrorun martyrum deatissimorum compendie
brevitatis exeluditur', P.L.11.14128. Augustine, B31.8.12, points
out that they did not say mhigh martyrs. Drissen, Autonomisme,

' p29), note 1, takes thie as a specific reference to the 'martyrum
- decreta’ of Acta Sat.16. P.L-8.599D, Cf.dcta 3at.2 and ,7' P.L.8.

690C and TOUB, quoted in Acta Sat.18 :'Si guis traditoribus
commmicaverit, nobiscum partem in regnis coelestidbus nom habebit...
Seriptum est (inquiunt) in Apocalypsi :“Quicumque adiceerit ad
libram istum apioem vnum gut litteram unam, adiiciat illi Deus
innomersbiles plagas; et quieumque deleverit, deleat partem eims
Dominus lidre vitae" (Rev.22.16-19). 91 exgo additus apex umus,
aut littera uns dempta de libro sancto radicitus amputat et
sacrilegum faeit et subvertit anctorem, necesse est omes e0s qui
testaments divina legesque venerandas ommipotentis Dei et Domini
nostri Yesu Christi profanis ignibus tradidersm$ eanrendas, aeternis
gehenmae ardoribas stque inexstinguibili igne torqueri®, P.L.B.
T701B-C. Thie repudiation by the martyme of commumion with

traditors ilmplies a rejeotion of their sacrammia, whieh is elearly

spelt out by the author of the Aota in the words of Hos.9.4, P.L.
8.702C. Similar expressions, 'sanetorum mertywmm decretis
insultant', 'ommia hase, ut suprsdiectum est, sanectorum martyrum
sententiis evacuantur', P.L.11.1412D and 14134, are used shortly

afterwards by the Domatists in rejection of the qualified recognitiom
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of heretical or schismatic baptism for whish the Gutholiu had
argued, of.3.3(d) above. The second of these expressions is
immediately follﬁed by an appeal to the Cyprianie prineiple that
baptism camnot be given outside the Chureh :'Unde enim fieri

potest si una est Ecclesia et indivisus est Christus (cf.9 Cor.1.13),
ut foris positus baptismum eomsequatur?', P.L.111413A; ef.eg.

Cyp., Bp.69.3 1'Propter quod cum sola Ecclesia habeat aguam

vitalem et baptizandi adque adluendi hominis potestatem, qui dieit
apud Novatisnum daptiszari et sanotificari aliquem posse, prius
ostendat et doceat Novatianum in Ecclesia praesidere. Ecoclesia
enim uwns est, quas una ot intus esse et foris nom potest'y of.
Sententiae Episcoporum, C.5.E.L.,3,1,pp-435~461. Thus, in using
the sxpressions 'martyrum decreta/sententise' the Domatists may

not be thinking exelusively of the 'martyrum decreta'’ of Acta Sat.16,
bat rather of the twofold rejection of apostate and heretical
sacraments for which Cyprian supremely had stood and which others
had followed him in sealing with their blood. This appeal %o

the authority of the martyrs ia, of course, im lins with the
Donstist elaim to represent that Church whose authsmticity is
attested by martyrdom.

'I1lud autem quam incaute, immemores sui, inimiei veritatis
cppugnant apud fures et raptores quoslibet extranecs datum baptisme
suscipi debere', P.L.11.1412B, a2 refermmee to the Catholic arzument:
'Sed i illud, ut sssolent, obiiciendum putaveriat, quod daptismum
Christi etiam foris a nostra commmione traditum agnoscimus potius
quaa improbamus nec rescindere sndemus; respondeatur eis

es+diving Ecclesize dona et apud fures vel usurpatores vel etiam
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raptores inventa, agnoscenda esse potius quam neganda', P.L.43.826¢
ef .Pseudo-Cyprian, Ad Fovatisnum,2, where Jn.10.1 is applied to

schiematics.

Bel.18-24 is quoted in fall :'Reveladbitur emim ira Dei de caelo
super omnem impistatem ot iniustitism homipim eoxrum qui veritatem
Dei in iniustitia detinem$; quomiam quod cognoscibile est Dei,
manifestun est illis. Deus enim illis msnifestavit. Etenia

‘quae invigibilia sunt eius a eeutituum‘mdi, per esa quae
. facta sunt intellecta conspiciuntur. Sempitemma quoque vixtus eius

et divinitas, {ta ut sint inexcusabiles; quia cum cegnovissent
Deun, non ut Deum homorificaverunt, aut gratiass egerunt, sed
evannerumt in cogitationibus asuis, et intenebratum est insipiens

ocor illovam. Dicentes enim se osse sapientes, infatuati sunt,

et immutaverunt claritatem incorrupti Dei in simtilitudine imsginis
corruptibilis hominis ¢t voluorum et quadrupedum et serpentum.

‘Propter quod tradidit illos Deus in concupiscemtia cordis illorua
in ismunditism’. ‘'Detinent' may mean either ‘retain', as

Augustine understands it, oz 'suppress®.

Unde, secundusm hmc sensum, etiam gentilium inguinata mysteris

se suseipere profitentur’, P.L.11.1412D. The word ‘mysteria’ can
als0 be used of Christian sacrammis.

For the Catholie argument ef.3.3(d) and note 26 above.
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T5. 'Hoc loeo non sclum sanctornm martyrum decretis insultant, sed
magis parati sunt daemoniorum quia Christi confessi swn¥,
communioni misceri', P.L.11.1412D. The Catholic resdiness to
receive into the Church those baptised by heretics is takem to
imply, on the basis of their own eomparisem of heretical baptism
and dememic confessiom, an equal resdiness to receive demems,
and so the Catholic argument is reduced to absurdity.

76. For the Catholic argument of.3.3(d) and note ”aiboi.. The
Donatists appear $0 be arguing that this catoh-phrase recoils
upon the Catholies, who sduit heretios to the Church 'not Shat
whet they lack may be present', because heretics, in the
Donatist view, lask preper baptisa and do not receive it om
entering the Catholie Chareh, snd 'so that what they have may be
of advantage %o thu'} beoause heretios find full seope for their
activities within the Catholioc Chureh. |

T1. See note TO above.

 78. See 3.3(d) note 29 sdove. It is not clear whether the Domatists
are thinking here of the sdnission to the Chureh, by the laying om
of hands, of those bsptised by heretics, which would follow ca
naturslly from their discussion of hereticsl baptism, or the hasty
ordination of clergy without proper comsideration of their

" worthiness, as they claimed had happened in the sase of

Casollian.
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The e;n-ple of Core, Dathan and Abiron, Num.16.26, had beem
exployed by Cyprian both sgsinet schismeties, ef.Bp.69.9, and
apostates, of.Ep.67.3. The Dematist had sarlier used it against
the Maximisnist schismatiocs, ¢f.e.Cresomm.3.19.22. Parmenisn,
¢f.c«Ep.Parn.3.4.20, follows Cyprism in using Is.52.11 against
apostates, of.de Lapsis 10. 2 Cor.6.16-18, a key Domatist text,
brings their arxgunent here to s forceful comelusion, of.e¢.Ep.Pamm.
2.18.37 (Parmenisn) o¢.1itt.Petil.2.40.95 (Petilian); Acta Sat.,19,
P.L.8.701D-702A. In the last two refexences it is clear that it is
separstion from traditors that is forsssst ia mind.

Poxr a discussien of this, see 3.5 note 10T delow.

of.Passio Domati, 3} (relating to the eazliest pexsecution of

Donatists oa.A.D.317) ¢'ante plebem nimis sibi (se.the devil) semper
obsecutam ideoque a Deo desertam, Catholicam voecans, ut de praciundiocio
nominis, qui commmicare noluerwmt, hasretiel dicerentur'. Petilian's
acousation that the Catholies have branded the Donatiste as hereties,
c.1itt. Pet11.2.95.218, and have falsely taught the emperors the duty
of persecutiom, 2.92.202 1'Vos sutea huius sasouli imperatores, quia
christiani ecee desidersnt, non permittitis esse christiancs; ocum
fuco et nedula vestri mendsoii eosdeom boma mente credentes ad
iniguitaten vestrum proxvsus addueitis, ut armis suis cotre hostes
reipublicae praeparatis in ohzi-tiau_c incurrant, puteantque se
suasimmibus vesiris Deo officium fasere, sl nos quos cdistis
occidant', was taken up by him at the Comference, G¢3.193 :'Qui
saepius apud imperastoris aures...in crimem nos invidismgue deducunt,
ut haereticos nominent, ut schismaticos quoque appellsnt, hoe doceant,
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hoe dilue', with specific reference to the Catholic request for

a conferencs, c¢f.Codex Csnen.Ecel.Afrie.107, of the council of
Carthage of 14 June 410, resulting (a) in the reinforcement by sn
imperial edict of 25 August 410 of the anti-heretical legislatiom
which had been revoked by an edict esrlier the same year, snd (b)
in the snthorisation of the Conferemce by another ediot of 14
Octaber, “-M.MJG.S.S*, P.L.11.12224 and 43.8615; Monoceaux,
4, pp.81-2, 382-3.

Leontius and Ursetivs are associated with the persscuticn suffered
‘,’ th. Mﬁiﬂl h “-A.D-}‘IT’ Ef-Plﬂlio Mﬂ. :’ Plll-i‘h"sp’
where the former is desaribed as 'dux', the latter as ‘comes’, ihe

~ imperial notaries Panlus and Msocarius with that im 347, ef.Passio

Maronli, P.L.8.761A-3, Count Tauvinus with that im 340, ef.Optatus,
3s4, snd Comt Romanus with that im 364, referred to by Potilian in a
sisdlar 1ist $o that given here in e.litt.Petil. 3.25.29; eof.Frend,
Domatist Chmreh, pp.159,176-9,197; and Seeck, Ceschichte, vol.3,
Pp+329,331,336,338 and Appendix, pp-514,516,521-2, for full referemces.

The Passio Marculd, P.L.8.761D-7620,765A<B, relates how the Donatist
bishop Marculus, whe, slong with others had been visiocusly beaten at
Yegesela, near n.w., was mmny thwown dsad (Moncosux) or alive
(Dalehaye) over a cliff at Neva Petra, ef.Memeeanx, 5, p.T3, and
H.Delehaye  ‘Domus Marculus', inalects Bollandisna, 53, pp.81-9.

At the Conference the Donatist bishep ot lova l‘etn. Dativas, solemnly
dlohmd that there was no rival Catholic bishop in that place to
himself 'quia illic est dcamus Maroulus, ouius sanguinem Deus exiget
in die iudicii', G1.187, P.L.11.1329A. Por 'domus’ as sn equivalemt
expression to 'sanctus' of.Delehaye, Sanetus, pp.59-64. The Donatist
catalogue of suffering here probably owes some inspiration to the
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Pasaio Mareull. For the massacre of Dematiste at Bagai and the

A ntcmeo to -ou mt unti-Duatilt legislatm. ct.3-5, noto 107
bolow, and poudbly also to the tm of the imperial ediet

tmh‘ the cmtomn 1tulf. ef.G1. 4. | For an amination ot
rougim ponmtim of the nm;tim, of.P.Bm, Religion and
sm.ty.pp.am-m Tuptru, Donstisten und Katholiken, pp.91-164

The dostrimal implications of this thems of persecution are not
made explicit hexe. They are twe: first, that the hallmark of
the Chureh, its purity, is stamped upem it by persecution. Since
the righteous inevitadly suffer in $his world, ‘pemtim_ isself
W»MW”&“Q?M&; Thus, the true Church
i.- fthut which suffers ponccntim. but does not pomto' as the
Donatists had stated at the degianing of this Letter; and seoondly,
that persecution cnvtha part of the Catholies is a result of that
original act of surrender to the perseoutors of the Chmreh dy those
who gave up ths Scriptures to the imperial authorities during the
Dioeletian pexsecutiom. This point is taken up later in the
debate which followed, ef.C3.309-13, and B3.1%.2).

'Dominus te incolumem conservat', gquod optemmus, P.L.11.1414A.
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Hotes to 3.3

88 cof.eg.B1, pru!aﬁo 1'Sed qui (we.Donatistae) caneam bonam nn se
habere scicdant, id egerund primum quantum potuerumt, ut nec ipsa
collatio fievet et ut prorsus csusa ipia nen mmhr'. ' 'fhis
these is kept uwp threughout, of.51.8 1'Iste erge calumiose et
tergiversatorie, quee nec in fore iure agerentur, dlcebant, nolentes
ut aliquid sgeretur'; B3.2 1'De qua re cum diu eﬁﬁimtu,
Catholiols Tecusantibus, et ut remotis superfluarium morarum tergl-
versationibus ad cansam veniretur vehemsmter instantibus, contra
Donatistas obnixissime contendedant...! On the legal points of
procedure raised by the Domatists, cf.A.3teinwenter, Eine
Kirchliche Quelle des nachklassischen Zivil prosesses, Acta
congressus inridici intexmationalis, 2, 1935y‘pp-123-44. The
Donatist tactice seem to have been to mfmt ﬂuh opponents
vith e dilemma : if the Conferense was in the nature of a lawsuit,
the normal procedure for e-tjblinhing who was taking whom to court
and for what should be followed, of.G{1.20 :'Bmeritus episoopus
dixit :"Aota eet, ut arbitror, csusa et adlme conflictantium nom
est at_ntnts persoma. Tibi emim, ifudicium verissime, nihi)l aliud
ineumbit quam tenere veritatem. 91 enim ommimm negotiorum
avertams instentiss, primo de tempore, de mendste, de persoma, de
causa, tune demmm ad merita negotii veniendom est™', P.L.11.126TD;
but 1€, on the othar hand, it was not a matter for wnu; 1itigation,
then Seripture must be the basis upom which the issue should be
settled, of.G1.31 .a'Eurim episeopus dixit :1"...in hans formsa
legis oconsentire debes...ut non preestigiis iuris...sed testamento
nove ao vetere, quod instituit Deus, quod sscrsvit Dominus Christus,
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cansa possit aundiri"', P.L.11.1269Dy eof.Frend, Donatist Chureh,
Pp«280-1. This ensbled them to score a aumber of good propagandas
pointe, such a5 denmetmating their much underestimated numeriocal
strength, 01.33-223, and raising the avkward questiom of Catholic
motives in requesting a Confexemce, G3.37-200, while also gainiag
time to compose a detailed written refutation of the case
contained in the Catholie Mgndate, of.B3.8.10. |

The twd main themes of the Clureh's univerwality and its mexally
nixsd nature, together with Cascilisn's cese as a separate isswe,
are indiuﬁd- The ease of the Maximisnists is given special
nontion as demolishing the Domatist charpes against Catholie
beptiem and against the Catholios both as persecutors snd as baviag
besn eontaminated by commmion with evildoers, ef.B1.10. Augustine
had devoted at least an muech space to a samsry of the wmuch

shorter statement of the Cstholis case eomtained in the reply,
G1.18, to the Dmatist notaria of 25%h May, Gt.14, efB1.7. Fox
the text of G1.18, ses Aug.Ep.129.

flestae swnt supradiotae litteras Dmatictarum, qunidms conati

sunt respeadsre mandsto Catholicorum, quod gestis primas setiomnis
insextus est. Cul sandato nem e0s potuisse respendere iaveniet
qui utragne legexe et comsidexare volmerit...', 33.6.10. Augustine
proceeds to make s comparison of the two documents.

"has ergo partes testimomiorum tantoruz cum ommio non attigissemt,
sed tamquam in illo mandato Catholicorum, cul respondsre videdbantur,
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diecta non fuerint, presterissent...', B3.8,10.

Augustine again refers to the Domatist interpretation of this
parasble at the end of his aceount of their Letter, ef.B3.8.14,
discussed below.

Augustine muy well be hinting hewe at the ud mads by Donatist
pxopaganda of dreams, of.eg.Pasaio Maximisni et Isass, P.L.8.768C
and TIOD-TT1B.

. Toxr a discussion of this point see 3.9 below.

ef.03.261 :'Augnstinus...dixit 1"Quaeatio eest ds Beclesia ubrum
peruixtos malos usque irn finem hebitura praedicta est, sn ommine
ommes bonos, omnes sanctos atque immaculatos in hos saseulo, isto
etiam usque in finen ultismm sseculf...™’; G3.281 1'Augustimus...
dixit :1"De latendo et de non latendo quasstio est, utrum pertinuerit
ad pietatem bonorun etimm malos cognitosz tolersxe ne desereremt
benos an propter malos totum deserere voluerint quibus mali quid

in Ecclesia apparuerit. Ipsa quasstis est"'; eof. also Bl.9.
16-3.11.23 and ©3.281-313, shoving that this remained the sentrxl
issue in the doctrinal debate at the Conferemee nl that the question
of the Clureh’s universsl extent was not a sudbject of eamtroversy
in this debate.

‘Adverearii snim noetri, deeursis testimoniis quidus Eeclesia ewa
lande sul ubique diffunditur, id prius mandant suis defemsoridus
persgendum, ut contra nos, qui Ecclesiam defendimus puritatem,
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fisto modo agant ut eamden Ecolesiam habituram in se permixtos
simnl bonos et malos, usque in finem sasculi, dicamt esse
praediotam. Cuius rel cause, nos magis ostendimss Ecolesiam
Domini in Seripturis divinis sanoSam et immaculataa fore ubique
nuntiatames.®, 03.258, Pul.11.1408D, of.3.4 (a) sbove.

For further discussion of this poiat, see 3.6(a) note: 136
belows '

Lov.10.9-10; Esek.22.26; Jer.23.28; 2 Cox.6.14-15 (of.2 Cor.6.
16-18 quoted later, PcL.11.1415B); Sir.13.29p P.L.11.1409D-141CA
and 3¢4(d) sbove. For the Dunatist use of Jer.23.28, of.c.Ep.Pamm.
3+3.18, where Augustine quotes Parmeniszn's words :'Admonet Jeremias
sanctissimus infructuosas et steriles peccantinm turbas ad honorata
fruge iustorm discemi, dicens :"Quid paleis md tritioum?’

They could describe the Oatholics as 'false prophata’, of.c.litt.
Petil -2.160”,‘ where “-7015"16 is Wo o

The Dnatists do not make it clear in their Letter whether they
underetand the parable of the Threshing Floor to refer, like that

of the Fleld, to the werld, or, like that of the Net, to the Chureh,
but in the debate whish followed they took it to refer to the Chureh,
0£.03.263 and 3.6(a) below.

¢£.03.259-81, £3.261-8 snd 53.9.16-10.30, where the debate centres
on the other three parwbles, particularly that of the Field. It
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is uotmrthw that the panble of the Sheep and Goats plm lnaly
a -uppurting role 1n Awutm'l unti-nmatist pounto gmmuy
of.3.3 note 17 above.

'l'his 1stmnot onlyofﬁwmthonclmm., butofn.u
Augustine's mti-nuatm pohlh, ct.3g3 nﬂte 17 nbm

"‘»V..ﬂ‘,li in ls uﬂ‘m»--“ Pmphetis et de Mu Christe ot
Lpo-ioua quodmu dixenmt, de episcopis auten ot !uhini-tu
lﬂmt Pol..43.629. Angnstine does not expand on the

As MMBIMnM, 3-3((:) nots 22“23“', Wpﬂﬂl
was lw‘h nﬂtﬂng in these paﬂugel to the tolmtim ot mmu
bishopa inthom rhichmthe Bpecﬁ.ﬁopﬁ.ut st umhtm
Donatists and Catholies.

In de Bono Patientia,6, Cyprisn refers to Ohrtot as the suprene
exanple of Christian ‘pstience’ :'qui Tudam potult usque ad extremm
longn putiuth mtinn:u. em om inimico m. hnltel Mﬂm
naimmmluostm (.poht-tmmhythomum mtm:
Lctter. of. ;M(c) .bm), traditoris osculus nom M' Cyprian
is umming this virtu o the bawis of rmum.m'- u:.-un |
treatise, of Taxt., ds Patientis, 3.7 :*Parus hoo ol non etism pro-
aiton- sunn secus habuit nec comstanter dmutmv t relates

1% to his own idesl ef episcopal ocmncord, of.4e Bano Pat.,15 and
Ep.73.26.2. In Ep.73.14 Cypﬂm 18 arguing m.i.ut those who wish
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to apply Phil.1.15-18 %o support the recognition of heretical |
baptisn and in favour of applying 1% to those within the Church
who ryebelled against ecclesiastionl disciplime, but who still
assisted in the initial stages of spresding the Gospel, of.3.4
note €5 sbove. Both works were prodadly writtem im A.D.256
during the baptismal contzovexsy. In neither passage is Cypriam
referring to the toleration im the Chuveh of apestate bishops.

