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INTRODUCTION

This volume reproduces chapters and articles that first saw light in
diverse learned journals and conference proceedings published between
1991 through 2008. They address Manichaeism, the religion founded
by and named after Mani in the third century CE; and they discuss its
contacts with Augustine of Hippo, its most famous convert and also its
best-known adversary. Details on Manichaeism and its founder will be
found dispersed through the volume’s contents. Briefly, however, and
for introductory purposes, the salient points are these:!

Manichaeism? is named after its founder, Mani. He was born in
Mesopotamia (now Iraq, but then under Persian control) in 216. Gradu-
ally, he became convinced that previous revelations from God, especially
to Buddha, Zoroaster and Jesus, had been authentic but incomplete; it
was Mani who was to bring divine revelation in full to the world. This
conviction led him to establish a movement he called “the Religion of
Light”. Persia’s king had him executed in 274 or 277. By then he had
sent out missionaries, at least one of whom reached Egypt, whence
the religion spread into northwest Africa. Eventually, Manichaeism
stretched across the Roman Empire, where traces remained in the 6th
century, and advanced eastward as far as China’s Pacific coast, where
it endured until the 17th century. In Roman territory, Manichaeism

! Foralongerbutstill succinct account of Manichaean doctrine, see J. K. Coyle, “Mani,
Manichaeism,” in A. D. Fitzgerald, ed., Augustine through the Ages: an Encyclopedia
(Grand Rapids, Mich. and Cambridge, U.K.: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1999), 520-25. For a
more detailed presentation see S. N. C. Lieu, Manichaeism in the Later Roman Empire
and Medieval China: A Historical Survey (WUZNT, 63), 2nd ed., Tabingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1992, 7-32; and 1. Gardner and S. N. C. Lieu, Manichaean Texts from the
Roman Empire, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004, 8-21.

2 Only detractors and students of Manichaeism have called it such, a possible excep-
tion being the Roman Manichaean Secundinus who, in a letter to Augustine of Hippo,
accuses the latter of never having been a true Manichaeus: see Secundini Manichaei ad
sanctum Augustinum epistula (CSEL 25/2, p. 895.17-18). The usual way for Mani-
chaeans in the empire to refer to their movement seems to have been as “the Church.”
See e.g., Evodius, De fide contra Manichaeos 5, quoting Mani’s Treasure (CSEL 25/2,
p. 953.2-3): “...sanctam ecclesiam atque electos in eadem constitutos...” See also S.
Clackson, E. Hunter, and S. N. C. Lieu, Dictionary of Manichaean Texts 1 (Texts from
the Roman Empire) (CEM, Subsidia 2), Turnhout: Brepols, 1998, 220, s.v. “church.”
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soon encountered opposition from successive governments, starting
with Diocletian (284-305).

Mani’s system is based on a fundamental question—Why does evil
exist?’—and on its solution, both anchored in a cosmogony, that is,
an explanation of the origin of the present world. This cosmogony
describes three moments or phases—the original separated existence
of good (synonymous with spirit and light) from evil (identified with
matter and darkness); their current intermingled state; and the ulti-
mate return of good and evil to their separate realms. In the first
moment, two co-eternal principles exist in total separation from each
other. One, all good, is God, the Father of Greatness, Light itself dwell-
ing in a realm of light made up of this principle’s substance. The other
principle, Darkness, is intrinsically evil and disagreeable. Often called
simply “Matter,” Darkness inhabits the realm of its own dark sub-
stance. Each realm is made up of five trees or elements. On three sides
both realms stretch to infinity, but on their fourth side they touch each
other. From eternity the two principles have been completely apart;
but the second (or middle) moment begins when the evil principle
rises to his border with light, which it sees, desires and attacks. In the
ensuing war, particles of the divine light-substance are imprisoned in
the darkness. To free the light from the darkness with which it has
become entangled, God tricks the evil principle’s demons into fashion-
ing the visible universe out of the mixture. God then designs a celestial
mechanism made up of the moon, sun and planets. These are to serve
as collector stations for any light that might be released from its dark
prison; in turn, they will pass that light back to its divine home, where
it will re-attach to the principle of goodness. The material creation is
thus an act of necessity, a means for the light-substance to recover
what it has lost of itself.

As a counter-measure the evil principle causes two demons to mate,
and their union produces Adam and Eve. The first human couple,
therefore, far from being a creation of God, results from evil’s initia-
tive, and is intended to keep as much light trapped in the visible world
as possible, chiefly by generating offspring. To offset this new tactic
of Darkness, “Jesus” is sent from the light-realm to reveal to Adam
and Eve knowledge (gnosis) of how to obtain salvation. Manichaeism
proposed several beings labelled Jesus or Christ, although none of
them could authentically be called a saviour, except as the bringer of
saving knowledge; and the Jesus central to Christian orthodoxy was
considered by Manichaeans a total charlatan, the devil in disguise. The



INTRODUCTION XV

definitive revelation of how humankind could be saved was to come
from Mani. It is for this reason that Mani’s followers referred to him
as the one in whom the Paraclete resides.

In the Manichaean perspective, each living being on earth is a micro-
cosm of the primordial battle, for each contains both matter and light-
substance. That is especially true of human beings who, paradoxically,
are also meant to be the true instruments of salvation by removing
themselves as far as possible from the consequences of this mixed con-
dition and by actually bringing salvation about. Of course, not every-
one responds to this divine calling, or is even aware of it. Manichaeans
saw themselves as men and women who heard the call clearly and
knew how to answer it. Those who responded unconditionally thereby
became adherents of Manichaeism’s inner circle—the Elect (perfect,
or holy ones). They were the primary instruments for releasing light
from its material prison, a sacred task achieved by eating and digesting
certain prescribed foods. This is why they were required to practise a
rigorous asceticism, consisting of three “seals” and five “command-
ments”. They were also obliged to frequent prayer and to break with
family and all possessions, and so it was assumed that (at least in west-
ern forms of Manichaeism) the Elect would be perpetual wanderers.
Since they could not even collect their own food, this task fell to the
other main division of Manichaean membership, the Hearers (or cat-
echumens), for whom looking after the needs of the elect was the pri-
mary religious duty. Hearers were subject to a less demanding code of
behaviour: they could perform manual labour, own property and ‘kill’,
that is, harvest and prepare the food they offered to the Elect. They
had to observe fewer fasts and less frequent prayers, and could marry,
though procreation was discouraged. The hope of Hearers was that,
after faithful service, they might be reborn as Elect, and so become
eligible to be both saviours and saved. For at death the Elect’s destiny
was to have his or her personal light-substance start on its journey
back to the light-realm.