‘Ds Naximisnistis suten quid respenderent, oum adlme homines viverent,
de quidus peesen’ apaxtissime faoillimeque comvinesi?!, P.L.43.630.
Augustine is thinking in particular of the Domatist snd formerly
Moximignist bishep, Pelicianus of Musti, vho was named, but net

- pzesent at the firet seasion of the Conferemse, when, as Augnstine

points out in B1.12, the Catholies had tried %o drsw attention to hia
o exeaplifying theix avguments from the case of the Naximiamists.
After Viotorianus the Catholic bishop of Musti had named twe Domatist
somterparts in his dioeese, Felicismus Mustitanus snd Domatus
Turensis, Alypius, mne of the Catholie disputants, raised a point :
'De nomine Felicdani, utaum in commmicme sit Primiani', to which
Petilisn vetorted :'Quis tidi hoe mandavit aut ex cuius persoms hoo
exigis?’ (af.01.10, P.L.11.12650, where the Msxinisnists are
expressly exsluded fwom the pwrocecedings) sad them :1'Hoc iem intemas
actionis esd’, G1.921-5. The peint of Alypius's question was to
reveal the Domatists as inommsistent im their attitude to the
Maximignists on the one hand, end to the Catholies em the othax.
Petilian's answer was, in effect, that aince the presant case was
agreed $o0 be betwesn Donatists and Catholics, the dispute between
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~ Domatists end Maxinisnists wes irrelevent. Felielanns features
- regularly in Augustine’s anti-Donatist polemie, in company with
Prastextatus of Assuras, both of whom were numbered amomg the
twelve somnecrators of lisxinien snd eondemmed by the Denstist
souncil of Bagal of A.D.394, ef.P.L.11.11868-90, then, after legal
action had beem teken against them by the Dematists for the
Tecovery of the Chureh bufldings invelved, wezrs received bask inte
 the Domatish Chureh without being deprived of their episacpal status
~or having the baptimms aiministered by them in schism repeated,
of .g.0resom.3.56.62 and 4-4.4: In e.Ep.Purm. 3.6.29 (08.1.D.400)
Augestine speaks of Prastuxtatus as having reosmtly died. Im A.D.
411, howevex, Felieianns wes still alive %o illustzale at least
three of the four arguments memtioned below by Augastine from the
" case of the Naximimists (the exsepiion being the argument conceming
~ those who were nod fuvolved in Naximian's ccmsesrstion and who were
dsseribed in the sentemge of the council of Bagsi a8 ‘not bdeing
pellvted’ by him). |

107 ‘oblitsi (me. the Domatists) quod Primismus aligquemdo dieemdum apnd
acta mendavit :"I114 (se. the Catholics) suferrwat aliena, nos
Antermittisus sblata"'; P.1.43.630. This 13 an exsexpt frem
Primisn's meply, incorporsted in the mmicipal resoxds st Carthage,
to the propomal whish came from the Catholies im A.D.403 thzough the

- offisisl chemmsl of the loeal magistmates, for s cmference between
the two sides (af. Moncewux, vol.6, pp.128-32) Augustine makes
similar use of this statememt from the Donstist Primate in his
Cont.Crese.4.47.57 (4.D.405), where he comtrasts 1% with Primien’s
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part in the legal mmauahmumummumm
of Ms hems at Mhuu (u. A.n.sw  Sinoe Augustine does not
nuﬂttmuuhthmma?ﬂ:i.m'nm. itnutpanibh
tohnmofthpmﬁumhg dthnuhthmlmmu
| nm;m the Ostholies upunuotmpnm witle we
regard property ﬁth hdu'fma Sush an expression of
wmhmum;ﬁmu-rmmumm
1iterature noted by A.Pineharle in 'Us Sermoms Demstista Abtributo
A.8.08tate D1 Milevi®, nunu-.zz (1923) pp+146-T;, where he
oompares the 'praclecta patperies' of the sexmem (ef. sexmo 8,
od.¥ilmart) with Petilim's statement 1'nos sutem pauperes spiriiu,
non divitiis motuimm sed &ivitiis forsidamme’, c.1i..Petil.2.99.227.
It may be added thad, in muking the very point $o which Augustine is
replying by his quotstiom of Primisn's stabemmt, the Domatists had,
in thelr Letier, referred o the Naximimnists ss oompsuiems in
povarty’ ('compsupermm’ P.L.11.1413C). In the sontext of the
distinctisn between civil proceedings to regain Chureh propexty, am
thmm, mlonl-omiuu, as the Domatists preferred %o
eall 1%, religious perssoution %6 bring sbout Chuveh wity, on the
other, the expressimm 'companions in poverly' sesms 4o mean that i
the Domatist view the Naximiunists shaved with them the positiom of
those who, unlike the Catholies, had not surremdered to werldly
weslth and powsr, of.Fassio Donsdi 2, where the devil is desaribed
a8 securing his grip on those who bad yielded ia the Diccletism
persecution :mentes quas in praslis towmntorus metw subegit,
blandinentis sdversus tempors pasis exexit...regall amieitia
mineribusque terrmis circumscribems svares’, probably s referemse £0
Constantime's finanoial provision for the elergy menticmed in his
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letter to Ceeoilian, ef-Eusebius, n.n.w.s; Passio Mapewll, PoL.
8.7615, vhere Naoarins's mumnmm z'mmmmu'
mmmmmummwmmnmm |
nwmmammgmummumu |
mnmmmmwmmmv mu
m-huth-nmtmmimorwatwmmwxuu-
ummumu»mms'mnwmm
mummm-uam. aodmehunmil nﬂnn
ablevata per .oueam mmm m mp:lmm. vestiri, pa-d.
gandere purpertes', wmhmmmuynmmuhi-untu
m«rmnmmmm, ux' (nu.sn'l),omz.s;
o.ntt.mn.a.&.un 92.202 (1 Ks.21. m.), ”.m, 99. 221,
nammmum;mudnmmm pmru
ﬂthihﬂdﬂmmmﬂumm.umthmdlaﬂnﬁ
(nr.ixuﬁ.ﬂ), 'homn m.timp.nymn' awmwtm
mmmummwthnwwmonmnmmpow
mqmmm'-mm,mmmbmhmmm
wnwm the Domatist profession of indifference t-
mymmmmt.mammumw thqm
mmd%tmthwmtowm The firet paxt of
Prinian‘'s statement referring to action tekan Dy $he Mhnliu to
mﬂnmmwumnmmmummrw
the beskgromd of auti-w legislation. Apart from the edicts
otmimanD.Mﬁ and 347, mehhafmdthhhtodul ‘ocontext
within which Dumatist mf—mpim-unmd‘mm
developed snd whioh hed inolnded, wmmg other penslties, the
confiscation of Chureh property, Primian may well have 'bm mtmh;
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_mmmmwmamwmmmaummt
v‘ 10&'1“31!!1 Ininlt h.mﬁll Qﬂi.d %o ihl Mltim. At the

very ime of Pndu'n m't, A.n.ms, ﬂn au of Cyispinus

‘ Ofmﬂwihﬂﬂﬁmhthﬂwow

b:thnGathoilpﬁappljhthﬂtﬂhhhntﬁiunfﬁlm.
392, maguhmxnmmuwmum.nmor
10 1bse of aald and the ocafimﬁm of thﬁ.rpluu of worship,
of. Cod.Theod.16.5.21, qum in P.Le43.806, and Nemesaux, 4,
!564 umm-'mmmvm
(u.qtommumums) 1'amende des dix livres d'or

‘tutmmmmt-mmhtﬁhmam

sobienatigaes’ (opeeit.p.256). If Primisn was referring %o ths
inposition of fimes end not simply to the confisestion of Chureh
property, this would both better sult his expression of indifference
to property (te. indifference to worldly wealth rather then to
phald‘wnhlp) amlalnluhtho Donstists lems incomsisbent
mwmmmmam-umm. If, howsver, Augustine's
charge of inocmnisteney is $o be scespled; it is moteworthy that

_ umm.mmthmmuuthmumnm

108

mxmummmamwmwthmar
coercive h@shtimhtb\%nf!ﬂiﬁu. Fox a discussion
of the Dmatist attituide to poverty sf.Brissmm, Avioncmisse, pps

This particalar peint was not made in the Cuthelie Mandate, dus in

sn eariier summary of the Catholic cane cmisined in their letier
in reply to the ediets summoming the Confexence, ef.Aug.Ep.188.4
md E‘i"-
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of. the vague allusion later in B3.8.14 i'quod...divinis testimomiis
velut estraecbent'. This zay be partly because he refers to this
srgument in his scoount of the Catholic Extended Reply, 33.9.16-18,

‘and 3.8.1. below, vhexe Augnstine 4id not deny that these texts

applied to the Ohureh, but conbended that in so far as they

Teferred 40 the present rether than the future they implied a
moral rather than s physiesl separxtion botwesn good and ads -

Thus the Domatist dmnial that baptism is 'everyvhewe', following
o immedistely from their argmmmt for the hewedity of sim, should
probably be interpreted to mean tha$ these who hed, in their view,
inherited the evil effects of en original wot of spostssy, could
not administer txue baptism, ef.c.litt.Petil.2.6.12-13, T.14, T.16,
22.49-50, 33.7T.

“43h4 note m above.
of. 'sacxamenti veritaten’, B3.8.12.

The precise role of the Civemscellisms has still not bemm wmtirely

elucidated, ef.eg.Frend, the Cellae of the African Cireumeellimms,

773, 1952, ppe87+9) Brissom, Autonemisme, pp.325-3%; Tengsirom,
Donatisten wnd Katholiken, pp.24-78. Thay sesm $0 have bem
impelled %o violence by & combinstion of religieus fanaticism and

~social end eommomic grievences. Optatus, 3,4, spesks of their

salf-inflicted deaths t'ex ipso gemere fuarent qui sibd peroussores
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sudb cupiditate falsi martyrii in suem pemiciem condncebamt,

Inde etiam 1111, qui ex altorum mentium meu viles aninmas
proicientes se prascipites debant’. Domatist comeilsn had
apparently expresaly oondemed this, of.c.Cresoon.3.49.54. Later
at the Cenforemnce the Catholies referred to their violemes, of.
€3.296-303; B3.11.22-3, but the Domatists refused to take any
responsibility for what was dome by Circumeellioms, ¢f.03.297 1
'Tbi dicunt Domatistae quod Circumeelliones fasiunt ad sacerdotes
minine pertinere’. For their viclemce ef. eg.¢c.Croseom.l.42.46,
48.52, wvhere reference is made to their dlinding their victims
with acid, a point $akem up at the Conferemce, ¢f.03.298-302.

ef.Opt.3.4 for the part allegedly played by the Domatist dishop,
Domatus of Bagai, in opposging Macarius's mission with & band of
Circumoellions and thus provoking retaliation. The injuries inflicted
in 4.D.404 on the Catholie bishop of Bagai, cf.e.Crescom.,3.43.47 and
Monceaux, 4, p.76, were sufficiently severe to play some part in
bringing sbout the snti-Denatist legislation of A.D.405, cf.Aug.Epp.
88.7 and 185.7.26.

'eum 11lie tota causa propter quam veneran$, versaretur!, B3.0.14.

*Hano vansm et saorilegam eriminatiomem (mc. that Ceascilian's sin
infected the woxld wide Chureh) hi, quibus mandemus, ita redarguant
ot refellsnt, ut primitus Ecclasise oausem a csusa quorwndem
hominum distinguaat atqus diseemant', P.L.43.824.

'quibue peractis (ss. the Church's case) nec ipsam Caeoiliani
causan volumus desersnt, sed sam nom temquam Ecclesise matris,

sed tamquam episeopi fratris eswseipiant', P.L.43.826.
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118 'esusa Ecolesine Catholicse...satis superque divinis testimoniis
dafendstux’, P.L.43.822.

119 ‘primitus Ecclesise cansam s sguse guozvmdmm m M‘.“M'“
quonisnm !qaluh pom malos habitura prasdicts upt',. P‘.».I..
43.“‘)

0 '51 enin hos fiext potuisse mnsizaverint, tune uiique ed seusen
Ecolesiae poxtinebit aliam !‘mu snsecipere dqu unutm
quasstionen ¢ utmm Gan:lunm eiuvsque ‘Mllow vel tales fusrint
quales ab istis fuisse dicmtur’, P.L.43.824, of.0).225 and 249,
vhere Emeritus elaims that, on the Cathelies omn segmmmt, 1%
is wmecessary %o m‘mumu case at all. In G3.188
n@Mhmﬂn &tmuucm'mthﬂlh%
argne their case on tha dasis of Sexipture or 'aem documenis',
that is, docamentis velating %o the case of Cascilism. In 83,260,
inmodiately after the reading of the Dmatist Letter, Emexitus
asks the Catholies to reply on the basis of Scripturs to the
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Notes t0 3,6,

121 cf.3.1.above.
122

123

cfa3.3(b) and 3.4(b) above,

Sic ostendentes (sc.the Catholics, whose spokesman is at this
point sugustine, cf.G and C3,281) divina testimonia consonare, ut et
illa, quibus compendaretur ecclesisa cum malorum commixtions, hoc tempus
eius significarent, qualis est in praesenti sasculo, et illa testimonis,
quibus compendatur non habere commixtos malos, illud eius tempus

significarent, qualis venturo saesculo in aeternum futura est.

124 The identification of Church and threshing floor is made by
Tertullian, who regards the chaff as apostates in de Fuga 1.L: Haec
(sc.persecutio) pala :.lla, quae et nunc dom:.m.cam aream purgat Ecclesiam
scilicet, confusum acervum fidelium eventilans et d:l.scernens :{‘nmzentwn
martyrum et paleas negatorum (cf', de Praescr, Haer.3.8-9 , where the cha.ff
is taken to represent heretics, who are equated wi‘l‘:h'apoat‘a‘tes in La5).
The same identification of Church and threshing floor is made by Cyprian,
who gives the pareble a similar spplication in Ep.37.2.2, but &
significantly different one in Epps5he3e2. and 55.25,1, where, together
with the parsbles of the Field and the Great House (2 Tim.2.20), the
parable of the Threshing Floor is adduced to support the presence of
penitent apostates in the Curch (cf.Ep.55.22.1,ff.). The Donatists
agreed with Cyprian that penitent apostates should be readmitted to the
Church, but that apostate clergy should not be allowed to remain in office
cf, the decision of the council of Carthage of A.D.312 quoted in .idversus
¥Fulgentium, ed,Lambot,p,221: turificati, traditores, abhorrentes deo
manere in ecclesia dei non possunt, nisi cognito ululatu suo per
peenitentiam reconcilientur. Unde Caecilimnoin :zechismate a

traditoribus ordinato non communicere oportet. and Passio Donati, 2 (FL.8,
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753C) , where there is implicit epproval of the principle that: ad eum
quenm negaverunt reverti per poenitentiam posse, ipsumque Domirum ad
suécipiendam dolentium exomologesim promptum utpote non volentem mortem
;mrientis, quantum ut revertatur et vivat (cf.Ez.33.11) but outright
repudiation of the principle that: posse tenere lapsos illicite rursus
ecclesiasticos honores, cf.3.3 note 23 sbove, .sugustine is going
much further than Cyprien in using this pareble to justify the presence
in the Church even of apostate clergy egainst whom no disciplinary
action had been taken, The argumsnt of the Catholic liandate was that

even if the Donatist allegations of apostagy against Catholic clergy

in the time of Caecilian were true, the knowing toleration of such clergy

within the Church could not destroy it, cf.e.g.,FL.43.825: Ecclesiam
Christi mullorum melorum usque in finem sibimet permixtorum, non solum
ignotorum, verum etiam cognitorum, quasi corruptione pestifera posse

inguinari atque deleri.

125 Lugustine himself makes this point in summerising the Donatist
Ietter in B3.8.10 (quotéd in note 28 below). The Donatists had, in
fact, referred only to the Catholic interpretation of this pareble,

not ‘to the persble itself: illud quoque adversarii subiungunt, peleas
‘cum frumentis debert simil in Boclesia permenere, FL.11,14104. Indeed
the Catholics themselves in their liandate had not quoted the actual text
of these parables, but had referred to them indirectly, thus: gquoniam
Ecclesia permixtos malos habitura praedicta est, quousque...2 frumentis
palea ventilata discedat,,.Homines autem quilibet in Zcclesia, si boni
sunt,..frumenta eius sunt...sin autem mali sunt,..palea...eius sunt.

Non ergo propter eos tota,..area,..demnata est, FL.L3.82..
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126 The suggestion in Migne (PL.11.141,D) that this statement came

from Emeritus is no doubt due to Augustire's contention in c.GaudeZ2elielie
that, once corrected, Zneritus himself admitted that the threshing floor
represents the Church, cf.note 132 below. The manuscript of the Gesta

attributes the sentence to Petilian,

127 G3.261: sugustinus episcopus Ecclesiae Catholicae dixit:
'seouaestio est de Ecclesia utrum permixtos malos usque in finem:~ -
hebitura praedicta est, an amnino omnes bonos, omnes sanctos atque
immaculatos in hoc saeculo, isto etiam tempare usque ad finem ultimum _
saeculi, Utraque testimonia divina sunt et utique repugnentia esse
non debent, nec omnino possunt, si intellectorem inveniant. Aream
esse Scclesiem non ego dixi. Non quisquam nostrum, sed Evangelium
loguitur, ubi scriptum est venturum qui ventilebrum ferat in menusus et
mndaturum aream suam, "Frumenta recondet in horreo". it cum diceret
(Et alia manu: Recognovi), 262: Emeritus episcopus dixit: 'Non legit
areem'. (Et alia manu: Emeritus episcopus recognovi). sugustinus
episcopus Ecclesiase Catholicae dixit: 'Joannes dixit: "Mundabit aream
suam, frumenta recondet in horreo" '. 3t cum diceret (Et alia menu:
Recognovi) , Marcellinus vir clarissimus tribunus et notarius dixit:
'Hoc guod postulat relegatur'.

263: Fetilianus episcopus dixit: 'De occultis reis hoc dixit
Evangelista, non de evidentibus quos tu vis tecum esse permixtos'.

(Et alia manu: Petilianus episcopus recognovi). 26l: Augustinus
episcopus zcclesiee Catholicae dixit: 'Prosecutio nostra pro ipsorum
epistola habeatur, legi coepit, millus a nobis relatus est strepitus,
mulla interturbatio, mulle interruptio. Permittat ut finiem quod coepi

eloqui, et sic respondeat...'. This text represents that of the
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manuscript; fram which the Migne text does not differ significantly,
The passage has not received the close attemtion of historians of the
Conference, cf.eg. Monceaux,6, pp.75 and 165, and 7, p.186. For Lancel's

discussion of the reading 'legit! see Postscript below.

128 Ubi volunt interrumpere Donastistae negantes aream in Scripturis

esse nominatam,

125 Tunc Donatistae interrumpentes dixerunt quod de ares non
legeretur in Evangelio scriptum. Cumque expressius a Catholicis locus
Zvangelii cammemoraretur, rursus interrumpendo dixerunt occultos malos
dictos esse paleam postea ventilandam, This account follows on from‘
what sugustine had already said about the way the Donatists had dealt
with this parsble in their Ietter, cf.B3.8.10: de area sane, cui paleam
Catholici dixerant (sc.in their kandate) usque ad tempus ventilationis
admixtam, tamquam omnino in dAvengelio nihil tale scriptum sit, exponere
similutidinem istam.ne conati quidem sunt, sed quasi hoc a se ipsis
Catholici dixerint, eam tantummodo reprehenderunt, velut ex testimonio

Hieremiae prophetae, qui ait: 'Quid paleis ad triticum?' (Jer.23.28).

130 Tentaverunt sane episcopi vestri negare scriptum in iZvangelio,
quod areae sit Scclesia camparate; sed mox evangelicorum verborum
commemoratione convicti ad id se comverterunt, ut etiam ibi dicerent
occultos malos significatos, non manifestos, de quibus scriptum est:
'Veniet ferens ventilabrum in manu sue et mundabit aream suem, frumenta

recondet in horreo, paleas sutem camburet igni inexstinguibili'.

LE Lugustine substitutes the second person for the third in quoting

Hneritus's words,



132 Nonne tibi (sc.Gaudentio) venit in menmtem, cum de palea

dominicee areee, id eat icclesiae, usque ad tempus ventilationis in

una permixtione toleranda disputabamus, cum Emeritus urgeretur, negasse
illum atque dixisse: 'Non legis aream'? Qui cum et & suis secretius
éﬂmneretur et a nobis apertius commemorantibus ex Jivangelio Domimum

esse venturum ferentem ventilabrum in menu sua, qui mundebit aream suam

et frumentum recondet in horreo, paleam vero cogbwret igni inexstinguibili,
continuo correxisse oblivionis errorem quo negaverat scriptum, nec tamen
schismaticam vel haereticam convertisse perversitatem, qua negebat malos

a bonis debere pro unitate Ecclesiae sustineri, continuoque dixisse quod

nomine paleae mali significarentur occulti.

133 Sunt quidem humena ingenia ita velocitate sui prampta ut vel
visu vel auditu facile cuncta capiant quae in eorum notitiam perferuntur,
Sed hoc doctis forte aut eruditis viris pro rei ipsius qualitate permisum
sit; me autem ad hanc rem minus idoneum esse profiteor...Si hac
felicitate ingenii gaudent, mon se iactent e arrogantia memoriae suae.
Mihi autem non competit nisi saepius repetere et diutwrna lectione

ed-xe:’it oesn

14 If munerous references elsewhere in augustine's writings are
excluded and only those in works addressed specifically to the Donafists
themselves are corngidered, the following examples show how commonplace
this theme had become before .iDelll: Ps.c.Don,0-3: Omnis gqui
Scripturas legit nmovit quod volo eperire./ Johammes Baptiste dixit tunc
ad Iudaeos aperte,/ quod illos tamguam aream suam posset Christus
ventilare,/ iiisit in messem operarios discipulos praedicare (cf,kit.9.38)/
per quos area collecta est et ventilata de cruce/...I11i tamguam semen

erant (cf.iitel3.2)), quod toto dispersum est orbe,/ ut alia surgeret nessis,




quee ventilanda est in fine/...Pone in corde areas duas (sc.the people

éf God in the 0ld Testement and the Church) ...ivsti iniustos sufferebant
venturo ventilatore.,.(so t00) secunda messis EZcclesiae,/quae per totum
orbem crescit, plura debet sustinere (in accordance with Christian
toleration exemplified in the New Testament). In his anti-Donatist
polemic in general augustine comcentrates on the second part only of this
double application of the perable, as in c.Crescon, 2,22,27: In scriptura
quippe sancta, quae neminem fallit, area dicta est Bcclesia Dei
Dominumgue ipsum cum ventilabro esse venturum et mundaturum aream suam,
ut frumenta recondat in horreo, paleam vero comburat igni inexstinguibili;
CfoPSeCoDONLL; ColpeParmele7¢12, 2.3.6, 246411, 2.17.36, 3¢3.17-19,
35e5427; ColittePetil. 2423455, 2.20,61, 3.2.3; C.Crescon,2.22.27, 2¢3Le43
(where Cyprian, Ep.5h.3 is quoted, cf.2.38.48, 3.68.78, 3.81.93), Le26.33;
Unic,Baptel6.30; Eppel3e6, 105.5.16, 10843.11=12 (CypeEpe5ls3). Thus,
writing to fmeritus himself sometime between 405 and 411 (for date, cf.
Monceaux, 7,p.262) sugustine again refers to it: si eam (sc, Catholicam
Ecclesiam) ante ultimum tempus ventilationis palea purgere non posswms,
Epe87.8.

135 Tunc itaque Donatistae protulerunt litteras...quibus responderetur
mendato Catholicorum, quod primo die actionis fuerat allegatum et die
sequenti, antequam ad secundam actionem die tertio veniretur, data
notaria, Donatistae edi sibi poposcerant, ut instructi possent ad
cognitionem venire, Et fortasse propter has litteras diligenter
scribendas etiam ipse secunda actione dilationem petiverunt, quae illis

sex dierum concessa est,
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136 Thus, for example, the Catholics specifically challenged the
Donatists to examine the evidence of the Gospel parsbles: urgendi ergo
sunt isti harum evangelicerum similitudimum et tam perspicuse veritatis
inimici, ut doceant guod intendunt, a challenge which was taken up in

the Donatist Letter: melos in illa (sc.Zcclesia) inter bonos esse
mansuros, per zizaniorum similitudinem incompetenter affirmant.,, R
PL..3.82) and 11,14,09C-111CB., The Donatists mey indeed, as iugustine
suggests in B.3.8,10 (see note 189 above), have treated the Catholic
reference to the threshing floor as if it had no scriptural foundation,
but nmot, of course, because they were any less aware of the relevant

text in this case than in that of the other parsbles, In fact, Jer.23.28
and iite3.12 had already been brought into opposition much earlier in the
controversy. In c,5p,Parm,3.3.18. sAugustine, in the course of his usual
interpretation of Mt.3.12, introduces one of Permenien's earguments thus:
emmonet, inquit, Hieremias senctissimms et infructuosas et steriles
peccantium turbas ab honorata fruge iustorum discermit dicens: '(uid paleis
ad triticum?' and in c,Crescon.t.59.71l. 4ugustine again refers to
Parmenien's use of this text after first accusing Cresconius of
deliberately ignoring iAugustine's repeated quotation of the parsble of

the Threshing Floor: ne quid sane falleris aut fallas, quoniam id, quod
tam crebro commemoravi, non advertens vel te advertisse dissimulans dixisse
me adfirmas non esse frumente dominica quam ego Ecclesiam Catholicam sic
adserui, quomodo eam non adserit scriptura divina, frumenta sole in horreo
recondentur, munc Ecclesia tamguem area cum palea trituratur., Cresconius
had apparently contended that iugustine's argument implied that the Iord's

wheat was not to be identified with the Church,
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137 cf.Gl.148 and lionceaux,6,p.161 ff. for further references.
136 cf.3.1, mote 1 above.
139 There is, of course, no question of a textual variant here

between different versions used by either side.

140 The possibility that meritus's words might be taken as a question
should, perhaps, be considered, The omission of a question merk in the
wanuscript of the Gesta could be explained as being due to the fact that
these words are not interrogative in form (for questions of this type,

cf  R.Klihner, Grammetik der Lateinische Sprach (1912-1)), bard 2, teil 2,
sections 229.2 and 232,1). But to take them as a question would mean
that Hmeritus made the point of his objection only indirectly. By esking:
'He reads "threshing floar", does he not?' he would be leaving his
audience to infer that Scripture indeed speaks of a threshing floor, but
not the Church, as Augustine had just appeared to say it did. This
leaves rather too much to be inferred and I think it preferabie, therefore,

to accept that Emeritus's words are incomplete as they stand,

141 Aream esse Icclesiam non ego dixi. Non quisquam nostrum, sed

ivangelium loguitur, ubi scriptum est..., G3.261,

142 cf,G3.270 and 272, P.L.11.115D-1},16D, The last sentence in 272:
Video Scripturam sanctam commixtos bonos et malos, sicut ipsi Ge retibus
iam confessl sunt, praesignasse Zcclesiam, is completed in the Migne
edition by the insertion of 'per' before 'comuixtos', instead of which I
suggest some such word as 'habituram' has to be understood after 'Hcclesiam'
for the sense, on the analogy of similar expressions in 261 (permixtos
malos,..hsbitura praedicta est) and 265 (malos et bonos hsbitura est

Ecclesia) .



143 It should be noted that the Gesta often indicate when one

speaker interrupts another, Thus, in the passage under discussion,

the phrase 'et cum diceret' is added after Augustine's statements to

show that he has been interrupted first by Emeritus, then by Mercellinus,
The omission of a similer indication that Emeritus too has been interrupted
may be explsained by the confused nature of the debate at this stage and
also, perhaps, by the fact that iugustine has just begun that Catholic
reply to the Donatist lLetter, so that it is the flow of his statement

which is felt to be arrested.

14 In spite of Augustine's skilful ridicule in c.Part.Don.p.Gest.
10.13-11s FPetilian's interpretation of the Threshing Floor thus
foellows that of Tertullisn, de Pracscx.Haer.3.T-9 1'Pu, us homo,
extrinssous umumguemque nosti, putas quod vides, vides sutem quousque
ooulos habes. "Bed oouli", inqmi%, "Domini alti. BHomo in faciem,
Deus in praccordis contemplatur® (ef. 1 Sam.16.7)...¢t de primis
noviszimos ostendit et ventilabrum in manu portat ad purgandsm arean
susk. Avolent quantum volunt palese levis fidei quoocumgue adflstu
temptationmm, eo purior massa frumemti in horrea Domini reponetur.!
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144" The debate between $he two sides centres on this parable for some

145

considerable time, continuing beyond the point at which the extant
Gesta some to an emd, ©f.03.265-81; C3.283; BJ3.10.19-20.

*Ergo ut dicere coepersm, divina sunt testimonla de sizaniis et
tritico ea quae intelligere comati...', G3.265. The lacuna begins

after 'oomati'. As the words ‘ut dicere coesperam, divina sumnt

‘testimonia’' indieate, Augustine is resuming his eariier point

‘utraque testimonia divina sunt', G3.261, where he had referred
both to the texts quoted by the Donatists in support of the Church's
purity and to those quoted by the Catiolics in suppert of a morally
mized Chureh. Having failed to establish the soriptural basis of
the Catholic argument for & morsily miwxed Chureh with reference

to the parable of the Threshing Flooxr, he now tums to that of the
Field. In their Letter, of.3.4(®)(i) above, the Domatists had
rejected the Catholio interpretation of the parsble of the Field
by insisting that the Lord himself sapplied this parable to the
world, not the Church. Augustine's words 'testimonia de sissniis
ot tritico ea quas intelligere comati' may therefore be takeam as a
reference to the way the Domatists had interpreted this parable
there. Imediately after the lscuna Augustine refers to the way
in which they had applied the parable of the Net to the Chmreh,
of.3.4(b)(iii), end he goes on to argue that the parable of the
Field should likewise be applied to the Church rether than the
worlde It is possible them that the lacuna eontains nothing more
than a reference to the Domatist application of thie parable to the
world, since if that reference iw supplied, the Mt of G3.265
develops naturally : the Donatists tried to understand the parable



146

147

174

of the Field as applying to the world, not the Chureh, yet they
admitted that the parable of the Net refers to the Church and to
the presence of unknown offenders within it. But the parable of
the Field may wore truly be interpreted as referrlulc\‘ﬂno'to the
Chnrch, since 'world' may be undexstood as equivalent to 'Chureh’.

While the Domatists had taken the bad fish to represent wiknown
offenders who remain undeteoted by the priests in the Chureh,
3.4(b)(111) they had taken the tares to represent known evildoers
whon it is the duty of the priests to separate from the Chuweh,
3.4(b)(1). ‘Thus, Augustine, in sttempting to show that the
parable of the Fleld refers to the Church and not to the world,
in the sense in which the Donatists had understood it, is trying
to establish on the basis of this parsble what he had just failed
to establish on the basis of the parsble of the Threshing Floor,
namely, that the presemce evem of known offenders (snd therefors
of known traditor bishops) in the Chureh has soriptural autherity.
It is for this reasom that the parasble of the Field occupies sush
a central place in the doctrinal debate at the Conference (of.note

144 above).

That is, truer than that given by the Domatists, to which Augustine
has doubtless referred sbove (ef.note 145 above). It is the Church,
not the world, Augustine is arguing, which contains wheat and taves
sinoce the world with whioh the field is identified (Mt.13.38) may

be wnderstocd as equivalent to the Church.
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G3.265 t 'Angustinug. . .dixits "...Ergo, ut dicere coeperam, divina
sunt testimonia de sisaniis et tritico ee quae imtelligere comati

| (lacuna). Verum tamen de retibus aliquando confessi sunt quod malos

et bonoe ,lnbit_ura. est Eoclesia; sed eos dixerunt esse sacerdotibus
incognitos et ideo non praesiundicare domis quemiam ignorarentur.
Ego auten possem qualibasoumgques facultatulae meas assertiomibus
ostendere mnn esse veriorem intellectum quod Ecalesia habeat

et bonos et malos, sizania scilicet et triticum, mmdumque ipeum
apellatum esse pro Ecclesise nomine, quandoquidem Dominus ipse
dicit :'Nom ut iudicet nﬁmdm, sed ut salvetur mundus per ipsum'

(.3.17), oum sclamis Dominum non selvare nisi Eoclesiam"*.

G3.266 + Emeritus...dixit :"'Mundus te nom cognovit' (Jn.1.10).

Ergo Deum Ecclesis non agnovit, si mundus Ecelesia est. Et iterum
dixit ¢'Ut reus fiat totus mmdus Deo' (Re.3.19). Et iterum dixit :
135 de mmdo essetis, mmndus quod suum eeset amasset; sed nune
quomisa de mundo nom estis, propterea odit et persequitur vos
mundus' (Jn.15.19). Et iterum :'Ipsi de mundo sunt, et mmdus
obaudit eis' (1 Jn.4.5). Et iterum :'Si quis dilexerit mundum,

non eet charitas Patril im ille' (1t Jm.2.15)".

Avgustine is going om (G3.272) te explain the apparent contradiotion
botween the texts just quoted by Emeritus (63.266) and the text he
hinmself had quoted (G3.265) by distimguishing two semses in whioh
the word 'world' is used in Seripture.

G3.267 :'Augustinus,..dixit :"Omnip ieta possemus ot nos diosre et
velut contraria primo proposita solvere. Itaque sine causa
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interruspunt isto strepitu..."” G).270 : Adeodatus,,.dixit :"Possumns
prachere patientiam; quam quidem prachesns, sl ea gume pavs diversa
asseriy habeant firmiseimen ratiomem. Nem oum aliter lex inter-
pretatur quan est, quis ferat, quis patiatur silentio adferri

prasiudieciwm?™

152 of.33.10.20 :'camden ipsam umam of sanctam Ecclesian nunc ssse
aliter, tunc uatem aliter futuram, nunc habere mixtes, tune nom
habitursm®, snd 3.6.2(a)(2) below.

153 Ratsinger, Volk und Haus Gottes, p.147, draws attention %o
Augustine‘'s use of the parsble of the Great House (2 Tim.2.20-1)
in support of the pressmce of good end bad in the Church and to his
distinotion between the good, who may be said to comstitute the
house, end the bad, who are seid merely to be 'ia® the house, ef.
de Bapt.7.51.99, where the parable is associstéd, as in Cypriam
earlier (6f.Bpp.54.) snd 55.25), with those of the Field amd
Threshing Floor :'Haec domms stism tritioum dicitur sive tricenum
sive sexagenum sive centenum fruotum adferwms '(ef.ut.u;'zs) oum
tolerantia (so. of the bad)...HEase est quippe in imm fidelibus
»ecaltos (80. the bad) ita dico esse in dome, ut nem pertineant ad
sompaginem domus nec ad societatem fregtiferse puiﬂmqm
Sfustitise, sed siout esse palea dicitur in frumentis*. A similar
analogy seems to lie behind Augustine's argument here : the world,
in the sense of 'good mem', is the Chureh, 'in' whieh bad mem, like
ths tares in the parmbdle of the Fleld, ere intermingled for the

| present. For further discussiom see note 158 and 3.8.2.(a)(2) below.
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154 G3.272 :'81 recomoiliari poteat Deo (of.2 Cox.5.19) detestatus
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7

1lle mndns ds quo dictum est quia nom est charitas Christi in
¢o qui dilewerit wandum (of.1 Jn.2.15), fudicent qui loquuntur'.
The Danatists often stressed the semse the word ‘world' had

. traditionally acquired in Christian martyrology, of.Fassio Donati,

7, for the gquotation of In.15.19, P.L.8.756A; e<f. also Passio
Maronld, P.L.8.762C; Pessio Maximisni et Iseae, P.L.8.7718; Serwmo
in Naiall m' 3 ad.¥iinaxt, DQM| line ”-‘

Avgustine has oonflated Jn.12.47 ("venit'!) snd Jn.3.17 ('mieis
Tous filimm sum').

That is, why does Emeritas (03.266) oppose cme set of texts to the
other as though they were cmtradictory? Ensritos was nok, of
couree, sugpesting that Soripture was self-comtredistoxy, in ite
use of the word 'woxld', but rather that the texts quoted by him
contmdioted Anguatine's argument for sm equivalwmes between
'world' sad 'Chareh’.

€3.272 1'Vide mmdun in malo omnes dilestorse temporaliom per
mniversas gmtes 1 vide mmdénm in bemo omnes fideles ot spem
gezentes sabernae vitas pex wmaiversas gmtes'. Angustine thas
distinguishes two senses of the word 'world' in Sawipture in terms
of o division of mamkind into two classes, good sd dad, of.
Trast.in Joh.Br. (A.D:414~416/17) 52.10, for a good example of
his distinetion of different senses of 'world' in Soripture.
Heving first distingnished between the place and its inhsbitants,
he goes on to distinguish further betweem 'world' in the sense of
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"bad men' snd 'wordd' in the sense of 'good men' :'Sed mumdus
appellatur in malis hominibus, gqui toto orbe tarrarum diffusi

sunt; siout sppellatur dosms im his a quibus habitatur, secmdwm
quod dicimus, "Bena domus est”, vel "Mala domms sst", non quando
reprehandimus sive landsans sedifieium parietum stque tectorum,
sed quando moves vel bonorwa hominmum vel mslorume.:. Appellatur
etien imdna in bonis qui similiter toto texrrmrum oxbe diffusi
sunt; inde diocit Apostolus :"Deus erst in Christo, mmdam
reconcilians #3bi"'(2 Cor.5.19). A similar distimotion hed already
been expressed by Augustine in terms of $wo oitice, ef.eg.0.Ep.Paxm.
2:4.8-9. Tor a discussien of the development of the twe cities
thems in Augustine's works, ef.louras and Eondeb, Ftudes |
sugustiniennse, 195), pp«97-160. TYor the application of this idea
%o the parsble of the Fleld of.D.C.D.20.9.1, whewe Augustine
distinguishes two semses of the Kingdom of Christ cervesponding %o
present snd future pericds of the Chupoh :'Ae per hoe ubi utrumque
genus est, Egelesis est qualis numc est; ubi sutes illud solum
erit, Ecolesia est qualis tuno eris, quando mslme in ea nem erit.
Evgo Ecclesia et nme ost regnmm Christi regmumque coelorwm.
RBegnant itaque oum 1110 etiam numo sameti eins, sliter quidem quem
twme rogaabumt : nec tamén cum 11lo regnaat simsnis, quanvis in
Ecolesis cum tritioce crescemt..: Postremo regnant oum illo, qui

o0 modo swat im Tegno eius ut sint etiam ipsi vegmum eius.

Quomdds suten sunt rogaum Christi qui, ut alia tacesm, qumavis idi sunt
domeo solligantur in finme sasculi 4s regmo sins (ef.Mi.1}.41) tamen
111ic sua quserent, nem quse Iesn Christi (ef.PRilfp.2.297'
Although Angustine mgkes no)uplhﬂ reference to the $wo cities
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‘here, the saimts who even now reige with Christ and whe will reiga

. with kim heveafter beleng to the ¢ity 'quse prasdestinata est in

158

. astermum vegnare cum Deo', D.C.D.15.1.1. For a discussiom of
~ the relatienship bebween the heavenly city anéd the institutional

Chmreh in Augnstine's thought of .Crany, De Civitate Dei XV.2,
Speculum, 25, 1950, pp.215-25; Maxims, Sasculum, pp.117-26, where
is :il relatad to the debate at the Camferense.

63.272 :'Auguatinus...dixit s*Ut exgo dicere cosperam, ipsis
mﬂbu‘; invenimus in Seripturis mmdi nomen in malo, momdi
pomsn in bome. Ham mmndi nomem in male, sieut ipei dixexumt @
‘2t mmdns oum non cognovit' (In.1.10) et '51 quis &ilemerit
mndum, non est charitas Patzis im 1lle' (3 h.z.ts); ot osters.
Mundi autem nomen in bamo 1'Ut credat mmdus quoniam tu me misisti’
(n.17.21)« Ben enim oredare salorun est. IMondi nomen in bano o
'Hem wenit ut ivdicet mmdum, sed ut salvetur mmdus per ipsum'
(ef.Jn.3.17). TNom salvabitur nisi Ecclesia in mmdo. Cum ergo
in dono -um ot in male mmdns, unde ista Seripturarum rixa?

54 intellectere careat, adhibe lumen intelligntise. Vide mmdun
in malo ommes dilegtores temporalium per universas gentes; vide
mmdnn in homo cames fideles et spem gersntes astemas vitse per
wniversss gontes. ‘Deus erat in Christo' inquit, 'mmdum
reconoilisns sidi' (2.Coxr.5.19). 8i recomoiliari potest Deo
detestatus 1lle mmins de quo dictum est quis nem est charitas
Christiain 0 qui dilexerit wmden, indieent qui logummiur. Audiast
ergo p.tintu nodilitas tua. Video Seripturam sanctam commixtos
bonos et maloa, siout ipsi de retidus iam oonfessi sunt,
praesignasee Ecolesimm...” Et cum diceret cumque streperetur,
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Alypiuns episcopus Eecluh. Catholicu d;lﬂt : "Sariptum git quia
perstrepmt”'.. The Domatists ﬁnt&rmpted b&:nm Augustine could
finish this sentence, of.note 141 sbove. HEe may have intended to

€0 on $o meke some specific reference $o0 the parsble of the Field,

sinee it is the imterpretation of that paxable that is the subject
m discussion, ef. 'Ego ant-n POSSER. . » o-tcndiu illum esse
vericrea intellsotum, quod Eselesia hadbeat et donos ot malos,
sisania scilicet et triticum...', €).265.

Fetilian inoxeveses the force of his objeetion by saying that the
world in Mt.13.38 ie idendified with the field by nome other than
Christ himsslf, the Divine Word by which the world itself was
ereated, ef.in.1.3. The implicstien is that be should have known
precissly what be mesnt by 'world' in identifying the field with
1t in M§.13.38. It may also be suggested that 'world' here, im
the Donstist view, mesnt the created world ordex in whieh good mem
and bad find themselves mived together in centrmst to the Chureh,
from which, as they had axgued, it is possible to separste knowm
offendexrs. For Augustine's aciknowledgement of this sense of
‘world’ in B&iptun ses note 157 above.

33.274 1'Petilignus...dixit 1"Qnid sit mmdus, quid sit Eeclesis,
sppertisgine definitum est b 1p§o anctore mundi atque factore, per
quem omnia facta sunt et aine quo nihil est fastum. Ipse enim
Dominus &ixit :'Mumdns hio ager' (ef.Mt.13.38). Potuisset dicere s
‘"Momdus Eoclesis est'. Quis igitur andst definire quid mmdus sit,
oun ipse Dominus fu‘s‘tar atque opifex iam dignatus fuerit definire?!
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'Quid mmdus sit, qui selvandus dicitur (cf.Jn.3-17)s quoted by |
Angustine in G3.265 end 272) evidentexr ostendite', 63.275.
'Salvandus' is prodeble used for e future passive here, of.Cem.
16.18 :'omme..benedicendae sint in illo omnes natiomes terrwe',
Ronsch, Itala und Yulgata, p.432, and wonld thus correspond to the
use of the future temse in G3.272 1'Xon salvabitur nisi Beclesia
in mmdo'. Maroellimus thus urges the Domatists %o answer
Augustine's point (G3.265 end 272) that 'world' msy be identified
with 'Chureh' in 80 far as in comtexts such ss Jn.3.17 it denotes
those who will in faot be saved.

G3.275-8 s 'Marcellinas...dixi$ :"Quid mndus sit qui salvandus
dicitar evidenter ostendite”. Petilianus...dixit :"Homo dictus est
mmdus, ubi dixit :'Mimdms reconcilismms sidi' (2 Cex.5.19). Nom
enim 8ibi Deus belluas, sed homines voluit recomcilisri”...

-Marceliinus...dixit :"Ex his ommibus qui mmdi nomine nwmeupantur,

dieis Ecolesiam posse cmastare, postes dsclaratus, an certe remnis?"
Eneritus...dixit :"Tollis n§s s wanifesta pracseriptiens. Ait
Dominua Christus in evangelio i 'Ager mundus ewt'"... Marcellimus...
dixit :"Patismini erge, ut ad omia quae spistolas textus continet
respondeant ¢¥ tunc plenissime de omnibus iwdicebo™’.