The end of creation and the cosmogony’s third and final phase will
come when as much light as possible has been released from dark-
ness through the agency of the Elect. The physical universe will then
disappear, and the evil principle and all its substance will be forced
to withdraw into the dark realm, which will once more be completely
separated from the light. But the restored order will not be exactly what
it was at the beginning, for some of the light will remain entrapped in
the darkness forever.
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Manichaeism borrowed from other religious traditions, especially
Christianity. But since Mani considered matter to be synonymous with
evil, and saw the material creation as a work of necessity rather than
of love, he reworked the creation accounts in Genesis. In addition, he
rejected most of the Old Testament, as well as everything he considered
to be ‘Jewish interpolations’ in the New Testament. Although Mani
attributed a revelatory (albeit limited) status to what remained of the
New Testament (especially Paul) after its ‘decontamination,” and also
employed some of the New Testament pseudepigrapha, Manichaeism’s
primary sacred canon would always be the writings of its founder.

*

The first of this collection’s four parts contains three entries that bear
on perceptions of Mani within the empire, perceptions that were almost
unanimously negative. In fact, the first title, Foreign and Insane, just
about sums up the view of both the founder and his creed by outsid-
ers, who made polemical hay out of Manichaeism’s origins in Persia
(Rome’s archenemy at the time) and the proximity of Mani’s name to
“mania”. Emperor Diocletian already played on the former theme in a
rescript against the movement at the beginning of the fourth century,
and the pagan Alexander of Lycopolis exploited the latter by query-
ing the rationality of Manichaean beliefs. Christian adversaries worked
both themes, adding that Manichaeism was neither original nor
Christian (as its adherents in the empire claimed). Toward the end of
the fourth century, Roman legislation, now influenced by Christianity,
exerted increasing pressure against Manichaeism and referred to its
suspect behaviour. This polemical context helps us to read statements
in surviving Manichaean works that seem to contain a riposte to these
charges.

Hesitant and Ignorant and A Clash of Portraits spotlight the Acts of
Archelaus, one of the earliest Christian anti-Manichaean writings. In
the first of these two items, I view the portrayal of Mani by the Acts,
and in the second I compare that depiction with the one the same
source presents of the eponymous Archelaus. The first item notes the
use of a discourse to describe Mani that had already been established
in Christian anti-heretical literature; it also examines the author’s own
verbal strategy in presenting both Mani and his discourse, all with the
intention of demonstrating how to best Manichaeism in debates. In the
second item, the discourses of both Mani and Archelaus are examined
for their style and content, initially in the epistolary exchange between
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Mani and Marcellus, and then in the first of two public debates between
Mani and Archelaus. In the latter case, both participants employ a
modicum of philosophical reasoning, but their real point of reference
is Scripture, though with an approach that is far from exegetical. The
ultimate goal of the Acts of Archelaus, it appears, is to cast Manichaean
oratorical powers of persuasion in doubt.

* %

The five entries in the second part look at select aspects of Manichaean
thought, beginning with one of its seminal concepts—the ‘good,
little treated by scholars, who seem to have been more interested
in Manichaean ideas on ‘evil’ The Idea of the ‘Good’ contends that
Manichaeans did not contemplate good or evil in the abstract, nor did
they attribute qualitative or quantitative degrees to either; instead they
thought of good and evil as absolute (primordial) states, or as mixed
with each other. The problem with the latter, as Manichaeism’s oppo-
nents were quick to point out, is that good and evil, if mixed, were
somehow mutually attracted, or at least evil was attracted to good.
Good in the concrete would be what is aesthetically pleasing, that is,
what reflects the presence of the divine light within it. Morally, acts are
good insofar as they contribute to the release of light from its impris-
onment in matter. But since all human beings are deemed mixtures
of good and evil, the issue arises of responsibility for human acts.
Manichaeans seem to have recognised the problem, but without solv-
ing it. The next entry (Good Tree, Bad Tree) develops a theme that is
raised in the preceding. The ‘two trees, it turns out, were more than
a metaphor for good and evil in Manichaean discourse: besides rep-
resenting the presence of these opposites in the word, and especially
in human beings, they were seen as the cosmogony in its primordial
condition, and it is therefore not surprising that Manichaeism’s detrac-
tors were quick to seize on the paradigm.

Hands and Imposition of Hands moves to Manichaean liturgical
practice. The term ‘hand’ (or ‘hands’) appears frequently in Manichaean
documents, with the right hand holding special significance. Right
hands were clasped in greeting (as elsewhere in the ancient world); but
for Manichaeans this gesture evoked their cosmogonical myth, and it
was the right hand that was imposed as a liturgical action, one also
stemming from the cosmogony and essential for admitting qualified
persons to the rank of Elect, as well as for mandating Elect to a posi-
tion in the Manichaean hierarchy. The imposition of hands did not, it
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would seem, play any part in healing rites among Manichaeans, since
their view of the body did not include an interest in keeping the body
alive. Yet healing there was, as Healing and the ‘Physician’ shows. Mani
himself is presented by Manichaeans as a healer, and this sometimes
in a physical sense. Moreover, “healing” language may at times have
applied to spiritual cures; but some Manichaean texts suggest that it
also had the cure of bodily ills in view despite the Manichaean notion
of the physical body’s demonic origins and the apparent repudiation
of medical treatment. This seeming paradox is resolved if we remem-
ber that the bodies of the Elect were seen as vehicles of salvation, that
is, of release of divine light from matter. It would have been desirable,
therefore, to keep those bodies at their salvific task for as long as pos-
sible: hence the prayers we sometimes run across for bodily as well as
spiritual healing.

The final item in this section turns to a dual question much dis-
cussed since the discovery of Gnostic texts at Nag Hammadi in Egypt in
1945: Since we know that Manichaeism borrowed from other faith sys-
tems, do any of these texts show influences by or upon Manichaeism?
and, since we know that Manichaeans availed themselves of biblical
pseudepigrapha, is there evidence that they borrowed from or influ-
enced Nag Hammadi’s Gospel of Thomas, a collection of sayings attrib-
uted to Jesus? This paper discusses possible Jesus-sayings that might
be reflected in Manichaean texts, with the focus on three suggested
by Wolf-Peter Funk. A comparison of these and other possible allu-
sions to the Gospel of Thomas (as we have it) does not wholly support
the latter as a direct source for those allusions. However, the Gospel
of Thomas and Manichaean texts could have drawn from a common
source; or the latter could have mined other collections of Jesus sayings.

* * *

The third section deals with a topic that is both important and neglected:
the place of women in Manichaeism. The scholarly inattention is a curi-
ous oversight, given the place that Manichaeism seems to have set for
female figures (and real women), and the attention that scholars have
lavished on women in the Judaeo-Christian scriptures and in Gnostic
movements. Thus it was faute de mieux that I authored Prolegomena
in 2001: at the time there simply was no comparable study, though
what I then wrote was brief and meant as a prelude to further studies.
Yet, despite additional work since by Madeleine Scopello and Majella
Franzmann, the assertion of this preliminary study still holds true: an



INTRODUCTION Xix

in-depth investigation of female figures (indeed, of the feminine) in
Manichaeism still wants doing. Prolegomena attempts to define the
parameters of that extended investigation, the hermeneutical consid-
erations to be kept in mind when undertaking it, and where future
investigative avenues may lie.

Next come two studies, separated by a dozen years, on whether the
Mary Magdalene of the Christian gospels figured in Manichaean hagi-
ography. This is no small task, given that references there to ‘Mary’
do not clearly refer to the same individual (any more than they do
in the gospels, New Testament pseudepigrapha, or Gnostic texts). In
the first study I look chiefly at the identity of various persons named
Mary in the Coptic Manichaean psalter (of all extant Manichaean
writings, the one where the name ‘Mary’ most often appears). There,
at least, Mary of Magdala is (sometimes) unequivocally present, as the
ideal believer entrusted with rallying the Eleven to Jesus—her primary
task. In 2003 a conference in New York was the welcome occasion to
revisit the ‘Mary’ question. Rethinking the ‘Marys’ goes over my ear-
lier assertions, then gives a summary of scholarship on the Magdalene
figure that appeared in the interval, including reactions to my earlier
study. In the later item I underscore that, whether or not allusions to
‘Marihamme’ in Manichaean Coptic texts refer to Mary of Magdala
(or possibly Mary of Bethany), in no way could they refer to the New
Testament’s Mary of Nazareth. The last article in this section concen-
trates on the role of women in spreading Manichaeism in Roman ter-
ritory. Starting with a brief overview of Manichaeism, especially its
spread from its birthplace into Roman territory, it goes on to present
virtually everything we know to date about the place of women in that
westward movement. It also discusses factors that might have drawn
women to Manichaeism in the first place.

* * * *

Even the most cursory glance at this volume’s offerings reveals the
generous attention it affords to the relationship between Manichaeism
and Augustine of Hippo. In the first of the seven contributions to
this section, Augustin et le manichéisme, I offer a short account of the
Catholic Augustine’s first formal response to his former faith, medi-
ated through the twin treatises De moribus ecclesiae catholicae and
De moribus Manichaeorum. The following two items provide sharper
focus to these treatises: Augustin chrétien a Rome examines the first in
detail, noting how it was undertaken shortly after Augustine’s baptism
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and while he was sojourning in Rome for a second time. In addition
to information on the date and place of writing, this item discusses
Augustine’s motivation for writing the first treatise, before it moves to a
detailed account of its content. There the neophyte Augustine presents
the notion of God (as he understands it in those early post-baptismal
days), the collaboration between faith and reason, the revelatory value
of both biblical Testaments, the four cardinal virtues as the founda-
tion for ethics, and the ascetical life. He does this to affirm what his
Catholic readers should believe and practise, but also to prepare for the
sister treatise, where he will attack Manichaeism (especially its prac-
tices) more directly.

But how much did Augustine really know of Manichaeism at this
stage of his life? That is the subject of the next entry, which focuses on
what Augustine knew while he was a Manichaean rather than on what
he might have gleaned after departing from the religion. As a Hearer,
he would not have had access to all that was made available to the
Elect; but he certainly knew the basic tenets of the Manichaean religion
as those were propagated in Roman Africa and Italy (especially the
cosmogony and its corollary, the explanation of evil). No doubt he lis-
tened to readings—and possibly read—from works composed by Mani’s
followers, even from the New Testament. He knew of the Manichaean
predilection for Paul and “the gospel”, especially those passages that
resonated with them (a knowledge he employed to advantage in the
‘De moribus’ treatises). He was also aware of Manichaean explanations
for those and other biblical passages, and of Manichaean religious
imagery. It may also have been through Manichaeism that Augustine
first conceived the notion of a communal religious life.

The next three items in this section focus on aspects of the Augus-
tinian anti-Manichaean polemic. When confronting Manichaeism,
Augustine’s primary conceptual interest was not the meaning of
evil, but the meaning of God and the delineation of the divine attri-
butes: God as the sole uncreated, the sole unchanged and unchang-
ing, and so on. This is demonstrated by showing the consistency of
Augustine’s presentation of God throughout his anti-Manichaean
writings. Augustine and Manichaeism on Contraception translates and
expands a communication first presented in Oxford and subsequently
published in Spanish. Looking over Augustine’s references to contra-
ception in his various Catholic works, I was struck by the consistency
of his comments on it. His attack on the Hearers’ practice of birth con-
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trol (a practice Augustine had taken seriously in his Manichaean days)
first appears in his De moribus Manichaeorum. The attack contains
eleven points—a rather narrow band of arguments that are in the main
classical and non-Christian, drawn as they are from Stoic philosophy,
social theory, and (natural) law. Thus they neither originated with
Augustine nor underwent significant change by him in the following
years, as he returned to the theme from time to time. This suggests
that Augustine’s arguments against contraception must be used with
caution in a Christian discourse, and with due regard for their anti-
Manichaean context. In Revisitng the Adversary, another Oxford paper,
I trace scholarly discussion on the opponent Augustine had in mind
when he wrote Contra aduersarium legis et prophetarum. The work he
sought to refute rejected the God of the Old Testament, as well as the
Old Testament itself. Here I undertake to show that, though Augustine
himself doubted that the writing in question had a Manichaean for an
author, such a possibility is the best solution proposed so far to the
question of the author’s ideology, although the writer may have put
his own “spin” on some aspects of the Manichaean outlook he was
trying to promote.