This is the beginning of the Catholie m Raply, ef.C3.28%1,

- whieh is sumsrised by Augustine in 33.9.16-18. TFor the

authenticity of G3.281 and the lamina at the end of the extant
Cesta cf.Appendix 1.
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164 A n-hiumnoo of Cyprian, Bp.54.3, ef.Appendix 1. The pnt
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tmainmmtmtnmtonhhitnpeaiﬁuuxiomm

‘of the Dematist aohhl

In o.Bp.Parm.3.1.1-3.2.16, Augustine had already related Ms view
of the nature sad fumectien of scelosisstical disciplize %o his
{nterprotation of the psvable of the Field in support of the
toleration of imowm offenders h the Chmreh. His sceomnt in thad
passage iliustrates the relevemos of this section en ecslesiastical
discipline hexe. Arguing, im e.Ep.Parm.3.1.1, that to Solerate
mmoumnmmunatmmutom
their #in, he draws a distiactiom hotnn [ 3 p!vuiul and a moral
separation between good snd bad, a distinotion which is esphasised
in the Catholiec Mamdate, ef.3.)(d) above, and agaia in Augastine's
Extended n-pu, ¢f.3.6.1 below (83.9.17-18), and which is basie to
Am-ﬁn'- omnception of 'tvo citia' uml;r diﬁ;l.not oven now,
but physieslly separated omly after God's finsl judgment. It is
in ¥he sontext of this distimction that his view of scolesiastical

 diseipline 1s o be understood. Its objeet is not 4o anticipate

God's final juigment by attempbing 3o separets the bad frem
commmion vith the good 'physically’, but rather to sncourage
simners to repemt, whigh ean often be dome best if they are kept
within the Clareh :'non dowwist severitss diseiylines, in qua
tanto est efficacior emendatio pruvitatis, quamto diligemtior
conservatio charitetis', ¢.Ep.Parm.3.2.13. Its funehion is

medioinal in this sense, of.c.Ep.Pams.}.2.5., whewe M.9.12 1

'lai est opus sanis medicus, msed ugﬁa‘tntihu' is quoted, and it
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should be administered in a bLrotherly spirit, of.c.Ep.Parm.3}.1.3,
where 2 These.)}.14-15 is quoted.

G3.261 +'Auguetinus...dlxl$ 1"mdus ergo non enim aliter et nobis
videri potuis, in hosinidus intelligitar. liom utique ita stultd
simas ut delloas eSiam ¢t quascumque irretionabilia snimentis od
salutem, quam Christus promisit, pertinerv dicemms. Prozeus hes
dioiens :'Jumdus in maligno powitus est' (1 Jn.5.19)¢ homines
suat; ‘Ut oredat mumdus quia tu me misisti' (Jn.17.21): homines
sunt; ‘Mumdum recomcilimms eidi' (2 Cor.5.19): homines sumt, et
castora quae in malo dliots sunt, homines 1111, homines illi.

Per totun enim mondum utrique, mali sixti bonis. Sio et Ecalesis,
quaa oonfessi sunt retium nomine declaratan hadere malos,; sed
dixerunt latere pescatores, constat ime quod habeat bonos et malos.
De lztendo st de non latendo quasstioc est utrum pertinuerit ad
plotaten danorum eSism malos sognitos tolerare, ne deessrerent bonoe,
an propter malos totum deserere voluerint quibus mali quid in
Ecclesis spparuerit. Ipss quaestioc est. Hos probamns. Dieimus
amnim nos non negligendam quidem ecclesiasticam diseiplinam, et
ubicungue fuerint proditi mali, ocersendos eos esse ut corvigantur,
non solua sermone oorrectionis verwm etien excommmicationibus et
degradationibus, ut huailem locum salutis in Eoclesia guasrant, ad
medioinam ipsorum fieri, non odio, sed studio salutis fraternas,
siout quodamlooo etiam ipss Apostolue evidentissime declaru$ dioens 1
‘34 quis nom obaudivit verbo nostro per epistolas, hunc notate et
nolite comisceri ounm €0...'(2 Theus.3.14)". The extent Gesta
end here, but the xeet of the quotation may be supplied in the
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versiom in which Augustine quoted it from c.part.Dom.p.Cest.4.6
‘ub erubeseat et nom ut imimicum existimetis, sed ocorripite ut
fratrem'. It 1s in the missing part of the quetatiom that the

: point is made, namely, that ecelecisstioal diseipline should be
ednipisteored in a drotherly m:it. 'oorripite ut fratrea',

of. 'stuiic sslutis fratemae’ sbove.



Notes to 3.1

167 B3.9.15 :'malts testimonis protulsrwmt quibus sencta Scripturs
mndun non nisi malos Wct', of .c.part.Don.p.Cost.,
6.9 :'Unde 1111 dicebant mmdum semper in malam significationem
poeitum...Nogs vero nom selum in malam, sed etiam in bonam
pignificationem mundum in Soripturis positum respondedbamus’.

168 33.9.15 :'Incipientibus exgo Catholieis respoudere, Donatistae
interrumpere et obstrepere coeperunt, ne perpetusma respondentes
sermo deourrerst...Tunc Donatistae intemtu...m-ul
interrumpendo dixerunt...Inde inter strepitus et interrmptiones
eorum...Et haec agebantur, Catholicis sermonen suum prosequendo
perpetuare conantibus, illis autem ne 1d fieret, perstrepentibus
veeBed credras contradictiones interponendo ne Catholicorum

prosesutic imperturbata procurreret, impedirent... !
169 of.eg.83.262,270.

170 o0f.G3.264,268-72, where after some dispute between the two sides,
Marcellinus ruled that the Catholics should be allowed te xeply
to the Donatist Letter as a whole, and this was eventually
socepted, ef.G3.281; C3.284; B3.9.16-18.
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Notes to 3,8,

m

172

I refer to this section (B3.9.16-18) as the Catholic Extended
Reply, cf.C3.281: 'Prosecutio Catholicorum gqua prolatae a
Donatistis epistolae plena adsertione respondent'., Apeart fram
this brief reference in the Capitule, we are entirely dependent
here on Augustine's Breviculus after the first few lines, which
are extant in the Geste (cf.G3.281 and ippendix 1). G3.281:

'Augustinus...dixit', shows the reply was mede by Augustine himself,

The phrase ‘multis senctarum Scriptursrum testimoniis et exemplis'
does not correspond precisely to arnything in G3.281 as we have it
(cf.4ppendix 1), It could conceivably refer to texts quoted by

sugustine to illustrate how compatible the proper functioning of

ecclesiastical discipline is with the toleration even of known

offenders in the Church. One such text occurs in G3.281, 2 Thess,
3.14(~15), where the brotherly spirit in which discipline should
be administered is stressed, It is possible that Augustine quoted
more then one text to this effect, as he does for example in
c.ZpeParm 3.1,1-3.2,16. It is much more likely, however, that he
is referring back to the scriptural 'testimonia' and 'exempla'
which the Catholics had quoted in their Mandate in support of the
Church's morally mixed nature (cf.3e.3(a),(b) and (c) ebove) and
which, together with further texts quoted by either side, had
formed the subject of the debate following the Donatist letter and

of the opening lines of the iIxtended Reply itself (cf.G3.281).



187

Augustine would thus be referring to the scripturel evidence in
gernerel supporting the Catholic argument at the point at which
the Extended Reply began. This reference thus prepares the way

for 'sic ostendentes divina testimonia consonare' below, cf,note4173.

173 Cf0306, note 123 above,

174  4is early as de Div.Quaest.83, 81.2-3 (ca.396/7), sugustine had
similarly distinguished between the Church, morally mixed while
subject to the conditions of mortal life, but morally purified in
its final state of immortality, supparting his argument with
reference to the two accounts of fishing, before and after Christ's

reswrrection,

175 First in the series of texts quoted by the Donatists in support

of the principle of a morally pure Church, cf,3.L(a) ebove,

176  For an earlier use of the image of the Ark by Augustine cf.c.Faust.
Man,12,15 (cae397/8), where the presence of clean and unclean
animals in the Ark, to which Peter's sheet in 4cts 10,10~15 is
seen as a parellel, is taken to justify the presence of both good
and bad in the Church, In c.Faust.Man,12,20, the crow symbolises
those who leave the Chwmrch, for example, to receive rebaptism
(scefram the Donatists), and in 12,21, the fact that only clean
animals were used for sacrifice (cf.Gen.8.20) is interpreted as
signifying the future release of the just from the present conflict
between flesh and spirit (cf.Gal.5.17), from the weakness and
concupiscence of our mortal state, This is very close to what

Augustine is saying here.
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What the Donatists had in mind here is indicated by their
concluding statement at the end of the section on the Prophets
(efe3el(0) above) to which iugustine is now replying: the fact
that the Prophets remained among those whom they condemned wes a
matter of 'cammoratio' not 'commmio' (cf. FL 11,1411C), The
Donatists in turn were replying to the Catholic argument that in
spite of their severe dsmmciation of the pecple, the Frophets
did not withdraw from them physically (cf.3.3(c) above),

iugustine had used this argument as early es his Ps.c.Don, P (ca.393),
where the point that the Prophets shared one temple with those they
condemned is combined with reminiscences of Cyprian's

condemnation of schismatios who set wp a rival altar, cf,.Cyp.,de
Un.17: *hostis altaris, edversus secrificium Christi rebellia...
conatituere audet aliud altere'. i.Pincherle, L'IZcclesiologia nella
Controversie Donatiste, Ric,Rel.,1925, pp.lkO-1, noting that

Cyprian's words wore turned esgainst the Donetists by both Optatus
(cf.0pts 1.19) and sugustine (cf.eg.Ps,0,Don,B,F,I and epilogue),
points out that the Domatists also took up this Cyprianic theme
against their Cetholic rivals, the alter (ie., the regularly

ordained prieathood) being one of the six 'dotes' with which
Parmenian held the true Church to be endowed as Christ's betrothed
(cf,0peCite,pe38 and Upte2.2 and 2,8). Fincherle further refers

to Uptelie6, where Is.66,3 (God's rejection of the sacrifice of a
simer) is mentioned es having been quoted by Parmerdan, and Opt.3.12,
where the Donetist condemnation of Catholic sacrifices at the time

of the Edict of Union of 347 is mentioned, and interprets these

reforences in line with Cyprian's woards: 'adversus secrificium
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Christi rebellis', as indicating the Donatist view that it was the
Catholics who had set up & rival a]{.tar to the true one. 4is hes
- £c

been already noted (cf.3.l(c) mt;:aborve) , in their letter the
Donatists made the point that the Prophets Elijah, Elisha, Hosea
and shmos did not communicate at 'the schismatic alters of Samaria'
(PL 11.1410D-14114). Clearly, fram the Donatist point of view,

the ‘schismatic altars' set up by Jercboam (cf,1Ks.12,25-33)
provided a striking example fram the time of the Prophets of the
position their Catholic opponents had come to occupy. The
Donatists had, indeed, gone on to argue that evsn in Jerusalem
itself the Prophets could not have teken pert in sacrifices they
condemned in such words es Is,66.,3 without incurring the charge of
prevarication (FL 11,1411B-C). Thus Augustine's insistence that
the Prophets did not institute another temple or sacrifices than
those at Jerusalem, This does not, of course, demonstrate that
the Prophets did take part in the sacrifices of priests they
regarded as wmworthy and there is no reason to suppose the Donatists
would have disputed sugustine's further point that at a later period
there were men like Zecheriah (cf.lk.l) who were worthy of their

office, cf.note 180 below.

The point here is whether the successors of those who supparted
Caecilian could still be considered to be implicated in his alleged
act of traditio, The argument that other people's sins are harmful
only if imitated is a cammon theme of Augustine's anti-Donatist
polemic, cf,eg.Ps.c.Done,N. In c.Ep.Parm, 3.1.ff, there is a

fuller account of how Augustine understood what it meant to imitate
sinners who were tolerated in the Church (cf.3.6.(b) note 16§ above).

In the Catholic Mandate, as in Augustine's anti-Donatist polemic
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gererally, the Donatist comparison of the effects of the toleration
of sinners in the Church to an infectious disease is exploited,

cf.ege PL 43.825: 'Zeclesiam Christi mullorum malorum usque in finem
sibimet permixtorum non solum ignotorum, verum etiam cognitorum,
quasi corruptione pestifera posse inquinari atque deleri'. Although
the Donatists undoubtedly used this comparison, cf.eg. c.litt.Petil.
2.44.103;: 'nos enim, ut scriptum est (cf.Gele.3.27), baptismo nostro
Christum induimus traditum, vos vestro contagio Iudam induitis
traditorem', and Passio Donati, 10, PL 8.756C: 'communionis eius
contagium', their main contention seems to have been that knowingly
to tolerate evildosrs in the Church was to condone their sin and thus
to share its guilt (cf.eg.c.litt.Petile2,92,202: 'thmris (ie,
apostasy) enim conscientia cmnes implicuit qui kensurio ccnsensistis',
cf.hcta Sat.17, PL 8,700C). But, in what sense was the guilt of
those who had supported kensurius end Caecilian, by remaining in
commnion with them and receiving their sacraments, shared by their
successors a century later? In their Letter (PL 11.,1212A-B) the
Donatists bhad quoted texts fram the Old Testament showing how
children were punished for their parents' sins and how the priests

of Fli's house were cut off and their place taken by others (cf.3.L(c)
sbove). Earlier at the Conference (cf.G3.221-2,7) they had tried to
link augustine personally with Caecilien through his ordination on
line of succession to Caecilian and his colleagues. Petilian could
speek of beptism administered by an unworthy priest as not only being
deprived of its life giving power, but actually conferring deedly

sin (of.c.litt.Petil.2.L.8: 'qui fidem sciens a perfido sumpserit,
non fidem percipit sed reatum'). Yet, this process was not autamatic,
for Petilian's insistence that only he who knowingly receives the

sacrament of a sinful priest incurs his sin (cf.c.litt.Petil.’.22.26 £f.)
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implies that some degree of culpable acquiescence an the part of

the recipient must be assumed. The Catholic Church's paert in
persecuting the Donatists lent suypport to the view that that Church
had, through the apostasy of Caecilian and his colleagues, changed
sides in the conflict between the Church ard the world, Christ

and the devil (cf.eg.icta Sat.19, FL 8.701~2), Behind the fact

of persecution lay that change of allegiance which, in the Donatist
view, to condone apostesy entailed, cf.eg,the Judas theme in
Petilian's pastorel letter, c.litt.Petil.2.8.17, 13,101, 11,103,

and its development in the Donatist Letter at the Conference, 3..(c)
above. To the Catholic protest that they were not the sons of
traditors Petilian replied: 'Eius est aliquis filius cuius facta
sectatur, | Hi ernim certissimi f£ilii sunt, idemque parentibus
similes quos non ista caro nec sanguis, sed mores et facta parentibus
consimiles genuerunt', cilitt.Petil, 2.11.,25, and he was thinking of
persecution, The theme that a txree is known by its fruits (Mt.7.15-17,
already employed by Petilian, cf.c,litt.Petil.2.6.12, 16.36) was
introduced later at the Conferemnce (C3.309; B3.11.23) to illustrate
how the action of Christians who persecute their fellow Christians
cen only be explained as a consequence of the betrayel of Christ in
which they had alresdy acquiesced even while professing his nane,
.cf.eg.hcta Sat.19, PL 8,702B: 'diaebolus...eos pollutis
traditionibus iungens sibi, sub praetextu sanctissimse religionis
extinguat'; Sermo in Nateli Imnoc. 2, ed.Wilmart, p.282: 'subdolis
temen subtilitatibus adoraturum se dominum similet' (sc.Herod, as a

prototype of Catholic persecutars).

For the argument from the case of Lechariah, etc., cf.eg.c.Ep.Parm,

2,5,10 (ca.00). The Donatists, in fact, accepted that s succession
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of just men had contimied from the beginning, cf.eg.Sermo in
Nateli Innoc, 5, ed.Wilmart, p.283: 'semper enim innocentia pro
veritate in saeculo laboravit guia inter ipse initie mundi
inimicities cum diabulo insidiatore suscepit... Denique statim
4bel iustus imnocens a fratre necatur, et qui deo plecuerat
crudeli vulnere trucidatur... Inde iam omnes iustl et electi
prophetae per tractus tenéarmn et decursiones aetatum impiis
dominantibus oppressi...'; c.litt.Petil.2.1l.31 (where lit,23.33=5
is quoted); Liber Geneal,25 (LTFG): '4b ipso (sc.Seth) resuscitavit
deus semen iustum a cuius progenie pervenimus usque ad dominum
Jesum Christum'. Zechariah is mentioned in a later passage in
which the Liber Genealogus echoes the concern pf Chroricles with
an authoritatively instituted pﬁeathood, Liber Geneal,536 (LG):
'octava Abia, unde fuit Zaccharias' (cf.l Chron,2,,10 and Ik 1.5).
It is, of course, the same idea which Augustine reinterprets in
terms of his 'civitas dei', cf.Y.Congar, Zoclesie ab 4bel,

ibhandlungen uber Theologie und Kirche, 1954, ppe79-108.
181 For the use of this text cf.eg.Ps.c.Don.N,
182  'commmicetuwr', .. .. A
183  cof,3.4(d) sbove and FL 11.1415B,

184  B2,1 and G2,3-7, cf.Gl.14=6. The Donatists did not actuslly
quote this Psalm, but sugustine seems correct in his identification
of their allusion: *non sedemus, maxime cum lege divins. consessus
prohibeatur, ne cum huiusmodi adversariis nostris considere velimus',
cfe C.Ep.Parm.3.5.26, where Augustine attributes the quotation of
Ps,26,1~10 to Parmenian, and Optel.ll, which may contain indirect

hints of Parmenian's use of this text. 1In c.Ep.Parm.3.L.2%, it is



185

186

187
188

189

193

taken by isugustine along with Is.52,11 (also quoted by Parmenian,
cf.CoEpeParm,3.4.20) as implying a moral rather than a physical
separation, end thus provides an early example of his argument

here,

That is to sey, the Donatists themselves were unaffected by the
sins of those kMaximianists who returned to them, cf.3.3, note 24

above.

A more likely reason why the rest of the debate now centred on
the distinction between two periods of the Church is that this was,
in fact, a crucial point (cf.further discussion below), not that

the Donetists had no answer to iugustine's other arguments.
ef . note 198 below,
cf.note 30 pelow,

This clause is obviously & comment inserted by augustine at this
point in his account of what the Donatists . said, but it represents
an argument that doubtless was used by the Catholics shortly after-
wards in reply to this Donatist objection: 'cum iidem ipsi qui munc
boni -tolerant perm:i.xtds malos et resurrecturi moriuntur, tunc nec
mixtos malos habituri sint, nec omnino morituri', B3.10,20, which
is consistent with a later point made by the Catholics and
registered by Marcellus in his Capitula in connexion with the
argument over the Church's immortality: ‘eam scclesiam immortalem
esse promissam, quae runc ex iustis mortalibus constat in terra',

C3.2884 cf.note 229below.
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4 reference to the Donatist interpretation of the parables of
the Net (cf.3.4(b) (iii) ) and Threshing Floor (cf.3.6(e) ).

Cyprian's Ep.5k.3.1 had already been quoted in the Catholic
Mandate (cf.3.3.(c) )s» 4Augustine's specific reference here, 'in

Zeclesia diceret esse zizania, nec latere, sed cerni', B3.10.20, is

!
.to Cyprian's phrase: 'quoniam zizania esse in Zcclesia cernims’,

'quod in ea millus esset vel corpore moriturus', B3.10,20, See
note 174 sbove for an earlier example of Augustine's use of this

argument,

cf,2 Cor.l.16: 'Et si exterior homo noster corrumpitur, sed
interior renovatur de die in diem'. Interpreting this text in
terms of the Platonic distinction between the world of appearances
and the realm of ideas, isugustine is drawing a parallel between the
individual human being, who though one, may be thought of as made
up of two distinct elements, body and soul, and the Church which
'corporaliter' includes bad mép, but 'spiritaliter' only the good,
cf.eg.de.Bepte6.1L.23: 'sed et qui tales (sc.mali) videntur intus,
non solum spiritaliter foris sunt, sed etiam carporeliter in fine
separabuntur', For an early example of the distinction betwsen
the 'outer' and ‘'inner' man and its interpretation cf.de Dive,wuzest.

83, 51.1.

The New Testement idea that there are many locel churches yet one
Church is taken up in the (later second century) Muratorian Canon,
lines 55=9: (Paul wrote to various churches) 'una tamen per omnem
orbem terrae Boclesia deffuse esse demoscitur. Et Johannis emim
in Apocalebsy licet septem ecclesels scribat, tamen omnibus dicit!

(Gwatkin, Selections, p.86). The same idea is developed by Cyprian
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in & passage on the unity of the Church: 'Ecclesia una est quae in
multitudinem latius...extenditur,..mmerositas licet diffusa
videatur...unitas tamen servatur in origine' , de Un.5 (cf.s8lso
Epe55e2h.1)e Augustine frequently cherges the Donatists with
not being in communion with the churches throughout the world, far
example, the seven to which John wrote (cf.Rev.1l.11). His de
UnsEccle12,31 provides an exarjple of this argument, in the course
of which augustine refers to the Church's unity in maltiplicity:
'An piaéeat vobis ut contra ecclesias quae membra sunt unius
Ecclesiae toto orbe diffusae, quas pobis per Scripturas cuas
Spiritus sanctus commendavit et tradidit, undelibet prolata
quaelibet homimum maledicta credamus?'  Thus, the Donatists, not
being in qomunion with the other menbers of the one Church
throughout the world, do not themselves belong to the one Church,
Augustine mey wish to allude to this familiar ergument here, while
the subject of the Church's unity is under discussion, but his
impediate point, that the Church is both one and many, brings out
another aspect of its twofold nature corresponding to the same
fundamental distinction referred to in the previous note,
Nevertheless, the fact that Scripture names many local churches
hardly answers the Donatist objection that Augustine spoke of two
Churches, dne where eyvildoers were tolerated, the other where they

were not,
Probedbly a reference to the Trinitarian baptismel formula,

C3.282: 'Prosecutio Donatisterum adversus prosecutionem Catholicorum
quam contre Epistoleam retulerunt (ie. the Domatist answer to the

Catholic Extended Reply to the Donatist Letter). 283: Prosecutio
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Catholicorum, qua ostendunt malos in Zcclesia seminatos, quod
Donatistae fieri posse negaverunt, <et> qua defendunt quod se
dixisse de duebus foclesiis dixerunt Donatistae'. 1In support of
thes insertion of 'et! there is an example of ‘prosecutio qua...
et qua...! in the mamuscript at G3.110, and sugustine trsats
these as two distinct points in his summary in‘BJ.IO.ZO.; Yhd
haec Catholici responderunt...et vicissim g_uassierunf quomodo eos
in Ecqlesj.a diabolus seminaverit,..De duahus ‘etia.m Ecclesiis

calumniem eorum Cathdlici nefutanuit. ee'a

'ad illud quod iam peractum fuerat redierunt, dicentes mundum non
bene intelligi Zcclesiam, in qua simul et triticum et zizania
iussa sunt crescere,..cum quaestio ipsa iam terminata videretur,
ad eam rursus swma inopia redierunt, eadem per eadem replicentes,
quaerentes quomodo potuerit diabolus in Zcclesia seminare zizania',

B3.10.19,

'cum Catholici et tot testimonia divins iam commemorassent, quibus
ostenderetur mundus etiam in bona gignificatione positus, et in ea
non nisi Zoclesie posset intelligi', B3.10.19, of.G3.265, 267, 272
and 3.6(b) above.

149 &
cf,G3.274=8 and 3.6(b), notes 162  adove.

| ' quomodolibet acciperetur mundus, quando utrumque semen per mundum

cresceret, non debere propter zizania ‘bétius mundi triticum deseri',
B3e10s19, cf.G3.281: 'Per totum mundum utrique, mali mixti bonis,

Sic et Zeclesia...constat quod habeat bonos et malos...quaestio est
utrum, . propter malos totum deserere voluerint, quibus meli quid in

Ecclesia apparuerit' cf.3.6(b) notes 164 amd 166 above.
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Augustine's phrase 'guomodolibet acciperetur mundus' presumably
means: whether the woard *‘world' is teken as equivaelent to the
Church, as the Catholics had argued, or is understood simply as
the world, as the Donatists insisted. iugustine's contention
here seems to be that whether we think of the field as representing
the world-wide Church or simply the world itself, the Donatists
are still open to the accusation that they have abandoned the
wheat beyond their own Church, which is confined to iafrica, In
other words, this is merely the argument from the Church's
Catholicity presented in terms of the parable of the Field., It
is not clear whether the 'totum' which those who see something
evil in the Church might wish to abandon (cf.G3.281) refers to the
'whole Church' or to the 'whole world' throughout which good men
are intermingled with bad, It is of course with the coexistence
of good and bad in the Church that Augustine is concerned and the
link between 'Church' and 'world' is provided by the idea of the

Church as a world wide orgamnisation,
Epe5L.3 is quoted in 3.3(c) note 23 above,

Optatus develops the image of the field considerably, introducing
assoclated ideas such as Christ the Sower (cf.Mtel3.3-9, 18-23),

the rain which falls on the just and the unjust (cf.lit.5.45), but he
can speak of the 'ager qui est totus orbis, in quo est Zcclesia’ |
and at the same time epply the coexistence of wheat and tares in

the field to the Church., Augustine's language in Ep,105.5.16
follows Optatus closely: 'Sic enim eos (sc.malos) in isto mundo, in
quo Ecclesia Catholice per omnes gentes diffunditur, quem agrum suum

Daminmus dicit, tamquam zizania inter triticum,...toleramus'.
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sugustine is trying to show fram the words of Cyprian himself,

whose authority the Donatists cleimed in support of their view

of the Church and of baptism; that it is his position which Cyprian
really supports. in ©p.73.1., Cyprien had argued that those who
preach Christ through env:- (cf.,Phil.1,15-18) are inside, not

outside the Church (cf.3,5, note 193 above). In de Zelo et

Livore L (written ebout the same time, 4,D.256) Cyprian had referred
to Wis,2,2:~5: 'invidia autem diaboli mors introivit in orbem
terrarum: imitantur ergo illum qui sunt ex parte eius'. In de Bapt.
Le9.12-13 Augustine links these two Cyprianic references to suggest
that since Cyprien regarded those who preach Christ through emvy as
being inside the Church, he taéitly admitted the presence in the
Church of those who belong to the devil, ‘'Unde', asks sugustire,
'sunt in unitate Christi, qui sunt ex parte diaboli? Frocul dubio,
sicut ipse Dominus eit: "Inimicus homo hoc fecit", qui "superseminavit
zizania" ' (cf.lit.13.28 and 25)., Augustine then continues his
explanation: 'Hoc fartasse de hominibus dici potest, ut sic extra
Feclesiese commmnionem non hebeat deus aliquem suorum, sicut inter
angelos sanctos non habet disbolus aliquem suorum, Ecclesise vero
huic, quae adhuc carnis mortalitatem portat, gquamdiu peregrinatur

& Domino, licuerit disbolo miscere zizania, hoc est malos homines,
et permisus sit propter ipsius Zeclesiae peregrinationem, ut requies
illius patriae qua sancti angeli perfruuntur, desideraretur

ardentius’.
cf. note 213 below.

cf.68peG3.281 and a1so 3.6.(b) notes 145 amd 146 abave.
Augustire refers to this point later in CoGaud, 2. Lol (Cael20): 'in

nostra collatione,..asserebatis agrum Christi de quo ait: "Ager est
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 hie mndus”, non esse Eoclesiam, sed mumdum proster Ecclesiam,

§ 8 8§ %
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ut es quae oernerentur posset habers sisania', cf.note 19! above.
of.3.4(») (1) adove.

ef.3.4(p) (111) sbove.

ef.3.3(¢) and note 191 abewe.

‘quonian Donatistae Soripturarum teoﬁ.ﬁn&o wasn Ecclesiam
sommendaverunt, velut sontras duss quas Catholicos affirmgsse
isctabent®, B3.40.20. The text quoted was doubtless one of those
oollected by Cyprian in support of the primeiple of tha Chureh's
unity and later taken over by the Domatista against their Catholic
opponents, whom (note 178 above) thay ugrd.& as schismatiocs,

ef. og.Uyp.de Un.4, for Cant.6.8: 'Una est columba mea, perfecta mea’,
reechoed by the Domatists, of.Opt.2.18 (Parmenian). In de
Bapt.4.10.16, Angultine shows how such a text ecould be applied to
the point at present under discussion at the Conferensce.

'Deinde calmmiantes, quod duss Ecclesias Catholiel dimerint,

unam guse nune habet permixtos males, alism guae pest resurrectionem
e0s non esset hsbitura', B3.10.19, ef.C3.282-3 (quoted in note 196
above) .

C3.284: 'Interlooutio quae praecipit ut ex codiece resitetur, utrum
duas Ecelesiss dixissent Catholiei prosequentes (e¢f.03.2081). 285
Tbhi interpretari volumt Domatistae, de duabus Ecclesiis aensisse

Catholiecos, quoniam duas eos Eeclesias dixisse nom constitit. 2861

- Prosecutic Catholicorum qua defendunt quid dixerint de Ecclesia

praesentis temporis et futuri'.



212 cf.B3.10.20: 'Je duabus etiam Zcclesiis celunmiam eorum Catholici
refutarunt, identidem expressius ostendentes quid dixerint...',

and my account of this passage in the text.

213 cf.G3.261: 'Utraque testimonia divina sunt, et utique repugnantia
esse non debent, nec oomino possunt, si intellectorem inwveniant',
and B3,9,16: 'Sic ostendentes divina testimonia consonare, ut et
ille quibus commendaretur Scclesia cun malorum commixtione, hoc
tempus eius significarent, qualis est in praesenti saeculo, et illas
testimonia quibus commendatur non habere commixtos malos, illud eius
tempus significarent, qualis venturo saesculo in aetermum futura est’,

of.also 3.6, note 123 sbove.
214  cf.3.4(b) (iii) above.
215 Cf0307.1(ii) above,

216 cf.eg. the accusation made by the Donatists in their Ietter:
‘clarum est adversarii qua conscientia patrocinantes erraribus malos

nolint a bonorum communione discerni', FPL 11.141D.

217 c£.B3.9.16: 'illa testimonia quibus commendatur non habere commixtos
malos, illud eius tempus significarent, gqualis venturo saeculo in
a.e'be;mum futura est', and G3.258: 'ostendentes Ecclesiam Domini in
Scripturis divinis sanctam et immaculatam fore ubique muntiatam,..',

PL 11,1,08D-1,09B,

218 cf.Bp.55.18: 'Neque enim praeiudicamis Domino iudicaturo guo minus
si paenitentiam plenam et iustam peccatoris invenerif, tunc ratum
faciat quod a nobis fuerit hic stétutum. 51 vero nos aliquis
paenitentiae similatione deluserit, Deus gqui non deridetur et qui cor
homonis intuetur de his quae nos minus perspeximis iudicet et servorum

sententiam Domimis emendet’',
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Epe55.25, cf Ep.Sh.3e

Cyprian is primarily concerned with the readmission of penitent
apostates to the Church, though the same would apply to those
repenting of any serious offence, cf.Epe55.26~7. In Ep.55.17 he
advocates the inmeéiate readmission of 'libellatici' and, at this

stage, the reinstatement of 'sacrificati' only in danger of death,

cf.Epe55.25: 'Tunc deinde quantus adrogantiae tumor est, quanta
humilitatis et lenitatis oblivio, adrogentiae suae quanta iactatio,
ut quis aut audeat aut facere posse se credat quod nec apostolis
concessit Daminus, ut zigenia a frumento putet se posse discernere
aut, quasi ipsi palém ferre et aream purgare concessum sit, paleas
conetur a tritico separare; cumgue Apostolus dicat: "In domo autem
magns non solum vasa aurea sunt et argentea, sed et lignea et
fictilie" (2 Tim,2.20), aurea et argentea vasa videatur eligere,
lignee vero et fictilia contemnere, abicere, damnare, quando non
nisi die Domini vasa lignea divini ardoris incerdio concrementur et
fictilia ab eo cui data est ferrea virga (cf.Ps.2.9) frangantur.

26 Aut si se cordis et renis scrutatorem (cf.Rev.2,23) constituit-et
iudicem, per omnia aequeliter iudicet et...fraudatores et moechos a
latere adque a camitatu suo separet...27 Neminem putamus a fructu |
satisfactionis et spe pacis arcendum, cum sciamus iuxta Scripturarum
diviparum fidem auctare et hortatore ipso Deo et ad agendam
paenitentiam peccatores redigi et veniam adque indulgentiam
pasnitentibus non denegari', cf.also Ep.55.18, quoted in note 248

above.
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cf.eg. the Donatist use of Ez.22.18-22, P.L.111410C and 3.4(b) (iii ).

cof .eg.Enaxrr.in Ps.47.9 1 '‘Non possumus enim negsare plures esse nalos

et tam plures ut Anter eos prorsus boni non appareant, quomodo non

appareat grana in area‘'; o.Part. Dom.p.0est.20.27 :'Proinde ne
putaretur, sicut ipsi putant, qued velut umus in turbs latenter
subrepisset ignaris, continuo Dominus in eodem ipso wmo, quem
ligatis manibus et pedibus in temebres exteriores ex illo comvivio
proiei iussit (of.Mt.22.13), multam societatem malorum esse

© intelligendam, inter quos pauciores boni in comvivio dominieo

224

228

vivunt, significare non distulit. Has...eontinuo subiunxit :"Mnlti
enim sunt vocati, panci vero electi (Mt.22.14)"'.

cf.eg.Cyp.Ep.73.7 (referring to Mt.16.16-19 and Jn.20.21-3) and the
Donatist use of the parable of the Wedding Cuest (Mt.22,11-13) already
discussed, 3.4(b) (iii).

'ostendentes quid dixerint, id est, non sam Ecolesiam quae nunc

. habet permixtos malos alienam se dixis_u a regno Dei, ubi non

erunt mali commixti; sed camdem ipsam unam ¢t sanctam Ecclesiam

nunc esse aliter, tunc autem aliter futuram...cum fidem ipsi qui

nung bomi tolermmt permixtos malos et resurrecturi moriuntur, tune

nec mixtos malos habituri sint, nec ommino marituri, B3.10.20.

For a fuller emposition of this point by Augustine e¢f.D.C.D.20.9.
1, already quoted in 3.6(b) note 157 above. R.A.Markus, Sacculum,
p+»121, note 2, remarks that 'Augustine's anewer as here summarised
by himself could have dome little to convimee his opponenta that
their charge was mistaken : "as if the saints who are to reign with

Christ were not the same people as those, who now, living justly,
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put up with the wicked for his name's sake"', B3.10.19 and see my
note 189 above. Markus then oontinues :'The question was not
whether these people were the same or not, but whether the Chuxreh
which contained only them could be said to be the same Church as
one which contained them along with simmers!'.

This twofold distinction had beem ewphasised by Augustine
already in his Extended Reply, ¢f.B33.9.16 and note 174 above, and
was now taken up by the Donatists.

'"Prosecutio Donatistarum ubi diocunt etiam mortalem Ecclesiam dixisae
Catholicos, cum Ecclesiae immortalitas sit promissa’, C3.287.

'idec negantes eam mortalem @sse, quia Trinitas immertalis est, cuius
gratia conseoratur Ecclesia, et quia Christus ideo pro ea mortums
sit, ut cam faceret immortalem : quasi Catholiei dixerint nom

eam fieri immortalem gratia Dei et effuso pro ea sanguh‘m;‘Sahatoria',
B3.10.20. |

'Prosecutio Catholicorum ubl adsunt supradictis lqsu-tionibus

suls, eam Ecclesiam immortalem esse promissam, quas nune ex

iustis mortalibue constat in terra', ©3.288. The Migne edition
emends 'adsunt’ to ‘asserunt', no doudt with the following reported
statement in mind, but & verdb of saying may be understood from the
phrase ‘adsumt supradictis assertionibus suis’ : 'The statement of
the Catholics in which they defend their previous sssertions, that
immornlity is promised to that Chureh which ie at present made up
éf just mortals on earth!. That it is not simply what the
Catholice had already seid that is referred to, but rather what they
nox Aua in support of that earlier assertion ia shown by the
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introduction of the word 'promissam' indicating a response to the
Donatist objectiom : ‘etiam morialem Eoclesiam dixisse Catholicos,
oua Ecolesise immortalitas eit promissa', C3.287.

'Et semper ab illine Ecclesiase quae sine macula et ruga est
(ef.Eph.5.27) unitate divisus est etiam qui congregatiomi sanctorum

in carnali obduretions misecetur', de Bept.1.17.26. Commenting om

this passage in Retract.2.18, Augustine reaffirms the distinctiom
between present and future periods of the Chureh s 'ubiocumgue in his

- 1ibris commemoravi "Ecclesiam mom habenteom maculam aut rugam” non

siec acoipiendun est quasi iam sit, sed quass praeparatur ut sit
gquando apparebit etiaam gloriosa'.

231 See for example J.Ratsinger, Volk und Haus Gottes, p.146.

232 The fast, however, that the Chureh is made up of mortal mem is

strictly irrelevant to the central questiom of the debate, namely,
xhe anong mertals should constitute its present mesbership.

233 Thas, by aaking the mortality of its members the basis of &

distinction between the Church as it is now whan it may include
even known offenders, snd the Church as it will be after God's
final judgment when‘it wvill no longer do 0, Angustine imvites the
Donatist objection that he is involved in the apparent
contradiction of making mortality a distinctive attridbute of the
very Chareh to which mity is promised in Soripture.

234 cf.B3.1%,passim and ©3.296-313.

235 C3.309 +'Ubi dicumt Donatistae traditores, id est, malem arborem,

ex factis suis, id est, ex fructibus posse cognosei'. That the
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fruits referred to are Catholic acts of persecution is clear both
from the gemaral context and from Augmstine's statement in
B3.11.23, quoted in note 238 below.

23‘ €3.312 :'a primi hominis oulpa hasrediterium in omnes transiisse
delictua'.

237 So Frend, Donatist Chureh, p.288. This scems olear from the
context, where ths comnexion of present acts of persecution with
an origingl est or acts of traditio is being considered.

238 B3.11.23 :'Cumque his Donatistae respondenies exaggerareant
identiden velut perseoutimea quas paterentur, tamquam ex his
fructibus suos adversarios malam esse arborem isctitantes (ef.

~ 03.309, note 235 above), et petentes identidem ut de agro et
zizaniie et de una et immortali Ececlesia iudisavetur (ef.C3.312

*Prosecutio Donatistarum, non eibi ad omnia esse responsum et
_ad singala. 313 : Iudicem debere ferre sententiam); conira
autem Catholiei fructus eorum commemorarent schismata et
rebaptisstionss (cf.C3.310 : Catholicorus ad ista respemsio.
311 + Interloeutio guaerens quando mala arver exatiterit)’.
A comparison of the Capituls and Breviculus here suggeets that
Augustine has rearranged the order slightly, as he does frequently
throughout. The order seems to have been : Domatist reference
te bad tree and fruit (C€3.309), Catholis reply pointing to
Donatist frults of schism and rebaptisa (310), Marcellinus's
 question as to when bad tree came into being (311), Domatist
oharge that Catholics had not answered their case in general
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and their arguments in particular relating to parable of Field
and unity and immortality of Chureh (312), Donatists repeat

request that judgment be passed on these points (312, of.290

and 29ﬁ) and introduce further argument on anslogy of original sin
(313). - -

See note 179 above, where the connexion between apostasy and
persecution is discussed.

¢.11tt.Petil.2.6.12 : 'Arbor bana fructus bonos facit, arbor mals
malos frustus faoit : MA ecolligmt de spinis uvas |

(ef Ji4.7.16~17)7' The oxder of the verses is reversed in
Petilisn's quotation.

24t The argument for authentiecation by reference to origin or source

upon which Petilian relies here was a traditional ome, to which he
ha.d ."juet explicitly referred :'Ummis res enim origine et radioce
cozfletit; ot sl caput nem habet aliguid, nihil est; nec
quidgquom bene regenerst, nisi bono semine regensratur?,
c.litt.fetil.z.s;‘lo. He introduoced this same argument at the
Conference, whem the question of Augustine's relationship and
that of his colleagues to Caecilian was raised, of.G3.221 ff.,
eap.236 3 '"Tandem aliquando expressius dieat utrum patris loeo
habeant Csecilianum, ex quo deducte est ista progenies. KNen
min potest aliqua res sine generatore suo nasei, aut sine capite
inecipere, aut cine radice sua crescere. Videt igitur nobilitas
tua se originem non habere ssepius protestatum. 91 igitur

oﬂgim non hebet, 1pae. est magis haereticus, qui mon hebe$ patrem,
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qui habitum patrem iudicdo suo dammavit'. TFor the same line of
argument cf. Texrtulliasn, de Prassor.Haer.20.7 1 'Omne gemus ad
originem suam censeatur necease est!, and Cyprian, de Un.12 1'cum
hsereses et schisme posimodnm nata sint...veritatis caput adque

‘originem reliquammt’'. The argument Tertullian had used against

heresy and which Cyprian in turn had employed against schism,
Petilian now gpplies io g¢infual claéy.

0.1itt.Petil.2.16.36,17.30 : "Monet etiam Domimus Christus s

"Cavete a pseudoprophetis, qui veniunt ad vos in veninufis ovium,
intus autem sunt lupi rapaces @' ex fructidbus eorum cognoacetis

oo (Mt.7.15-16)". Sic, sie, improbe persecutor, guocumgue te
velazmine bonitatis obtexeris, quocumque nomine pacis bellum osculis
geras, quolibet unitaties vacabulo hominum gemus 1llicims 1 qui
hactenue fallis ac decipls, vere diaboli filius es, dun moribus

indices patrem'.

c.1itt.Petil.2.89.196,90.198 : 'Christianitas enim mortibus
profiecit. | Nan nemo fidelissisms viveret, si more a fidelidus
timgretur. Dieit enim Domizms Christus : "Si granum tritiod
cadens in terran nom moriatur, solum manet; ai autem moriatur,
multum froctom facit (Jn.12.24-5)". Sed vos spinss atque
sisania, non semina spargitis, oum quibus vos in summo indicio
deceat conoremari. KNon maledicimus; sed ommis spinoss con-
scientia Del sententia sic $tenetur'. Blailse, Dictismaire, p.T70,
notea Petilian's special use of the phrase 'ipi.mu consoientia’

“in this oontext 'de ceux qui repandent spines abque sizania’.

Tims, the Catholies sow thorns (of.Mt.13.7 snd 22) rather than the
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true seed (of Mt.13.3 ff. and c.litt.Petil.2.90.198) which is
authenticated by martyrdom (ef.Jn.12.24-5 snd e.litt.Petil.2.89.196),
" while the thoms or tares will be bumnsed in the fire of God's
final judgment (of.M.13.30 and o.litt.Petil.2.90.198), for they
produce only bad fruit (ef.M$.7.16-20 and 0.11tt.Petil.2.6.12).
Petilien seems to be deliberately playing on the phrase 'spinosa
oonscientia’ here to suggest also the sense of 'guilty conscience'
on the analogy of 'spinae' in the semse of ‘vices' and following
his earlier demmciation of baptism administered by traditors aund
pemcntori, where he contrasts the 'consclemtia sancte dantis...
quas ablunat mocipientis' (co.1itt.Petil.2.3.6 end 3.22.26) with
tqui fidem sciens a perfido sumpserit, non fidem pereipit sed
reatum... "numgnid colligat de spinis uvae?"' (c.litt.Petil.2.4.8
and 6.12).