Finally, Saint Augustine’s Manichaean Legacy (the Saint Augustine
Lecture at Villanova University for 2000) points out that an under-
standing of Augustine is enhanced by knowledge of Manichaeism and
of Augustine’s involvement with it, as both adherent and opponent.
This entry offers, once again, a brief outline of Mani’s religion, and of
Augustine’s own knowledge and attachment to it before finally aban-
doning it after a decade or so. It also reviews the elements Augustine
carried with him into his new (or renewed) faith, Catholic Christianity,
before it broaches the issue of whether he ever ceased to be a
Manichaean (as some contend, citing, for instance, his stance on the
‘two cities,” aspects of his anthropology, his attitude toward sexuality,
approach to theological debate, concern with explaining the creation
account in Genesis 1, and notions on predestination. The least that
can be said is that Manichaeism formed for Augustine the conscious
foil against which he measured his Christian orthodoxy, affecting the
choice of the themes he worked with and of how he dealt with them.
Augustine without Manichaeism would have been a Catholic thinker
of a somewhat different stamp.

As closely as possible, these nineteen articles reproduce their origi-
nals, with adjustments for cross-referencing, newer editions, and the
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like (including the addition of footnotes to Foreign and Insane and
Healing due to a change from the social sciences referencing system).
It is my hope that bringing these articles together will help make them
accessible to a new readership among those who follow the fortunes of
Mani’s religion in the Roman Empire and/or the ‘Manichaean’ aspects
of Augustine of Hippo.

J. Kevin Coyle Ottawa, April 25, 2009
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CHAPTER ONE

FOREIGN AND INSANE:
LABELLING MANICHAEISM IN THE ROMAN EMPIRE

The labels groups give to themselves (ab intra) are obviously meant
to express self-identity; those bestowed on them by others (ab extra)
express observations or seek to impose a conflicting identity. Three
factors are thus at work when a religious group is labelled: the motive
behind the labelling (ab intra or ab extra); the context of an ab extra
discourse that is always descriptive and may be polemical; and the
context of an ab intra discourse that has either triggered the polemic/
description or is a defence (counter-discourse) against perceived
polemics.

This article will focus on two labels applied by polemical discourse
to Manichaeism,' a religion in serious competition with Christianity in
Late Antiquity. The article will chart the progression of these and some
related labels touching on Manichaeism’s Western manifestations (i.e.,
within the Roman Empire), from their entry into the empire to the
disappearance of the empire’s Western part in 476. What discourse,
then, was employed to identify Manichaeism ab extra, and how did
that discourse relate to Manichaeans’ ab intra expressions of their reli-
gious identity?

‘MANICHAEAN’

It is useful to first consider that ‘Manichaean’ was not a descriptor
Manichaeans readily applied to themselves—and with good reason.
Early in the 5th century C.E. Mark the Deacon claimed that the term
‘Manichaean’ derived from the name of the movement’s eponymous
founder Mani.” Before Mark, the Syrian Ephrem (d. 373) maintained

! For details on Manichaeism see S. N. C. Lieu, Manichaeism in the Later Roman
Empire and Medieval China, 2nd ed. (WUZNT, 63), Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1992
(1985).

2 Life of Porphyry of Gaza 91.
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that Mani had actually bestowed the name on his followers.> One
would expect to find these affirmations, if historically accurate, echoed
in Manichaean literature, but they are not: Manichaeans almost never
described themselves as such. The single unequivocal exception to this
is in the letter (ca. 404) of the Manichaean who told Augustine of
Hippo that “I thought, and it is certainly the case, that you were never
a Manichaean.” Allusions to Manichaios in the Coptic Manichaean
Kephalaia® really signify ‘Mani’ or ‘of Mani’ since, as found there, they
could mean either Mani or his followers.® But even if the term ‘Man-
ichaean’ had originated with Mani, two factors would have militated
against Manichaeans using it as a self-descriptor within the Roman
Empire: (1) the foreign origin polemicists ascribed to it and (2) the
etymology they proposed for it.

‘MANICHAEAN = ‘PERSIAN’

The ascription of ‘foreignness’ to Mani was an early by-product of
ab extra hostility.” Conceived and fashioned near Babylon, a region
controlled by Rome’s archenemy Persia, Mani’s religion had burst into
Roman territory before the end of the 3rd century C.E. At the end of
that century Emperor Diocletian addressed a rescript (De maleficiis et
Manichaeis) to the proconsul of Africa,® in which he declared:

* Hymns against Heresies 56.1-2, in E. Beck, Des heiligen Ephraem des Syrers Hym-
nen contra haereses, Leuven: Imprimerie Orientaliste, 1957, 199 (CSCO 169) and 178
(CSCO 170).

* Letter of Secundinus, in CSEL 25/2, 895: “uisus enim mihi es—et pro certo sic
est—et numquam fuisse manichaeum.” Trans. R. Teske, The Manichean Debate (The
Works of Saint Augustine: A Translation for the 21st Century, 1/19), Hyde Park, NY:
New City Press, 2006, 358.

> H. Ibscher, H. J. Polotsky and A. Bohlig, Kephalaia: 1. Hilfte (Lieferung 1-10)
(MHSMB 1). Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1940, p. 100; A. Bohlig, Kephalaia: 2. Hulfte
(Lieferung 11-1, Seite 244-291). (MHSMB 1), Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1978, p. 271.

¢ See I. Gardner, The Kephalaia of the Teacher: The Edited Coptic Manichaean Texts
in Translation with Commentary (NHMS, 37), Leiden—New York—Kaoln: E. J. Brill,
1995, 278 n.

7 1. Gardner, “Personal letters from the Manichaean community at Kellis,” in
L. Cirillo and A. van Tongerloo, eds., Atti del Terzo Congresso Internazionale di studio
“Manicheismo e Oriente Cristiano Antico” Arvacata-di Rende-Amantea, 31 agosto-5
settembre 1993 (MS, 3), Turnhout: Brepols, 1997, 89.

8 Traditionally, scholarship—e.g., P. Beskow, “The Theodosian laws against Man-
ichaeism,” in P. Bryder, ed., Manichaean Studies: Proceedings of the First Interna-
tional Conference on Manichaean Studies, August 5-9, 1987, Department of History of
Religions, Lund University, Sweden (LSAAR, 1), Lund: Plus Ultra, 1988, 6; L. J. Van
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We have heard that the Manichaeans [...] have set up new and hitherto
unheard-of sects in opposition to the older creeds so that they might cast
out the doctrines vouschafed to us in the past by the divine favour for
the benefit of their own depraved doctrine. They have sprung forth very
recently like new and unexpected monstrosities among the race of the
Persians—a nation still hostile to us—and have made their way into our
empire, where they are committing many outrages, disturbing the tran-
quillity of the people and even inflicting grave damage to the civic com-
munities. We have cause to fear that with the passage of time they will
endeavour, as usually happens, to infect the modest and tranquil Roman
people of an innocent nature with the damnable customs and perverse
laws of the Persians as with the poison of a malignant (serpent).’

This “first evidence of the official reaction to the spread of Man-
ichaeism™ twice identifies Mani’s movement as coming out of Per-
sia. If Lieu’s remark that “the Persian connection was stressed in the
rescript because it made the sect sound more foreign and dangerous”
is accurate,' it applies only to this particular legislation, for being
‘Persian’ did not factor in later anti-Manichaean laws. However, the
label was to enjoy a long life in polemics. In the socio-political climate
of Late Antiquity, the charge of being ‘Persian” was tailor-made for
the refutation of the Manichaean phenomenon: it was a “[s]tandard
polemical formula intended to make Mani appear both foreign and
uncultured.””

der Lof, “Mani as the danger from Persia in the Roman Empire,” Aug 24 (1974): 75,
83-4—has dated the rescript to March 31, 297. A more recent consensus—F. Decret,
L’Afrique manichéenne (IV*-V* siécles): Etude historique et doctrinale, Paris: Etudes
Augustiniennes, 1978, 162-64; Lieu, Manichaeism, 121; Idem, “Some themes in later
Roman anti-Manichaean polemics,” in Idem, Manichaeism in Mesopotamia and the
Roman East (RGRW, 118), Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1994, 157; Idem, “The Self-identity of the
Manichaeans in the Roman East,” Mediterranean Archaeology 11 (1998): 205—places
it in 302.

° Lieu, Manichaeism, 121-22, who also provides the Latin text (122 n. 4): “De
quibus sollertia tua serenitati nostrae retulit, Manichaei, audiuimus eos nuperimme
ueluti noua et inopinata prodigia in hunc mundum de Persica aduersaria nobis gente
progressa uel orta esse et multa facinora ibi committere, populos namque quietos
perturbare nec non et ciuitatibus maxima detrimenta inserere: et uerendum est, ne
forte, ut fieri adsolet, accedenti tempore conentur per execrandas consuetudines et
scaeuas leges Persarum innocentioris naturae homines, Romanam gentem modes-
tam atque tranquillam et uniuersum orbem nostrum ueluti uenenis de suis maliuolis
inficere.”

19 Van der Lof, “Mani”: 75.

' Lieu, Manichaeism, 122.

2°S. N. C. Lieu, in M. Vermes, Hegemonius, Acta Archelai (Acts of Archelaus).
Translated by M. Vermes, with introduction and commentary by S. N. C. Lieu, with
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In Against the Teachings of Mani, a treatise he wrote in Egypt at
about the same time as the rescript, the non-Christian Alexander of
Lycopolis repeated (or, depending on the exact date of his work,"”
anticipated) the imperial rhetoric by also pointing out that Mani had
come out of Persia.’* That observation was then taken over by Chris-
tian anti-Manichaean literature. The erstwhile Manichaean Augustine
of Hippo (d. 430) habitually recalled Manichaeism’s ‘Persian’ roots."
The framework of the Acts of Archelaus (AA), attributed to one Hege-
monius and likely composed in the second quarter of the 4th century
C.E.,’® is an encounter alleged to have occurred in the third quarter
of the previous century between Mani and Archelaus, bishop of ‘Car-
char,” a Roman town situated on the border with Persia.'” If, as seems
likely, these Acts were composed in Greek, they also circulated in Cop-
tic (and possibly Syriac), as well as in the Latin version in which they
have come down to us complete.”® This suggests the extent to which
the work influenced Christian polemic, particularly in its ‘biographi-
cal’ details on Mani," including the following description:

He wore a kind of shoe which is generally known as the ‘trisolium’, and
a multi-coloured cloak, of a somewhat ethereal appearance, while in his

the assistance of K. Kaatz (MS, 4), Turnhout: Brepols, 2001, 105 n. 211; see Beskow,
“The Theodosian Laws,” 7.

B A. Villey, Alexandre de Lycopolis, Contre la doctrine de Mani (Sources gnos-
tiques et manichéennes, 2), Paris: Cerf, 1985, 22, dates Alexander of Lycopolis” writing
between 277 and 297, though A. Brinkmann, Alexandri Lycopolitani contra Manichaei
opiniones disputatio, Leipzig: Teubner, 1895, xiv, refers only to a date “minus exeunte
saeculo tertio, priore certe quarti parte.”

4 Alexander of Lyc., Against the Teachings of Mani 2, in Brinkmann, Alexandri
Lycopolitani, 4.

5 Aug., De utilitate credendi 18.36; Contra Faustum XII,45, XIII,2, and XXVIII, 4;
Contra Secundinum Manichaeum 2; De haeresibus 46.1.