As in Petilian's letter, the parables of ths Tree and its
Fruit and the Field may have been intentionally linked in the
Donatist argument at this point in the debate, of. note3jp above.

G.Bomex, Les origines africaines de la dostrine augustiniemne sur
la clmte et le pdché origimel, Auwgustinug, 1967, pp.97-116.
Referring (on pp.100-101) to the acts of the council of Carchage
which fivet condemmed Pelagian views as expressed by Caslestius, and
relying on the dating of this council to near the emd of A.D.41% by
J.H.Koopmans {(Vigilise Christianse, 8, 19543 pp.149-163), Bommer
argues that these acts, quoted by Augustine in de Pee.Orig.4.3

(of .PeL.44.387), clearly indicate that Aurelius of Carthage and,

for that matter, the descon Paulinns from Milan, held $he so-called
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Augustinian view of original sin before Augustime had become
involved in the sontrovewsy. As an indieation of the earlier
tradition of such s dootrine in Africs, Bommer cites Cypriam,
Ep.64+5 1 'secundun Adam carnaliter natus contsgium mortis antiguae
prims nativitate comtraxit?!, op.cit.p.113, note 64, and p.115.

of. Bompr. opscit.pp.10} £f.

ef. note 179 above.

ef.note 238 ghove.

There nay also be a suggeation that true baptism was as necessaxy
in the one case as the otherw, of.c.littsPetil.2.7.14 ¢'amdo vitam
baptisml non habent, et qui numgquam pemitus habuit et qui heduit
ot amdgit’.

ef.C3.289 i1 'Interlooutio quae diecit ds peracia guaestiome in
sententia se dicturum esse quod sentiat, et iubet ut cansa

pandatur erroris. 290 :Prossentio Domatistarum quse petit ub

de singulis articulis cognitio(nedecurea pronuntiet : et ubi dieunt
testimomiis legalibus sule non osss responsum’, of.Bl.11.21 :'Tunc
Donatistas urgere coeperunt. ut ds his quas Msut primitun
fudiosret', and C3.312-13, note 23% sbove. In €3.290, ‘cognitio’

‘Seens avkward as the subject of 'pronmmtist' and if emended teo

'cognitione', the judge may be understood as the subject from the
previous sectiom. Clearly, the Donatists wished to brimg the
procesdings to a trinmphant oomelusiom &t this peint. Marcellimms
apparently oomsidered Caecilian's case relevant as demenstrating the
origin of the dispute {of.C3.289) and ruled that he eculd not psas
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Judgaent ont half the subject of the inguiry, of.C3.292 :
'Interlocutio indicis qua dicitur legibus prohiberi ne sententis
pro parte negotii profematur', ef.C3.314 :'Interxlocutio de
omnibus simul ferendam esse semtentism, ne motus iudicis ante
finem negotii pudblicetur'.

B.3.11.21 :"Quod cum stism Catholici exigerent...' The Capitula
give no olear indication of thies. I take C3.291 :'Cstholicorum
sd hase aéﬁmdm superiors responsio’, as a referemce to the
Catholic argument about the immortality of the Clmweh in €3.2088,
on the analogy of similar expressions to 'secundum superiora’
referring to previgus statemsnta by the same speaker, ef.eg.(3.2),
56,162, 190.

¢f.3.7 above.

ef.eg. P.Brown :'Augustine of Hippo', pp«332 and 334.
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¢f.Catholic Mandate i 'Quanvis causa Ecclesise...satis superque |
divinis testimomiis defendatur', P.L.43.822, and 'Quibus peractis
ne¢ ipsam Caeciliani caussm volumus deserant...ut demonstratur

iam olim esse finita ecclesiasticis et publicis doocumentis...',
P.1.43,826. During the third sessiom of the Conferemce, the
Donatists pressed their opponents to choose between 'human doouments'
and Soripture by threatening to treat the inquiry purely as a civil
lawsuit if they chose the former, of.eg.G3.149, where Petilian
argues :'Si igitur ad legem se retinet (ie. if the Catholics agree
to argue on the basis of Scripture), pervidet prasstantia tua
nullatenus ¢os harum chartularum quas proferunt facere posse
mentionem', and G3.155, where Augustine insists that the Donatist
charges of traditio against Caecilian can only be dealt with by
reference to the hostorical documents. The historiecal issue had
alresdy begun to be inquired into when the Domatists introduced
their Letter, followed by the examination of the dootrinal issue,
after which the inquiry into Caseilian's case was resumed, of.G3.220
and C3.315 31'Prosecutio Catholicorum postulans ut chartae quae
recitari cosperant perlegantur, 'of.B3.12. For an early distinction
betwesn these two aspects of the dispute in Augustine's pélelio,
¢f.Ep.34.6 1'valde sanctis Scripturis, vel documentis ecclesiasticis

aut publicis discuiienda est' (A.D.396, Moncesux,7, p.279).

254 For a comprehensive list, ¢f.Frend, Donatist Chureh, pp.337-8.

255 For a detailed analysis of the Donatist view of the Church's
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Catholicity of. Brissen, Autonomisme, pp.202-239. Brisson

draws attention to the tension left unresolved by the baptismal
controversy between Cyprian and Stephen, to the faect that the
African end Roman Churches differed om the guestion of the
rebaptism of heretios and yet, in Cyprian's view, even suech _
fundamental differences ocught not to undermine the unity of the
Church (of.esp.pp.110-21). He considers how far the Donatiat
Chuzeh may be regarded as simply maintaining Cyprian's idea of the
independent responsidiliiy of provinoial churches within the wider
framework of the one Chureh in contraet to the mmeh tighter form
of Chureh unity which the emperors from Constantine onwards
encouraged in the interests of the political umity of their Empire.
Although Brisson has been criticised by Mandouse, particularly for
Jumping the chronologiocal gap betwsen Cyprism and the Donatiate
(of .Encore le Donatisme, pp.92-3), this seems $o me to be a useful
approach, though I differ fyom Brisson on some points of emphasis
and interpretatioa and relate oy discuseion specifically to the

Conference.

2%6 of.eg.01.14 (Donatist mandate) :'Primisnus et caeteri sincerae
Christianitatis episcopi et catholicae veritatis'.

25T  ©3.22 t'vera catholica, quae persecutiomem patitur nom quae faoit'y
the same expression ocours at the degiming of the Donatist Lettiex,

¢3.258, ef.3.4, note above.

258 G3.30 1'Donatistas nos appellandoe esse credunt, cum si nomimum

patemorum ratio vertitur, et ogb e0s dicere possum, imo palam asperte
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designo Mensuristes et Caecilianistas esee, eocsdem traditores et
persgcutores nostros', ef.c.Cresc.4.6.7, where Augustine records
Cresconius's protest at being called a Donatist :'Ac primun quod
interrogas quare vestroe Donatistas appellea, adiungens quod Donatus
non suctor et institutor Ecclesise quae snte nom fuerat, sed a
Christo deductae et antiquae unus ex episeopis fuerit'.

G3<93 :'Ante causam inare nomen est 1llis. Etianm de ipso nomine
erit disputatio nobis atque ocontemtio. Tum demum obtinebit hoe
nomen gui fuerit inventus esse Christianus', to which Marcellinus
responds ! 'Certum ost post habitum oonfligtum eos Catholicos
nuncupandos, apud quos veritas fuerit deprehensa. Ego autem etiam
in hao parte formam necesse habeo sequi praecceptionis aungustae,

in qua Catholicos eo0s appellare dignata est', a reference to the
imperial edict summoning the Conferemce, in which the parties are
designated 'Catholics’ and ‘Donatists', ¢f.G1.4. Petilian raises
the same objection later (of.G3.146) and Marcellinus gives a

similar reply. The Donaiist claim that their rivals had usuxped
the title 'Catholis' is an old one, e¢f. Passio Donati, 3 :'Tamen
insatiabilis praedo moleste feremns quod nom ommes hac arte possederit
(ie. by open persecution of Christisns by pagans), subtilius
argumentum ad violandum fidei sinceritatem invenit salutis inimious.
"Christus", inquit, "amator unitatis est ; umitas igitur fiat"; ante
plebem nimis sibi semper obsecutam, ideoque a Deo desertam,
Catholicam vocans ut de¢ praeiundicio nominis, gqui communicare
noluerwnt, haeretici dicerenmtur' (ecs.A.D.320, Mongesux,4,p.490),
P.L.8.754A, of. also T57B.
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G3.102 : 'Catholicorum nomen putant ad provincias vel ad gentes
referendum, oum hoc sit eatholicum nomem qucd sacramentis plemum

eet, quod perfectum, quod immsculatum, non ad gentes. Nam doceat
8ibi ommes gentes communicare, et plemns est catholiows'. For

the aasociation of the word 'catholie' with the purity of the

Church and its sacramemts of. Acte Set.20 :'Fugienda est ergo

et expersnds pollutorum omnium oongregatio vitiosa, et appetemda
omibus beatissimorum suocessio gloriosa, gquae est Ecolesia

sancta, una et vera Catholica ex qua martyres profecti sunt et a
quibus divina testaments servata suns. Hsec enim sola persecutionis
infestae impetum fregit, hesc legem Domimi usque ad effusionem
sanguinis conservavit, in hac virtutes popul{ sancti Spiritus
praesentia frequentantur, baptisma a Salvatore perficitur, vita
perpetus reparatur', P.L.8.702-) (oa.A.D.320, Monesaux, 4,p.490).
For a similar eriticism of the use of the word 'Catholic' to describe
the Church's extension throughout the whole world, cf. ¢.Crescon.4.
61.74-5, where Cresoonius refers both to pagans and heretios as
being in the world but outside ths Church.

Brisson, Autonomisme, pp.58-9, eriticised by Mandouse, Encore le
Donatisme, p.85ff. I agree with Mandouse that Brisson's account of
Cyprian's use of the word 'wnitas' in terms of & distinotion between
"'mité' and ‘unieité’, or cohesive unity and uniqueness, is %00
dogmatio, but acoept Brissom'’s point that there is a difference

of emphasis on the element of geographical extension in Cyprian's
doetrine of the Church, as compared with that of COptatus and
Augustine, which should probably be taken into aceount in svaluating
the preeise meaning they sttached to the woxd 'catholic'. Thus
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Brissom (op.cit.pp.203-4) may be right in interpreting Petilian's
comment :'Si vos tenere Catholicam dieitis, Catholicos 1llud est
quod graece dicitur unisum sive totum. Eecee in toto non estis,
guis in partem cessistis’', ¢.litt.Petil.2.38.90, in line with
Cyprian's emphasis on the ome, true Chureh, though perhaps in
neither ecase can this ides be entirely divoreed from that of the
Chureh's world wids extemt.

cf.0g.Cyp.de Tn.5 :'ramos suca in universam terram copia ubertatis
Qﬂwi'c

ef.eg.%t.é.ﬂ t'Et cum sit nobis cum universo terraram orbe ee-_mlo
ot universis provinciis nobiscum, sic iamdudun duas seclesias
conparare voluisti, guasi sola habeat Africa popules christiancs,
in qua, vitio vestro, duse videntur partes effectas’; 7.1 :'revers
sufficiekat sibi Eaclesis Catholica habems innumerabiles populos in
provineiis universis'; cf.2.3, where Optatus refers explieitly to
the exchange of letters of commmion by which a dishop was formally
recognised on taking up office; of. slso Augustine's eriticisa of
the Donatist, Tyeconius, for failing $0 see the oonsequences of his
owmn arsinﬂ s 'Nox vidit quod consequenter videndum fuit, illos
videlioet in Africa christisnos pertinere sd Ecclesiam toto orbe
diffusem, qui utigque nen istis sb eiusdem orbis commniome atque
unitate seiunctis, sed ipsi orbi terrarum per commmiomenm
comnecterentur’, efp.Parm.1.1. Batxinger, Volk und Haus Goties,
P-131, notes that Augustine's cnphui.u on the universality of the
Chureh was not mersly a good polemical argumemt, but also a
fundsmental element in his doctrine of the Chureh. That this is
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in fact demonsirated in the discussion at the Confersnce on the
interpretation of the word 'world' ia Seripture, is pointed out
by Markus, Saeculum, p.122, of.3.6(d) above. The question here
however is whether the Domatists rejected the Church's universality.

To Augustine's statement ‘= 'Eoclesia quod audire non vultis, ot
necesse est andigtis, quoniam tot testimoniis et divinis eloquiis
proclamatur toto terrarum orbe diffuu.} cuius communionem videmmy
tenere, falsis eripinationibu a vobis appetitd uf', Emeritus
responded :'Puto importunum esse aslienam causam velle defendere,
et 14 in medium negotium mittere, quod praeter ruborem non potest
unusquisque sine lamhto in iudicio ventilare. Possem enim nunc
asserere et clamare adversus istos universum orbem reluctari,
reniti :"Non wobis mandavi, ab huius cognitionis eventu longe mea
posita est consclentia. | Ego agnoaco victorem. Quicumque iustis
legitimiagque ex causis Christianus fuerit approbatus, ille meus est
catholicus, illi hoc nomen imponitur, ille debet sibi hanc regulam
vindicare." Quamvis ipss catholica, quae nuno pro praescriptione
partis adversae quasi in fromte quadam rite adversum nos temperari
eognoscitur, medium esme debet 1 et in iudicio ita comstitui ut
hoc nomen victor asccipiat. Intelligit praestantia tua nihil
nobis de pesregrinis, nihil nobis de lomge positis preeiudicare posee,
cua inter Afros hoo nagotium ventiletur; sed magis hoe exspectari
ut quicumque ex veridieca cognitiome fuerit supesratus, 1s ab oxbe
videatur esae reieoctus', G3.98-9. Ilater the Donatist bishop,
Adeodatus, evenm turmed his opponents' argumemt back om themselves
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by malipiously suggesting that in their mandate to the emperor
requesting a conference with the Domatists, they had made the

came false assousations mﬁst the Churoh in other provinces of the
empire as they had sgainst the Domatists in North Africa and that
that was the reason for their reluctamce to produce a eopy of this
mandate in court :'Sed si fortisen eadem quas sdversus noe
mandastis, etiam adversus aliss provincias mandssse te constat,
bene facis nom prodm;_ Non te ergo in medinm proferas. Quoniam
me priswm ingequi desideras, servas hoc allis provineciis.
Ostendisti quod fecisti, ostendiati quid celes. Temeo tuum

mendacium, teneo falsitatem', G3.163, P.L.11.13924.

This is a constant theme of Augustine's anti-Donatist writinga,
cf.eg.c.Fp.Parn.2.2.5 : 'Donatus autem dicit agrum Dei in sola Afries
remsnsisse' (referring to the parable of the Field). Fremd,
Donatist Chureh, p.167, comments on Donatus's view as expressed by
Augustine :'the result of the acceptance of Cascilian by clergy in
othexr provinces of the Empire wee merely that for the time bdeing the
field‘ of God was to be found in Africa alone'. I understand
Augustine to be presenting here and in similar passsges the
oonﬁluaim of his own argumsnt in} the forms this is what Donatus is
in effeet saying; bhis view of the Church and of baptism compels him
to sonfine the Chureh to North Afriea. That Donatus himself wished
to gain formal recognition for his church from the Christian world
is indicated by his contaot with the semi- Arisns at a time when the
outoome of the Arian controversy was by no mesns ecertaim, ef.Fremd,
op.ocit., p.170 and Aug.Ep.44.2.3.
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266 In ¢.Ep.Pars.1.2.2, Avgustine quotes Parmenisn as referring
specifically, in hias hﬁor aga.inqt l‘yminl, $0 Italy, Geul snd
Spain as being implisated in the charges of traditic which fho
Donatists brought against Caceilisn :"Legatione”, ait, “Functi
quidan fidelivaimli testes ad easdem provineias vemarunt; deinde
gemingto adventu sanetissimorum Domini sacerdotum dilucide plenius
ac verius esse publiecatum”"'. It is not clear from the context
what Parwenian may have intended by this referemce, dut it is
possidle that he iz alluding to the fast that the Donatist case
againet Cagoilian had been plaialy heard both at Miltiades' court
in Rome and later at Arles, of.c.Ep.Parm.5.10 end 6.11, indicating
that Parmenisn went on to refer to these coumeils. The Donatiste
socused Miltiades himself of trasditie, of.e.Ep.Parm.5.10, a charge
taken up again at the Conferenes, of.C3.489-518 and B3.18.34-6, and
blamed Hosius of Cordowva for Constantine’s poliey of perseeutienm,
cf.0.Ep.Parm.5.10. But the faot that omly those who were
imnediately involved are mentiomed indioates that the Domatists
did pot extend their condemmation indiscrimingtely to the whole
Christian world. Secundus's oouneil at Carthage im A.D.3%12
condemned Caecilisn specifically, ef.Adv.Fulg.,ed.Lambot, p.221,
lines 18-19 :'Unde Caeciliano in schismgie a traditoribus ordinato
non communicare oportet’'. In Acta 8at.17, the charge of traditio
is expressly limited $o Mensurius of Carthage and his descom,
Caecilian, while the Passio Domati, 2 and 8, again focuses attentiomn
on Cascilian, along with the secular officials involved in the
persecution of which the Donatiste here complain. The Donatish
recension of the Liber Genealogus (A.D.405/411) extends the charge
t0o inelude Miltiades' predecessor, Marcellinmus, and his deacons,
Strato and Caseian, at Rome, Liber Gemesl.626, (LFG); of.C3.489-518
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and B3.18.34-6.  Although the Donatists undoubtedly included in
their condemation of traditor clergy thoce who knowingly remained
in commmion with them, the remaining extant Domatist works (ef.
Frend's 1ist referred to sbove, note 254 ) provide no positive
evidenos for a wholesale condemnation of the rest of the Church by
the Donatists or for s reduction ef the Church to Afries alome.
Augustine oocasionally lets slip further hints in this direotiom,
as, for exsmple, when he says tba‘t he is not aware o!'-'hat Donatist
council condemmed the rest of the world (with which the Africam
Catholics are in communion), e.Ep.Parm.3.4.21; or when he quotes
Crensonins as saying that his rejeotion of his opponents' claim
to Catholioity did not rest solely on the fast that parts of the
'whole' world were still heathen :'ut ommia ista non sint,

quia providentia Dei in Christianum nomen totus cotidie vertitur
mundus', ¢.Crescon.4.61.74. Such an idea of eonversion to
Christianity on a worldwide seale seems quite incompatidle with
the condemmation of the Church throughout the rest of the world.
That the ides of the Church's universality wms simply taken for
granted ie indicated in the Donatist Serms in Natali Immoc.,10,
ed.Wilmert,pp.286, lines 158-166 1 'lIsta sunt odoramenta quas magl
ex ultinlp texris Christo portsbant: aromsta portsbust) jotiug
Egolesisg... Quod auaﬁ Salomen ante cansbat (Cant.3.6)

g praevidebat a deserﬁo, id est, a saceulo

venientem, ex spinis et sterilitatibus enascentem, santitatia

et passionis odore flagrantem.'
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The importance of publiec opinion am a guarantee of justice was
stressed by Marcellinus in his ediect dealing with the procedure
to be adopted at the Conference :'A me vero ita per omia
promilganda sententia est, ut in publicem dimises notitiam toto
splendidae Carthaginis populo iudies ponderetur. Ita quippe
ceulis non solum urbis huiusce, verum etiam universae provineciae
totus emenaae digputationi- ordo pandetur, ut tam prosecutiones
disputantium episcoporum quam prosecutionum mearum eerie
subsecuta, digestis in publiec voluminibue explicetur. Haee
enim in iudice securitas ti@ei est, ut se non timead :ludioar:l,’
G1.10,P.L.11.1264C-D, of.1265D. This was immediately acknowledged
by Petilian :'Egisti partes tuas, vir ncbilis, ut et partibus te
iustum futurum esse promiseris, et auribus publieis popularenm',
€1.192,P.L.11.1266A-B, and soon exploited by him :'Oamenm nom dieo
Carthaginem, sed Africam fecimus testem', G1.29,P.L.1268D-1269B,
and by Emexritus :'iudicium toun de quo est Deus et populus
iudicaturus', G1.147,P.L.11.1271B-D. That the Donatists later
relied on the publioity given to their case at the Conferemce

is 1llustrated by Emeritus's appeal to the Gesta on the oceasion
of his dramatic oconfrontation with Augustine at Caesarea in
A.D.418 :'Gesta indicant si victus sum aut viei, el veritate
victus aum aut poteatate oppressus sum', Cesta c.Emer.3. ef.

also Bromn, Augustine of Hippo, p.331.
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Notes to 4.

1. It is diffieult to say how accurate an impression the Capitula give
of the relative space taken up by the historical debate, for which
thers are some 270 entries, of.C3.315-585, as compared with sbout
60, ¢f£.C3.253-313, for the dootrinal debate. But, as has been
noted in shapter 2 adove, auch entriea may represemt anything from
1 to 300 lines in the Migne editiom of the Gesta and although a
conaiderable nusber of gquotations of varying length from historical
documents would have to be takem into account under the former
statistio, these would have to be balanced against the very full
dootrinal statements contained im the Catholie Mandate, Donatist
Letter and Catholic Bxtended Reply, each of which is represented
by a single entry in the Capitula, ¢f.C1.55,3.258 and 281.