16§, N. C. Lieu, “Fact and Fiction in the Acta Archelai,” in Idem, Manichaeism
in Mesopotamia, 136; revised from Bryder, ed., Manichaean Studies, 73; Idem in
Vermes, Hegemonius, 6; M. Scopello, “Vérités et contre-vérités: la vie de Mani selon
les Acta Archelai,” Apocrypha 6 (1995): 204; Eadem, “Hégémonius, les Acta Archelai
et histoire de la controverse antimanichéenne,” in R. E. Emmerick, W. Sundermann,
and P. Zieme, eds., Studia Manichaica: IV. Internationaler KongrefS zum Manichiis-
mus, Berlin, 14.-18. Juli 1997 (Berlin-Brandenburgische Akademie der Wissenschaften,
Berichte und Abhandlungen, Sonderband 4), Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2000, 532.

17 See Lieu, “Fact and Fiction,” 140-46 (1988: 76-81); Idem in Vermes, Hegemo-
nius, 16-23; Scopello, “Hégémonius,” 534-35.

8 Lieu, “Fact and Fiction,” 137-40 (1988: 74-6); Idem, Manichaeism, 128-29; Idem
in Vermes, Hegemonius, 12-3).

¥ Scopello, “Vérités™ 204; Eadem, “Hégémonius,” 531 and 541-44.
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hand he held a very strong staff made of ebony-wood. He carried a Baby-
lonian book under his left arm, and he had covered his legs with trousers
of different colours, one of them scarlet, the other coloured leek-green.
His appearance was like that of an old Persian magician or warlord.”

This depiction of Mani’s “weird appearance™! was meant to empha-
size that he (and his religion) came from beyond the Greco-Roman
world:** he wore an unusual ensemble and looked like a “Persian magi-
cian or warlord.” The depiction had the desired effect: Mani’s oppo-
nent Archelaus “was inwardly eager to launch an attack on Manes
because of his costume and appearance.” The ‘warlord’ simile speaks
for itself—the threat of military clashes with Persians was always real
in the border area, and the writer of the Acts was exploiting the anti-
Persian sentiment already seen in Diocletian and Alexander. Behind
the label lies what Madeleine Scopello identifies as “L’effroi du perse
barbare, 'ennemi par excellence du romain, [qui] ressort de cette pre-
mieére description de Mani.”** Similarly, “the description of Mani as
a magus-type figure is clearly intended to accentuate his connection
with a still-hostile Persia.” It also infers that—in an expansion of
Diocletian’s association of Manichaei with maleficii (sorcerers)*—he
dabbled in the occult. Jason BeDuhn observes that “We can be just
as confident that when examining Manichaean literature, we will find
accusations and condemnations of magic aimed back the other way,

% 14.3, in Vermes, Hegemonius, 58; GCS 16, pp. 22.25-23.1: “[H]abebat enim cal-
ciamenti genus, quod trisolium vulgo appellari solet; pallum autem varium, tamquam
aérina specie; in manu vero validissimum baculum tenebat ex lingo ebelino; Babylo-
nium vero librum portabat sub sinistra ala; crura etiam bracis obtexerat colore diverso,
quarum una rufa, alia velut prasini coloris erat; vultus vero ut senis Persae artifices et
bellorum ducis videbatur.”

2! Lieu, “Fact and Fiction,” 134 (1988: 71); Idem, “The Self-identity”: 207; Idem in
Vermes, Hegemonius, 4.

2 R. Lim, “Manichaeans and Public Disputation in Late Antiquity,” in Idem, Public
Disputation, Power, and Social Order in Late Antiquity (The Transformation of the
Classical Heritage, 23), Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995, 77, revised from
RechAug 26 (1992): 241; Scopello, “Vérités”™: 205; Eadem, “Hégémonius,” 537-38 and
545; van der Lof, “Mani”: 79-80.

» 14.4, in Vermes, Hegemonius, 59; GCS 16, p. 23.3: “invehi in eum animo urgeba-
tur ex ipso habitu et specie eius.”

2 Scopello, “Hégémonius,” 538.

» Lieu in Vermes, Hegemonius, 58 n. 81.

2% See Lieu, Manichaeism, 142.
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and we do,”” for example, in the Coptic work known as Kephalaia.?®
BeDuhn thinks that when such accusations appear in Western Man-
ichaean literature, they may be directed at “the notoriously persecu-
tory Zoroastrian hierarchy.”” That is possible, but more striking is that
when Manichaean sources speak of Magians they often associate them
with Jews, as in two Coptic Psalms:

I have heard concerning you, O Magians, the priests of the fire, that you
seized my God (Mani?) in your foul hands, impious men, mad and god-
less, the brothers of the Jews, the murderers of Christ.

Woe unto them, the children of fire; for they sinned against thy holy
body. I was speaking of the Magians who looked upon thy blood. They
loved the evil-genius of the Jews, the murderers of God.*®

In other words, if the Magians ever had a claim as a revealed reli-
gion, their legitimacy had been forfeited: they were now no better than
Jews.3!

7 ]J. D. BeDuhn, “Magical Bowls and Manichaeism,” in M. Meyer and P. Mirecki,
eds., Ancient Magic and Ritual Power (RGRW, 129), Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1995, 425.

# Keph. 6, in Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hdlfte, p. 31.17-28; trans. in Gardner,
The Kephalaia, 35.

# BeDuhn, “Magical Bowls,” 425 n. 25. For its part, “Zoroastrian literature depicts
the Manichaeans as the antithesis of Persian values, hating everything good, loving
everything bad” (op. cit., 422 n. 13).

* Psalms 225 and 241, in C. R. C. Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, Book
II (MMCBC, 2), Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1938, pp. 15.9-12 (aicwTHE €TRETHNE
HMACOYCAIOC TOYHB NT CETE X€ ATETHGAI MMANOYTE 2NNETHGIA €T XAME
NACEBHC ETAMRE TIATNOYTE NCHHY TNTIOYAMOC TIPEY2WTRE MIMXPC OTRWOT NTA()
and 43.15-20 (oyal NeY TIWHPE NITCETE XE AYPHARE AIEK COMA ETOYARE NETXE
AMMATOYCAIOC NETAY6WWT AXN TMEKENAY AYMEPL THMNTBANMAT THIOYAMOC
NI2ATRE NOYTE).

! Jews are not often named as such in Manichaean sources, but attacks against
the Old Testament may also be read as targeting the Jewish faith. In addition, New
Testament allusions reveal both an appropriation of and tension with Christian frames
of reference. See Kephalaion 1 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 12.26-32; trans.
Gardner, The Kephalaia, 18): “He manifested to the world in the sect of the Jews....
Afterwards, the evil one awoke envy in the sect of the Jews. Satan went into Judas
Iscariot, one among the twelve of Jesus. He accused him before the sect of the Jews.”
See further examples in J. Lieu and S. N. C. Lieu, “Mani and the Magians (?): CMC
137-140,” in A. van Tongerloo and S. Giversen, eds., Manichaica Selecta: Studies
Presented to Professor Julien Ries on the Occasion of his Seventieth Birthday (MS, 1),
Leuven: International Association of Manichaean Studies, 1991, 213-15; repr. in Lieu,
Manichaeism in Mesopotamia, 12-4. There seems to have been no explicitly anti-Man-
ichaean polemic in Judaism, which, however, is replete with warnings against radical
dualism. See H. W. Basser, “Allusions to Christian and Gnostic Practices in Talmudic
Tradition,” Journal for the Study of Judaism 12 (1981): 87-105.
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The AA compounds the suggestion of the occult when it says that
Mani “carried a Babylonian book.” “You barbarian Persian,” says
Archelaus to Mani, “you have been unable to gain knowledge of the
Greek language, or the Egyptian, or the Roman, or any other language;
but only that of the Chaldaeans.” Between 337 and 345, the Syrian
Aphrahat inquired: “Who would give any reward to the ‘Sons of Dark-
ness,” the school of thought of that criminal Mani, who dwell in dark-
ness like serpents and cultivate the arts of the Chaldaeans and the
teaching of Babel?”*

No Western Manichaean source carries the word ‘Chaldaean,” and
only once is Mani’s Persian connection acknowledged. This is in the
letter to Augustine from Secundinus, who mentions it mainly to high-
light ‘Phoenician’ (i.e., Augustine’s Punic) cultural inferiority: “The
Persian whom you attacked will not be there. Apart from him who
will console you as you weep? Who will save this Punic man?”** Mani
as a ‘Babylonian” was another matter, if it could be kept distinct from
‘Persian,™ as in the Kephalaia: “from the land of Persia I came to the
land of Babylon.™ The Manichaean Coptic Homilies never refer to
Mani as from Persia, but as “the great presbyter from the country of
the great Babylon” and “the interpreter from the country of the great
Babylon.”” BeDuhn has remarked that “Mani’s various titles place
him as heir to the collective wisdom of Babylon,”® and he explains
that in the face of opposition the Manichaeans had to choose between
assimilation and emphasizing the exotic so as to “cultivate dread, play
upon fear and insinuate power barely held in check. The Manichae-
ans did indeed accentuate their exotic character, not only by claiming

2 40.5, in Vermes, Hegemonius, 105; GCS 16, p. 59.19-21: “Persa barbare, non
Graecorum linguae, non Aegyptiorum, non Romanorum, non ullius alterius linguae
scientiam habere potuisti; sed Chaldaecorum solam...”

% Aphrahat, Third Demonstration, on Fasting 9 (Patrologia Syriaca, 1/1, c. 116.13-16:

Qim st uavaaasm ala, Koars o\
Aoor aalal haaa\s v\.u_lem\ ~hoge hamis Kaoorzsa

* Secundinus, Epist. ad Augustinum (CSEL 25/2, p. 896.7-9): “Persa, quem
incusasti, non aderit, hoc except quis te flentem consolabitur? quis Punicum saluabit?”
Trans. Teske, The Manichean Debate, 359.

3 See BeDuhn, “Magical Bowls,” 421.

3¢ Keph. 1, in Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 15.29-30: aiXOpe XN NTXWpPa
NHONTOY ATKA2 NHIIEPCHC XM 1 MIKAY AN NTTIEPCIC ATEL ALIKA2 NTRARYAWMN; trans.
Gardner, The Kephalaia, 21; see also 195, 197.

% H. J. Polotsky, Manichdische Homilien (MHSCB, 1), Stuttgart: Kohlhammer,
1934, pp. 29.9-10, 54.13-15, and 61.14-17.

% BeDuhn, “Magical Bowls,” 422. See van der Lof, “Mani”: 82-3.
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citizenship in a supracelestial paradise of light but also by embracing
an earthly aura of antiquity, wrapping themselves in the geographic
prestige of Babylon.”*

‘MANICHAEAN = ‘INSANE’

Alexander of Lycopolis’ chief objection to Manichaean doctrine was
that it lacked philosophical foundations.” Christian polemical dis-
course expanded ‘non-philosophical’ to ‘irrational.” Eusebius of Cae-
sarea (between 326 and 330) did not even bother to refer to Mani
by name: ‘madman’ (poveig, named affer his own heresy!) was good
enough.*’ Augustine, who made ample use of the Mani/insanity con-
nection,* explained that the link between Movng and poveic, the aor-
ist passive participle of the Greek patvopot (to become or be mad),
compelled Manichaeans to alter their founder’s name by doubling the
Greek letter nu in order to extract the reading Mavviyotog.” There
is support for this assertion in the occasional double nu in Mani’s
name (Moavviyatog) in Manichaean Greek and Coptic texts,* though
whether in reaction to the polemical etymology is unclear, since Man-
ichaean works surviving from the Roman Empire more often give the
reading Maviyatoc.*

It remains that, because Mani’s name lent itself to it so readily, the
charge of ‘insanity’ became a staple of the anti-Manichaean lexicon.*

¥ BeDuhn, “Magical Bowls,” 420-21.

0 Against the Teachings of Mani, 5.

4 See below, 14.

# See J. van Oort, “Manichaeism and anti-Manichaeism in Augustine’s Confessio-
nes,” in Cirillo and Tongerloo, eds., Atti del Terzo Congresso Internazionale di studio
“Manicheismo e Oriente Cristiano Antico,” 236 and 238-40; Idem, “Mani and Man-
ichaeism in Augustine’s de haeresibus: An Analysis of haer. 46.1,” in Emmerick et al.,
eds., Studia Manichaica, 457-61 and n. 33.

 Aug., De haeresibus 46.1; C. Faustum XIX,22.