Augustine devotes some 13 pages (in the C.S.E.L. editiom, vol.53)

of the Brevioulus %o the dootrinal issue, of.B3.8-11 ('quarto loco!),
and 20 pages to the historieal issme, ef.B3.12-25 ('quinto loco').
Probadly, any difference in the actual length of the debate on either
issue 1s not sufficient to be regarded as a significant factor im
determining their relative importance. |

2. of.L.Dachesns, Le dossier du donatisme, Mélanges d'archéologie et
d'histoire, 10 (Rome 1890), pp.590-643. One manuscript has
partially preserved the collection of doouments whieh Optatus, as
he himself tells us, of.eg.Opt.1.14, 19-20, 22-27, appended to his
seven books against Parmenian the Domatist and which was already
0ld by that time (oa.A.D.366, 1st.ed.,384, 2nd ed; of.Optatus,




3.

4.

ed.Ziwsa, pp.165-216 for this Appemdix). Duchesne recomstructs the
muind‘r of thc Catholic collectiom rm refereneu and qmtatim
in Opt..tu and Awtine and froa the dmte employed at the

caufemm

Thus, in their Mandate the Catholics had stated that Ceecilian's
case should not be recpened, but simply shown o have been leng
since settled in his favour frol both eoclesiastical and publie
records, 'quorwm nomnnlla sufficient' to prove both Casoilian and his
mccnstor, Polix ot Aptungi ummt, 6f.P.L.43.826-T. l'ht
documents they in fast quoted are referred to below.

of.eg. Opt.1.22, where Optatus disparagingly refers to Domatist
documents :'Sed quia sudlo atquo'- de societate tua utim studio
chartas habere moio quas’, and Aug.,c.Creseon.]. 33 37-

Cresconius claims to have doenmtar: evidenoce minat catholic
traditors ' axtant etian 1ibri qnibu ordo rerum aﬂam fidelitez
sc diligenter moriptu- est; sunt gcta. sunt litterae, multorum
quoque tenetur manifosta confessie'. It seems resscmable to Quﬁpoaa
that the dnellsnfe produced by thﬂ ﬁinstistl at the Conference
fozud part of a collection giving their version of the origin of the
oontroversy 1n oppo-ition to that of their zmu.. though -any of the
nlu :lomta were dnnbtlul und by voth sidml and. htupmtod to
suit their m case. Thm, for example, the redords of the counocil
of Carthage of A.D.312, quoted by the Donatists st the Conference
(d.c;-ﬁ7:351--56 and 13.f4;26,) were ineluded in the Cathélie
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6.

.¢ollection (cf-Opt.1».19-203 Aug.e.Crescon.}.3.3; Adv.Fulg.,ed.

Lambot,p.221), while the Donatist appeal, together with the letter
of Constantine (of 5 May, A.D.321) to the Vicar of Africa, Verinus,
revoking repressive msasures against them and granting them freedom
under the law, which were also quoted by the Domatists at the
Conference (0£.03.544-552 and B3.21.)9, 22.40.), were not apparemtly
aveilable to the Catholiecs, of.Ang.c.part.Dom.p.Cest.,31.54 1'haec
tam excellentia documents, quod fatendum est, nem habebamus in
manibus’.

As indicated in the footnotes below, 4.3.
Thus, for example, it is difficult to be suve of their preeise

argument oonceming the distinction between 'Domatus of Carthage
and Domatus of Casae Nigrae', cf. Dom J.Chapmsn, Hevue Benddictine,

,2‘| 19@.?»09"230 For further discussion of this Pom, see below,
4.3

Dacheane (see note 2 adbove) has stressed the contimnity of the
Catholic srgument in Optatus, Augustine and at the Comferemce. By
the time of the Conference, Augustine had already greatly improved
upon Optatus's proficiency in making use of the historiocal evidence,
of .Momgeaunx, 7,pp.246-7.

See notes 2 and 7 abave.
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The same twofold pattern is discemible in the Catholie Mandate,

see 3.3(e) and notes adove.

Optatus shows no kmowledge of the souncil of Arles of A.D.314,

but Augustine refers to it, ef.eg.Ep.43.2.4 (4.D.397/8); o.Ep.Parm.
1.6.11. It was given only passing mention in the debate at the
Conference, of.C3.516 : 'Recitatio iundicii Comstantini, quo apud se
quogue Cas¢ilisnum fuisse purgatum post Arelstense comcilium,
significat Imperator'; ef.83.19.37 1'vecitatum est iudicium
Constantind, quemadwodum se inter partes cansam Caeciliani

. cognovisse ad Eumalium vicarimm Africses scripsisset...commemorans

etiam in Axelastensi oppido pro Caseilisno fastum episcopale

- indiocium’, and ef.sg.Frend, Donatist Church, pp.150-2. The

1.

12.

Catholic argument at the Comferemos centred am the eouncil of Rome
of A.D.31) and the empercor's judgment of A.D.316 (ef.C3.320-6,
403, 490-514, 540 and B3.12.24, 17.31, 18.34-65 C3.456, 460,
494, . 515-1T, 520-30, 533-42 snd 33.19.37, 20.38, 23.41).

Optatus eimilarly discredits the membexs of Seoundus's council at
Carthage by first of all stressing the involvement of some of thea
in apostasy, as shown by their own earlier sdaissioms at Cirta,
of.Opt.1.13-14 and 19-20, and Augustine follows the same lime of
argument, of.eg.Ep.43}.3; e.Crescom.3.27.

For the probsble date of this couneil, of.Monoesnx, 4,p.327. The
point was raised at the Conferemce whether this coufeil met before



13.

14.

15..

16.

17.
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er after the charges against Ceecilian were addressed by his
o}pmunt- to the emperor Constantine through the proconsul of
Afries, Anulimus, on 15 April A.D.313, ef.C3.377,379; B3.16.30,
but Momeeaux is prodbably corresct in taking this date as a terminums
ad quen for the couneil. If this approash te Constentine was in
response to his recognition of c;«nm a8 mm bishop of
cmhm, ef.note 19 belqu, it presuppeses thqt he vas not eo
reeognised by those who protested and that he hed therefore
probably already been formally eondemned by }Sﬂmﬂu'e comeil.

ef.C3.334-343s B3.13-25 and 15.275 C3.34T, 351-386; B3.14.26;
C3.434, 445-48, 472; B3.17.32.

ef.C3.490-514; B3.18.34-6.
0‘00315“052i 33-2105’ 22;”, 24-42-
“033-533'5428 13-20'38 and c-p.l.'t- Mu?.MoS‘o”.

For the Catholie argument of.Opt.1.27 and Appendiz, ed.Ziwsa, pp.197-

2043 m..e.m.3.29.33,‘79._00. The atages of the official

inquiry into the case of Felix of Aptungi are dated to between the

-~ end of 313 and 15 Pebruary 314 by Monscesnx, 4, pp.219-21. For the

Donatist argement of.03.556-8; B3.23.41-24.42, snd Aug«,BEp.141.11 3
"iudicium summ mtavit', i.¢. the Domatists suggested that the

_‘eupomhdbmpmuudﬂnanyto change his judgment in favour

- of the Domatiste.
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18. 03.472 1 'Prosecutio Donatistarum Cageiliammm in Africa ubi demnstus
fuerat, debuisse purgari', and ef. further references in note 13
above. The Catholics attespted to draw & parallel between the
condemnation of Cascilian by Segundus's md.l and the condemnation
of the present Donatist primate of Carthage, Primian, by the
schismatio Maximisnist coumeil of Cadarsussa (03.371-4). In

- e.part.Don.p.Gest., Augustine employs the Dunatist reply (C3.372)
‘nec causss ceusae, neo persenam prasiudicare persamae’ as a
ceonstant refraim throughout, but, as A.C.ds Veer has pointed out

- (L'expleitation du schisme meximisniste, Rech.ang.,3,1965, pp.
235-7), the parallel takes mo accomt of the faot that the oase
of Maximian oomcemed schism, that of Cascilian apostasy.

19. B33.16.30 1'Ad haso, ot si quae alia prolims prosecutione dizermnt,
breviter rvespondervmt Catholici, non sufficere ad esusam Casciliani
Carthaginense comcilium, ipsos etiam iwdicasse, qui ecam ad
imperatorem asousando miserumt; ' et sic demonstrarunt hoc potius
esse expectandum quo res pervenerit usque ad imperatoris sententiam,
oul candem causam mittendsn dumerunt'; of.C3.376 :'Prosecutio
Catholicorum...ubi dieunt ipsos illius temporis Demnatistas de suo
tudicasse coneilio qui (hoofili.m quen damnaveramt accussre apud
Constantinum principem voluerumt’. The Dematiasts specifically
challenged their opponents with the question whethsr Gaccilisn
himself had appsaled agaiust the desision of Seoundns's council,
€3.278 1'Ubi quesrmmt Domatistas utrum Caeciliaxms ad illo
episgoporum iudieio appellaverit', probadly with the implication
that sinoe he had net, the hearing of his c¢ase at Rome oould not
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properly be conmsidered $0 be in the hature of sn appeal from
the Afriean eourt.

of. Constantine's letters to Caseilian, bishop of Carthage, and
Annlinus, proconsul of Afriea, Eusebius, H.E.10.6 and 7. For the
Latin text, ¢f.PsL.43.TT7. In the first, in which Caecilian is
8ddressed as bishop of Carthage, it is probadly the Domatists who
are referred to in ‘.the passage 1'Et quoniam accepl quosdam nom satis
compositaes mentis lromines id agere ut sanctissimae ¢% catholicae

~ Ecelesise populum improba atque adultering falsitate corrumpant...

21.

Itague si quos siuscemodi homines in hac amentis perseverare con~
spexeris, absque ulla haesitaticne supradiotos iudices adibis
(Se. the proconsul, Anulimus, and the vigcar of the prefects,

Patriciue) idque ipsis referes ut in eos, quemsdmodum ipsis coram .

nandavi, animadvertant'. This may suggest that the Donatist
approsch to the exmperor was rather in their own defence. In
the sesond letter there is a referonce to 'Ecclsaia catholica cui

Caecllianus presest’.

Thus, Cyprisn's couneil of A.D.256 had maintained an independant
1line, though ome which was alse followed by the Chureh in Asia
Minor, on the question of the rebmptism of heretics, from that of
the Roman and Egyptian Churehes. Auwgnstine himself later regarded
the decision of the council of Carthage comdemming Apisrius as
suthoritative over against that of the bishep of Roms, of.Brissom,
Autonomisme, pp.231-4, Markus, Sassulum, pp.109-10, and Bonnex:




Augustine's visit to Caesares in 418, SCH,1,1964,pp.104~13.

As has been already noted (3.9 above), the Donmatists argued as

the Conference that the present dispute was purely betweem Africans
and had nothing to do with 'overseas churches'. Thue, the
Capitule indicate that the Donstists pressed the Catholios to
acknowledge the authority of Seownduns’s coumeil, (C3.368) : 'si

de sententiis dictis nemo dubitat, Cescilisnum iure damatus est’,
and C3.370 :'Ubi exigunt a Catholieis Domatistee utrum 1llud verum

esse conoilium, quo Caecilianus dammatus est, fateantur'.

22. C3.347 and B3.14.26, cf.}.3(e) note 34 above.

23. 03.334, 337-342 and B3.13.25.

24. C3.351-470 and B3.15.27, 17.31-3. The sutheaticity of these
»eoords has bean accepted in the main by modern scholars, eg.
Dachesne, Doesler, cited above in note ', and Rarly History of
the Chareh (EoT-), 2,?}-79-”, m; 3, p-100, lel.
Donatist Chureh, pp.12-13, although Jomes, Constantine, pp.121-3,
leaves the question of their authenticity opem.

25- diwt'1'14’ and mm'4' P0232-

26. of.Opt.,Appendix, ed. Ziwsa, pp.186-192.

27. The meting of bishops at Cirta, referred to as ‘the couneil of
Cirta', had as ite purpose the ordination of Silvenus as bishop of
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that plaee. Part of the alleged records of this meeting are quoted

dy Augustine in c.Creseom.3.27.30.

33. sfv%t-‘ -13’14 ﬂlﬂ 19‘&-

29. of.C3.351 f£f.

30. B3.17.31 :1'Hoe ergo falsum demonstrare conantes, malta dixerunt;
sed alia levia esse ipsi iudicantes, &uo quaedam in es quaestiome
sultum commendaverunt, et in ¢is multum immorati sumt 1 unum quis

. contra eccolesiasticam consuetudinem ipsum Cirtemse comcilium diem
et consulen haberet; slterum antem gquod persecutionis tempore
nom posset ooneilium congregari';, ef.C3.353 :1'Ubi principio
conoilii recitato, interrumpunt ((»Donstistae. negantes consulea et

 diem eoclesiasticis adiicl solere dscretis’, of.C3.365,383-86, 398,
390, 332=97, 399-400,407; = ©3.408 :'Ubi Domatistae contendunt, illud

deoretum adversus dsmnatores Caeciliani a Catholicis recitatum ideo

mlla veritate fulgiri, quia persecutionis tempore non possit
omoilius congregari', of.03.409-52, 454, 464-5.

31. C3.396 :'Interlocutio, ex maiore diligemtia consulis adiecti, fidea

- non perire deereto', and C3.452 :'Interlecutio quae definit duodecim

episcopos in unam domum tune calligl potuisse, quando colleotae
plebis publice fieri potuerumt', of.B3.18.33. The ascts of the
martyrs quoted first by the Domatists (C3.434) and then by the

Catholics (C3.447) sre not named, but it has beem suggested that
they may have been the Acta Saturnini, of.P.L.B.688-9 (Baluse's



20

Preface) and 689-T703 (text); Duchesne, Dossier; Monceaux,3,

P+ 141 ‘and 144. These include references to (i) the suspensiom of
confessors en the raek, of.C3.443 :'Prosecutio Donatistaram nom
potuisse concilium eo tempore comgregari quo martyres in equuleo
dependebant’, and Acta Sat.,8 :'eum pendem‘ in equuleo’; (ii)
meetings for worship (held im prismm?) of.C3.445 :'Ubi Catholiei
respondent etiam tempore persecutiomis tantam fuisse Christianorua
diligentiam, ut in carceribus baptizati martyres fuerint, collecta
Pledis facta, ex gestormm posse recitatione clarescere'; (Yecerint
collectas...factas', Daluss) B3.17.33 :'ut fervente pmmﬁm etian
in carcere doceantur baptisati iutm- et 1llic a Christianis
celebrata sacramenia, ubi Christiani propter esadem sacramenta
tenebantur inclusit, and Acts Sat.,16 1'inter quos (se. the confessors
in priesen) erant episcopi...qui legem Domini assereates collectam
dominicumgne constanter et fort:lﬁr gcelebradbant, quique Seripturas
dominieas divinaque testamenta de flamma...comservanties ss ipees diris
ignibus eruvciatibusque diversis, Mashabasico more, pro divinis
legibus obtulerunt', P.L.8.700A. This gould have been understood as
& referemce $0 religious services actually held in prison rather than
to mgetings for worship which, together with refussl to hand over the
Seriptures, were the reasom for the confessors' imprisonment and
suffering. Other acts apparemtly had to be read to prove
congregational meetings in time of permecution apart from worship im
prison, ef.C3.449 :'Item offerunt alia martyrum gesta Catholici, unde
collectae plebis tunc factas doceantur, et recitantur. 4501
Interloeutio quae definit ox recitaticme gestorum colleatas plebis
pexsecutionis tempore celebrstas'!, although this could have been
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ehown from the Actas Saturnini, ef.eg. 4 1'Christiani qui oontrs
interdicus imperatorum et Caesarum colleetam dominicam
celebrassent', P.L.8.692A. There 1s no memtion in the Acta
Setumini of the baptism of prospestive martyrs in prisca. The
version which survives bears no spegific date, ef. Acte Sat.,

2 ¢ 'temporibus...Dlocletiani ot Maximiani', P.L.8.690B, but,

as Augustine informe us, the acts quoted by both sides at the
Conferemce did, af.B3.17.32 and nete 33 belev. -

©3.386 1'Ubi Domatistae 1llud comeilinm quo Caceiliani damatores
invicem sua orimins éﬂunmt. 1deo argaunt falsitatis quias

huic contrs ecclesiastioum et apostolicum mores, ocasul adiectus
est!, €£.03.383,390,399-400; B3.16.30 1'Assererent hand esse
ecolesiastican consustudines, ne dies ot comsules decretis
episcoporun censeriderentur, legi volentes etism comcilivm Cyprianmi,
ut hoe probarent’; B3.17.31 1'Exigebant erge Domatistae a Catholicis
ut vel alia comeilis proferrent antiqua episcoporum ubi ostenderent
oonsules et dies etiam comseriptos, vel de ipsis sanotis Soripturis
tale aliguid recitarent...Catholici et in Melohisdis concilic diem
et oonsules demonstrabant, et de ipeis sanctis Seripturis
commemorsverunt prophetas indicia entiquissimorum temporum suis
1itteris prasmstasse, quoto anno, euiusque mense snni, quote die
mensis faotum esset super eos verbum domini'. The fact that the
records of Miltiades' court had a eomsular date was irrelevant as
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the Donatists were concerned with angient episcopsl cownoils,
that is, before the Comstantinian period. They claimed that in
nod having a oomsular date, the resords of Seewadus's comeil were
in sceordsnce with established prastice, of.03.351-3. In
referring to the Prophets, the Cathsliss doubtless had in mind

| -m'tm-‘ os Is.1.1) Jer.1.2-3; Hos.1.1 (kings of Judsh and
Israel); Hag.1.1; Zeoh.1.1 (Dartws).

33. B3.17.32 :'Nan gesta martyrua quibus ostendebatur tempas pexsesutionis,
consulibus facta suwmt Diecletismo novies et Maximiano octies, pridie
idus febmuarias; gests satem opiseopalis decreti Cirtensis post
eorunden consulstum tertic nomas mertiss : ss per hos tredecis

 mamses interesse invemiuntur, plures utique quam undevim quos prius
ﬁﬂmiiei ‘minus dnigdtor mutmdn mpondsmt s sed offieium
ut felleretur et mensem interesse responderet, sumiem consulatum
putavit, post comsulatus autes nem advertit, ubi mmmus iam alius
agobatur', of.C3.436-40. Am-tm suggeste that the reasom for
the panel's miscaloulation was that the 'post', vhieh may have been
written ss sn sbbreviation (ie. probably §, of.Cappelli, p.256), was
less obvious than when written out end open %o sloser exmaination
in the Gesta 1 'Officium antem in computendo ervans falsua
renuntiaverst, quod postes comseripts et diligentins considerste
gesta doonerunt, sicut potest probare, quem liberit legere et nom
plguerit mputm', B33.17.32. Augustine offers no comparable
explanation for the Catholic miscalenlation of eleven mombhs.
The date given for the coumeil of Cirta in the records as quoted

by Augustine in o.0reseom (A.D.405) 3.27.30, is ‘Diccletisme VIII
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et Naxiniano VII (35 IIII Nem Mart (ed. Potschenig, C.S.B.L.,
vol.52, p.435), 1e. 4 March 363, which would produce an interval
of elevan -mths m 12 Mmm. Optatus informs us 'post
persecutionen spud Ctrt;n sivitaten. mmt die III Idnum
Maisvum', Opt.1.14, ie. 13 May _'mer the persesatiom'.

Menseaux, 3, p.101, asoepts the nm.tm argument that such s
-Qgtmnfbum could mot have taken plase st Cirta during

the persecutiom in selecting 5 March 305 (23.17.32) xather thea
4 Maroh 303 (c.Crescon.3.27.30) ss the date of this comnsil.

See note 3! sdove.

03.467 1 'Prosecutio Donatisterum quasvis collectas tune factae

_nint plebias, tamem episcoporum dmtnhi. tune non potuisse concilinm'.

They may have had in mind the fact that Cyprian hed had o wait
wntil the first phase of the Decisn persecution was over before
susmoning his series of couneils ab Carthage from the spring of
251 onwards to deal with the pressing question of the lapsed
(éf.u.np.u.r). of .B3.17.32 :'Domatistias instantidus ut hoc ex
.'m, coneiliis ostenderentur (sc. Catholici) si aliquo tempore
persesutionis fackta episeoporum comcilis reperire potuissent’.

C3.453 : '"Prosecutiv Donatistarum qua adhne de desreti falsitate
sontendunt, et ipsius decreti sententias et verba discutimmt, et

Caecilianum sontra damnatores suos illeo se decreto dicumt defendere

potuisse, si constaret tuno factum hoo fuisse decretum’.

37. B3.16.29 :'3i traditores sunt qui me ordinaverumt, ipsi veniant, et
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ordinent me'. This ie an approximate quotation rm Opt.1.19 s
'Iterum a Cacoilisnc mendatum est ut si Felix in se, sicut 1114
arbitrabantur, nibil comtulieset, ipsi tamquam adimo discomum
ordinarent Coeoilimnum’, and 0£.63.375 +"Prosecutio Dematistaram
v»+Fromittons ex Optati episcopd Catholiel soriptis posse
monstrari Csecilisnum fuisse omfm quia a tr;ditorlbm
fuerit ordinatus’. |

03.469 : 'Prosecutio Duutistam, non potuisse episcopos sucs im
o0 orimine alterum comdemmare, si ¢0 ipsi teneremtur otmoxii'.

cf.c.Cresoon.3.27.31, where Re.2.1 and 2.21-2 are quoted, and

7 03..470 s 'Catholicorum de ;criptum doninicis ad m. msponuip'.

C3.472 : 'Prosscutio muntuu,n.lﬂthu; autem pro €0
sententian non valere, quis simili etiam orimine tenebatus',
of.473-514 and 33.18.34-6, of.0.Ep.Parm.1.5.10 (ead.D.378, Nomoeanz,
4,493), which 13 the earliest kmown reference to this Domatist
charge of traditio agaimst Miltiades; ef.also Unie¢.Bapt.16.27.

The Domatist recension of the Liber Genealogns, 626 (17¢, ie.
between A.D.405 and 411) has & Momoo to Streto emd Cassism
(e£.33.18.36) as deacoms at Roms who were compromised dy traditio.

€3.505 1 "Ubi Donstistae ex hoe illud interpretari volumt ibi
discomum significatum quod iisdem gestis hortator superstitionis

fuerit nominatus’; of.B3.18.34 :'hortator vanissimas superetitionis’
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43.
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€3.501 +'Ubd umt Dmtutu’ eum Stratonea quasi dism a-
Hiltiade dino’inn ad res mmm repetendas, qui hvnit\\r ante
tradidisse’'; of.B3 18‘34 l'Di.‘mmt Donatistae, Stntme- diaconum,
quem cum aliis llelohhden ad ndpiuﬂa loca acnluaiutiea. niserat,
superioribus gestis recitatum esse traditiorem’.

C3.510 :'"Prosecentio Donatistarum eundem Stratomen ssse qui prime

tmndit. posctea res mp:lt ecolesiase; neo chesse veritati qued

45.

ibi hortator superstitionis m dieins. quia gentiles diaconum
(disbolum in Nigne ed.) dicere nolusrun$; tunc de Miltiade |
oportere indieari Stratoais comsortic maculatus (msoulato im
Migne ed.)'.

€3.514 ¢'Prosecutio Catholicorem dmo Stratenes tume esse potuisse,
neo ebhorrere a consustudine ut m wme nomine censeantur, Niltiadem
Yero reak esse nom ponu. nist t:muticmn 8tratonis ne:luc doceatur';
ef.518, where the Dematists insist on mm‘ aﬂt. Traditio,
of eourse, by ite very nature as a public ast, would mnall: be
ascertginable, so that if S‘tnto the deasom were mﬂtr. liltiulu
might reasonably have besn expected to have kmowm about it. In
B33.18.36 Aungustine informs us that the Donatists similarly accused
another of Miltiades' deacoms, Cassisn, after the Comference,
although they had apparemtly already done so in Liber Geneal.,626,
see note 40 adbove, and insists that there could have been two
different Cassians as well as Stratos.

cf .Frend, Domatist Cmroh, p.287.
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46. af.c.part. Don.p.Gest.31.54 :'imperstoris posteriore iudicie in
contrariea oommutato'.

4T. B3.20,38, od.Petschenig. Ziwsa's editien of Optatus, 1.26 resds s
fliounissct ** ad Carthaginem acesderet...Filomeno suffragatore
eind.ues' I accept the version given by Augustine as that

~ quoted by the Domatists. Maroelliaus ruled that the context
should be read to make Optatus's meaning clearer and the sentence
'Casotlisnus omninm supra memorstorum sententils innocens est
pronmtiatus', Opt.1.24, was quoted, st which, Augustine tells us,
the Catholics were umsble 30 restrain their langhter, ef.B3.20.38,
anid protests from the opposite side, of.s.part.Dom.p.Gest.’1.54 @
‘Audiant qui risexrmnt'. In fact, the quotation of Opt.1.24 was
irrelevant to the Donatist argument as it referred te the
soquittal of Casoilism by Miltiades' court, whereas the Domstista
were talking about his condemmation by Constantine.

48. ©31.516 s 'Mi.tatio fudicii Comstantini, quo apud se quoque
Cac¢ilisnum fuisse purgatum post Arelatense coneilium, significat
imperater'. There is & brief quotation from this document in
c.Cresoomn.3.T1.82 ¢ 'In quo pervidi Caecilianum virus cmmi
innocentia prasditum as debite religionis suse officia servantem,
eique ita ut oportuit servientem, nec ullum in oo ¢rimen repperire
potuinse evidenter apparuit, siout absenti fuerat sdversariorum
suorum simnlatione eompoeitum’.

49. C3.533 :'"Ubi asserunt Dunatistas Caeciliane nihil prodesse
reseriptum, quia invenitur postea condemnatus; et hoo volmmt
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recitata Optati lectione constaxe’. The sane argument hed
already been used by Creseonius, of.s.Cressen.).T1.83.

50. B3.20.38 1 'Flagitatum est ab ¢is ut aliwmde menifestum legerent,

51.

52.

quod ab fllo dioserent extenuatum. Quod oum minime potuissent,
etian inde post aliquantas morarum inaniam perplexitates, ounm et

de Donati nowine oontendissent guod non Carthaginensis, eed

Casensis Donatus in fudicio Molchisdis adversus Cseellianum
adstitisset, quod et Catholiel oomsedsbant, aliquando transitum est'.

€3.538 1'Interlocutio, debere Donatistas qul hee Optatum tempersntius
posuisae dixerumt, evidentins spprodbare Caecilisnum ab imperatore
fuisse dammatum. 539: Prosecutie Domatistaxum qua dieunt alinm
Casas non fuisse Donatum. 5401 Catholicorum ad ists respomsie
quod in actis Miltiadis Donatus Cssensis evidemter expressus sit.
541: Ubi Petilimmms episcopus partis Donati impedimento raucedinias
agere 8¢ non poese testatur. 5425 Ubi Catholiei testantur, ideo
se Petilianum excusationi subtrahexe volniese, quod el Donstus
Casensis ex gestis evidenter catemsus est. 543s Imtexrloocutlo,
oun septeni adstent, de unius defeetu querelsm esse posse',
P.L.11.1256D.

cf.eg.B1.12.24 : 'Dongtus a Casis Nigris'; e¢.Crescom.2.1.2,
Exaaples of similar place names are found in G1.198 :'Benenatus
episcopus a Casis Silvanse'; 01.204 :'Servandus episcopus s Casis
Favensibus’, P.L.$1.13354 and 13428. Eleven such examples of place
nanes with Casae are listed for North Afrieca in Pauly-Wissowa,

1'01 » 3' Pp. 1632"'3.
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53. In the manusoript of the Gesta, at C3.539, the end of the

_/donatu.

line readst case Nonfuisse The name of this place is
again mentioned in G1.149, where the msnusoript resds:

* Ianuarius eps casen. nigren. and is repeated shortly afterwards
in G1.157: lanuari [an] us eps casen.d (of.P.L.11.1320C snd
1321C). This is in aceoza.noQ with the abbreviations empleyed
in the very long list of episcopal place names in this part of the
Gesta, 01.112-215; for close parsllels, of.(1.188 i
casen. basealen: 198t ossen: medianen' ef.135: pl. casas
(s ocase of dittography 7) medianen. 133: looi casen: calanen:

In the Capitula Geatorml. on the other hand, it is the unabbreviated
form of a bishop's see which is normally given in the manuscript,
6:(‘.01.114,122,129.134;135.177,200 (PeL.91.1235D-12374), unless

thoi:e is a question of lack of space as, for example, in C1.143,
whexe the end of the line reads: uiotoris epi ippomen: diarrit.
ie. ‘of Vietor, bishop of Hippo Diarrhytos'. 1In C3.540 and 542
'Donatus Casensis' is the form given, of.B3.18.36 and 20.38, which
may suggest that Donatus was qualified simply by 'Casensis' in the
records of Miltiades' counoil quoted at this poimt, and ome would
naturally expect a similar form in C3.539. Of course, sbbreviation
by suspension with an apostrophe and full stop leaves the appropriate
case to de ﬁnderﬂool from the context. Thue, G1.177 gives an
example of an aocusative csse: dmatisnumibagaiemid privatum uvagen:.
(efsP.L.11.1325A : 'Donatisnum dico Bagaiemsem et Privatum Vagensem').
I suggest that a similar sbbreviation has been adopted im C3.539
because of the lask of space at the end of the line so clearly

_ indicated in the manuseript and that we should read: ocasen. which
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55.

57.
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the context shows should be construed as an accuasative :
'dieunt alium Cese(nsen) nom fuisse Domatum'. The possibility
that casen. has been miotaken for cese H (=nom, Cappelli,
p+229) seems t0 be ruled out by the fact that the following
statemenis in C3.541-2 require a negative atatement in €3.539.

Donatist Cmreh, p.287.

¥hile it is possidle that the Donatists tried to evade the judge's
demand hoxre, as they are stated to have done, for example, in
€3.405 1 'Interlocutio quae a Donatistis exigit, utrum habeant
aliquid proferendum comtra recitatum iudicium Miltiadis. 406:
Item interlosutic quae Domatistae alind agemntes admomet, ut ad
quaestia respondeant' (of.404), the nature of their evasion in this
case, as desorided by Angustine, seems unsgtisfactory, ef. note 50.

above and my eomments below.

‘Domatus of Carthage and Donatus of Casae Nigrse', Rev.Bem.,26,
1909,pp.9-23. Chapman, following cne possible reoomstruction of
Opt.1.26, suggests that Caccilian was placed in the same position
a8 Domatus and that neither was permitted to retum te Carthage.
Although this would certainly be a less damaging statemsent to
eipeet from Optatus, the fact that the Domatists made so much of
this passage (of.C3.477-88, 533-43) supports the version of Optatus
glven by Augustine, B3.20.38, ses note 4] above.

I a0 not think 1% necessary to set Petilian at loggerheads with
his Donatist colleagues here in order %0 square the Capitulas with



Augustine's aceount, as Chapman does in suggesting that Petilien
doaiod, vh:llo the rest of the Dantiats mmted m Donatuui
I{ seemn easier to mocept that Bmienlu und capituh do not
oon.-upad hero.

The distinction is ﬁrst mentioned by Augustine in e.8rescon.
2.1.2 (68.405) 1'sed guia per Donstum nen tsatum Carthaginis,

| qui lnnd hurem nnu roborasse perhibitur, sed etiam maiorem

Domstun a Casis Nigris, qui altare comtra altare in eadem civita@e

primus erexit, magnom scandalum factum est, ct.z 3.2 and Rafmt

;21 3 de‘lhnr 69. Chapman, ap.u:li-. snd lunuanx, 5y pp 100-5,
both arm mi.nchal; for anly ong Dnu.tul, not tw, whathor
Duutu is regarded simply as s native of Casae Nigree and IJ.IO
buhop of Carthage, or nut hiahny of Guu lfigzu .u lntor
tmaf-md to Carthage.

'Nisi forte ipsis licuisset Cssensem s Donato Carthaginensi
distinguere, cum timerent ne maior austor ipsorus Dematus

Guthghmh damnatus in Inlohiadis indiolo pntmtur, et

61.

Gl.tlwlzl.eil non liceret 1n tanta multitudine clericoram Romom
hcben pl\u.-u -mnhu nominibus a.ppclhtu' 33.18 36.

G2.10 s 'Pﬂum .pilm dixit t1"...Donatun sutem sanctae
memorise, mtyrhlin glorise viraa prascessorem scilicet nostrum,
ornamentum mlﬁiu 1itiu eivitatis, losco sue meritoque

TW"'I uf.hlgu ‘eupﬂt-h.p-ﬂuﬁ.‘lﬁ.m. |

€3.540 of. nots 51 above. Petilian appears %o have been tahn
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abaok by the faoct that the Domatus oondemned by Miltiades was
named in the records of that council as 'Casensis'. Catholie-
polemis, in referring o the sowncil eof Rm,' had apparently
spoken of Cascilian's adversary eimply as Domatus, ef.eg. Opt.1.
23*4! Avg.,0.Ep.Parn.1.10. The distinction between twe

- Domgtuses spoiled the Domatist argument for a reversal by

62.

63-

65.

Conatantine of Miltiades' judgment.

C3.544-53; B3.22.40 and 24.42.

ef.C3.550.

Thay quoted the lstter of Constantine to the procomsul Probismms
(dated by Monceanx, 4, p.221, to the hegimming ef A.D.315)
ordering that Ingentius dbe sent to him, €3.556-8; B3.23.41 and

24.42' ef.0.Cresocom.3.70.81 for the text of this letter.

This svidence was the records of the inquiry inte Felix's case,
of . note 17 abeve, and C3.554, 562, 569, S571.

They deudtless intemded to suggest that after exsmining Ingemtius
more c¢lesely, Constantine changed his mind, as evidenced by their

- quotation from Optatus, 1.26, and by Comstantine’s letter to Verimuws,

of.Aug.;Ep.141.11 (of 14 June, 412) :'eos...cslumnicse dixisse
quod imperator misso ad comitatum Ingentis, indiciwm suum mutavit,
et Cascilisnum quem prius purgaverat, postea condemavit'.



67.

Angustine here argues that the emperor’s letter to Probianus
susmoning Ingentiue antedated his vindication of Caeciliam in
his letter to Eumelius.

€3.575-585.
‘“.P-Lq 11 . 141”'1‘”0

‘Cal etianm 1llud ad correptionis causam non ommf ex parte
sufficiat tot iudieiis patefacta Domato auctore schismatis
comprobatio, Caeciliani persolutio atque purgatio, ultimaque
sentemtia triumphabilis memorise Comstantini, qua evidentius
docetur expressa ¢t Casoiliani immocentia et Domati soeicrumque
oius calumicsa criminatio, Felicis gquoque Aptungemsis
ordinatoris eius procomsulgris sententise docunentis ostensa
purgatio 7!, P.Lﬁ.ﬂ.iﬂ!h-r The doctrinal aspect was dismissed
with ¢ reference to Caccilian's sin not affesting the world wide
Church, while the condemnation of Caseilisn dy Secundus'e counoil
was put cn a par with the condemnstien of Primian dy the
schismatic Maximianist council of Cabarsussa, cf. note 18 above.

ef.0g.D3.8.14 :'oun 11lio tota esusa propter quam vensrant,

versaretur'.
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‘;t. .lppemnx: 2.

Thus, the Cesla of the first and seeond sessions of the

Conference would ccaprise three separate seotioms completed by
different groups of nmhﬂu, G1.1-133, G1.134-223, G2.1-73.
Similarly, the Gesta of the thixd sesesion would comprise three

- seations, ¢3.1-200, G3.281-C3.421, C3.422-587.

Angastine's words 'magna gestorwa volusina', Ep.141.%,
NMaresllimus's words 'digestis in publies volusinibus explisetur'
G1.10, P+L.11.1264D, and Maroellus's prefatory mentien of

'in Seta voluminum serie', P.L.11.1232A, may suggest that they
ad. |
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Notes o Appendix 3

1.  Of between 18 and 25 May, of.Momoeaux, 4, Pp.399-400.

2,  G1.10 :'Ii sutem qui excipiendi funguntur officio praeter eos qui
dicationi mese de publico praestolantur officio, etism quatemni de
‘singulis partibus ecclesiastiol alternis debebunt adstare motarid',
 PaL.11.1265A. o |

). of.Aug.Ep.141.2 ¢+ 'Dati sunt etisam a nodbis et adb ipsis motarii quatuor
hing et gquatuor inde, ut bini cum exceptoridus iudicis alternarent,
ne sliqﬁh nostrum se dixisse aliquid causaretur guod noa fuisset
exceptum'. The number of offioial secretaries is mot specified, but
in G1.1 four are assigned the funotion of recoxding the proceedings
along with two ecclesiastical secretaries from either wide; of. also

- G2.1 and G3.1.

4. Tengatrom, p.15, seems to favour war tablets, though om the plate he
" inoludes of the diptych of Rufius Probiasnus (4th century A.D.)
11lustrating secretaries recording legal proceedinge, A.Venturi,
‘Storia dell'arte italiama I, Milano, 1902, p.486, identifies an
" inketand in esch pisture. |

5. G3.279 :'codices binos implevimus', for P.L.11.1363C-1417C (54 colums);
ef.G1.132 s'codices implevimms', for P.L.11.1259A-~1296B (40 columns) +

PeL.43.822-T (6 columna) + P.L.33.488-93 (6 coluams).

6. 61.132; G3.279 end C3.421.
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This seeme implied by tho fact that they compared notes
afterwards, ef.note 11 below and Tengstrem, p.13.

ut..g.Gs.a'm t'et cum diceret, cunque ntmpcm‘t'ur'ig G1.133 s

'ounqm ab utrisque partibus tadulae susciperentur atqne signarentur';

'quo recitato, et acoedente episcopo Paulinoe Catholice, idem dixit';
G1.2 1'ingressis wniversie episoopis partis Dmﬁti' 3 217 s'guibus

egressis’,

of.G1.133 1 'Marcellinng...dixit s"...ot ad susceptas Sadulss ad
maioren diligentiam alterutrum signet sollicitudo custodum, ut hisdem
praesentidbus reseratae, desoribi poasint, atque em quae gests sunt
schedarum serie contineri"; of.G1.223 V... qﬁdi postea (mo. during
the seoomd balf of the Piret seseion) eueptm ut, signatis munc

tabulis cmtino describetur’. An ineident dnrl.ng the seoond
'aeseion of the Conference shows that the ahorthani records of the

firet session tognther with that part of them whish had 30 far been
oopied out wexre kept sealed while the process of eowing—out had
benn temporarily suspended 1 €2.53 :'lmollinu dixitl
'Susceptae tadbulse ab eeclesiasticis notariis reeitentur.”

Cumque intra Sabanun volumen schedas -abmmu- m parte
descriptun et oodices tebularwe pariter obsigﬁoti, iudiciariis
offemtu:r adlpectibul, lhrcellinm dixit a“'Cnntodgs edloant
utrum signum cognoverint.” Leo episcopus Eoclum Gutholim
dxit :"Agnosco sigillum meun.” Marinismus episcopus dixit
"Agnoseo gigillum meum.” Marcellinus...dixit :"Quoniam ad utrague
parte impressionem signorum agnitam conetat, ea quae praecepi a
notariis relegantur.” The date agreed upon foxr the second session
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is them checked in the records of the first, O(n the meaning of
schada here as the original longhand record in process of
compogitim, ef.Tengstrom, pp.35-41.

G1.70 :'quorum (se. of the seoretaries) fidee ne gqus vacillet
ambage, quaterni episcopi partium singulsrum delecti suormm iudiecis
praepomantur, ut eosdem sxceptores ac notarios, pervigili ae
solligita observatiome custodiant®, P.L.11.12654; of.01.222 ¢

‘ut designatos custodss exceptoribus atque codicibus in deecribendis
schedis invigilare faciant, quatenus fideliter ommia conscribantur'.

cf.note 9 above.

G1.10 'Omne igitur spativm oomferemdi vicissim die! umius intercapedo
distinguet'; of.03.279 :'alli nobis exceptores subrogsmtur, ut ad

oconferendum exesmus, datis nobis custodibus’.

G1.10 :1'Quatenus ocum elsdem exceptoridbus ac notariis egressi (se.

the oustodisn bishops) per vices, subinde faciant perspious digeri
descriptione quae dicta sint, ut nihilominng adhmo episeepis
supradiotis (sc. the seven disputants on either side) in diseeptatione
versantibus, transeat in apices evidentes profligatae pars aliqua
quasstionis’.

of.note 9 above.

Tengstrom, pps20-1, illustrates this stage from the production of
legal sad administrative decuments, but askmowledges that in the case
of the Conference any correction or normalisation of ths spokem
language to its written form must have boen very slight.
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In his ediot cutlining the procedure for the Conference he
undertakes $o sign all his statemsnte in $he records, €1.10
¥interfatibus meis me primitus per emnia lzmseribento',,P.LJ*l.
1264D.

€1.10 :'Foverint omnes non solum oportere, verum etiam expedire

- servari, soilioet ut interfatibus meie me primitus per ommia
. subscribente, etiam emnes disputantes episcopi sule in scheda

prosecutionidbus universi sbsque ulla prorsus excusatiome subscribant.

- Exigit enim meritum fidei, ut sdversas eum qui ascertionibus suis

perfidne forte subducere tentarit sssencum et inficlari quas dixerit,
stian testimonii sui ecomsistat amctoritas’, P.L.11.1264D-12654;
ef.02.61-2.

The statements of the disputants throughout the extant Gesla are
followed by some such phrase as 1'Et alia manu :"Petilisnus
episcopus recognovi®, €1.9.

62.61-2 :'Quonian suggeseit offiocium hodie (sc. 3 June) se schedas

posse complere, edicat santitas vestra utwmam hodie vel cxastino die
it parats subsoridere'. Adeodatus episcopus dixit :'Cum nebis
scheda oblata fuerit, subscribemms'.

G1.10 3'schedas subinde seriptas pariter atque sudscriptas, tam mel
8igilli quam illoram ooto custodum signabit impressio’, P.L.11.12650.

Rather than the ordinary proconsular archives or am imperial archive
for state documents, of.Tengstrom, p.29.
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2. The process of reproducing copies from the original was first
anthorised by the judge, of.C1.223 :'Et alis manu s"Edantur”’,
followed by the signature of the seoretaries :'Ei iten alis mamnm &
"Hilarus et Martialis cuseptores edidimns"™'; of.C2.73 :'Hlarus
ot Martialis exceptores edidimus ¢t haec similiter ut supxra
emeridavi {ms) '; of.Tengstrom, pp.23-5.

28, of.C2.63~4 :'Marcellinus,..dixi% :"Edicst nunc officimm post
subsoriptionem schedarum, etiam in editione gestorum quot dierum
gsufficere possit sine ulla excusatiome dilatie"”. Hilaxus execeptor
dirit 1"54 orastino die sudbscripserint vel hodie, possmms die
noctuque invigilantes post tertinm diem gesta edere, ita us
notarii eorum nodbis de scheda sudbaeripta éiotent"'.

2]. "OPOL-"""'”u !'Pmmm'!

24. In the edict Narcellinns addresses himself to 'your holiness’,
neaning, presumebly, the bishops, though in hia earlier ediot 1%
is the publie at large he seems to have had in mind, of.G1.10 :
ot confestim ea cum a septenis episoopis subnexa sudbseriptiome
celerem exspectationi pudblicase triduamt notionem*, P.L.11.12638.

25. o¢f.P.L.11.1420B : 'Proponaturts This edict is foumnd im the
manusoript at the beginming of the records of the thiwd seesion.

26, eof.Aug.,Ep.139.1.

27, ef.notes 17, 21, 23 and 25 shove.
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