# E.g., CMC 66.4-5, in L. Koenen and C. Rémer, eds., Der Kolner Mani-Kodex
iiber das Werden seines Lebens: Kritische Edition (ARWAW, Sonderreihe Papyrolog-
ica Coloniensia, 14), Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1988, 44; Homilies, in Polotsky,
Manichdische Homilien, pp. 7.4, 28.6, 31.3, 56.9, and 86.1.

* See J. Tubach and M. Zakeri, “Mani’s Name,” in J. van Oort, O. Wermelinger
and G. Wurst, eds., Augustine and Manichaeism in the Latin West: Proceedings of the
Fribourg-Utrecht International Symposium of the International Association of Man-
ichaean Studies (NHMS, 49), Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2001, 272-75.

6 See Lieu, Manichaeism, 92; and E. Beck, Ephrems Polemik gegen Mani und die
Manichder im Rahmen der zeitgenossischen griechischer Polemik und der des Augusti-
nus (CSCO 391), Leuven: Secrétariat du CorpusSCO, 1978, 1-2.
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In a letter written around the same time as Alexander’s treatise and
Diocletian’s rescript, an unknown Egyptian bishop (possibly Theonas
of Alexandra)* accused Manichaeans of ‘madness’ (uavio. appears
four times in ten lines of Greek text):

We can easily conclude that the Manichaeans are filled with such mad-
ness; especially since this [...] is the work of a man filled with such
madness [...]. I have cited [...] from the document of the madness of
the Manichaeans that fell into my hands, that we may be on our guard
against those who with deceitful and lying words steal into our houses,
and particularly against those women whom they call ‘elect’ and whom
they hold in honour, manifestly because they require their menstrual
blood for the abomination of their madness.*®

Titus of Bostra (d. 379) said that Mani took his name from “barbar-
ians and madness.”® In the mid-fifth century Leo I, Bishop of Rome,
referred several times to Manichaean ‘insanity.”® Ephrem the Deacon
called Manichaeism “this doctrine of madmen,™' indicating that at
least one Syrian writer knew of the Greek polemical derivation of
Mani’s name.”

Syrian polemicists offered an etymology of their own, derived from
the word s> (m’n’), meaning ‘vessel’ or ‘garment.””® Ephrem said
that Mani’s writings were “a vessel full of hidden poison,”™* and “a gar-
ment that wastes the wearer away.”” Some Greek writers were aware

7 See C. H. Roberts, “Epistle against the Manichees,” in Catalogue of the Greek and
Latin Papyri in the John Rylands Library, Manchester 3, Manchester: University Press,
1938, 39; Lieu, “Some Themes,” 157; Scopello, “Hégémonius,” 532

‘5 Roberts, “Epistle,” 42.26-35 (trans. on 43): ofev e1xkotag 0TIV V@GO 0TL TOAANG
poviog merAn[plovion ot Maviyig: kot LOALGTO XL KO T| TPOG TOV GPTOV CUTOV OO~
Loyt epyov £6Tv av(Bpmw)mov TOAANG HOVIOG TETANPOVUEVOL: TOVTO, WG TPOEUTOV EV
otuvtou mapebeunv omo tov mope[p]necovTog eyypaipoL TG Havieg TV Maviyewy - v
EMLINPOUEY TOVG EV OTOTOLG KOLL AOYOLS WEVDEST ELGOVVOV TOG E1G TOG OTKLOLG® KOl LOAL-
OTOL TOIG AEYOLEVOLC TIOLP OLUTOLS EKAEKTOC OIC €V TIUT €XOVGLY dtar To dnAovott xpniety
CVUTOVG TOV GO TNG CPESPOV CILULAITOG CLVTMVY €1G TOL TNG HOVING OVTOV HVGOYUOTOL.

¥ Titus, Against the Manichaeans 1.1.

* E.g., Sermon 16 4 and 24 4; Letter 15.

5! Second Discourse to Hypatius, in C. W. Mitchell, S. Ephraim’s Prose Refutations
of Mani, Marcion and Bardaisan 1, London and Oxford: Williams and Norgate, 1912,
xxxiii (English: 9).

52 See Ephrem’s Hymns against Heresies 52.3, in Beck, Des heiligen Ephraem des
Syrers Hymnen contra haereses, 199 (CSCO 169) and 178 (CSCO 170).

53 Tubach and Zakeri, “Mani’s Name,” 276-78.

** On the Crucifixion 5.11, in E. Beck Des heiligen Ephraem des Syrers Paschalhym-
nen, Leuven: Secrétariat du CorpusSCO, 1964, 62 (CSCO 248) and 50 (CSCO 249).

> Hymns against Heresies 2.1, in Beck, Des heiligen Ephraem des Syrers Hymnen
contra haereses, 5 (CSCO 169) and 7 (CSCO 170).
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of the Syriac derivation: the AA addresses Mani as “a vessel of the
Antichrist; and not a good vessel, but a filthy and worthless one.”®
Quoting the Greek version of the AA, between 374 and 376 Epipha-
nius of Salamis combined the two derivations:

Mani was from Persia, and was originally named Cubricus. But he
changed his name to Mani [Mavng] to call himself mad, I suspect, by
God’s providence. And, as he thought, he was calling himself “vessel,” in
Babylonian, if your please; “vessel” translated from Babylonian [Syriac
=] to Greek [udvn] suggests the name. But as the truth shows, he
was named for the madness (navio) which caused the wretch to propa-
gate his heresy in the world.”

Yet, while Manichaeism’s own literature frequently alludes to both the
‘garment’ and ‘vessel’ themes,*® it never applies them to Mani.”

ONCE NOVEL, NOW UNORIGINAL

Three other labels—novel, heretical, and immoral—were touched
on in the examination of the first two. The first of these other labels
occurred as early as Diocletian, whose rescript had found fault with
Manichaeism as “new and hitherto unheard-of.” Diocletian’s contem-
porary Alexander of Lycopolis also accused Mani of being (or intro-
ducing) a ‘novelty’ (xouvotouia).®® These pagan reactions scored the
recent importation of ideas and practices as not only new, but inimical

% 40.2, in Vermes, Hegemonius, 104 (GCS 16, p. 59.3-4: “Vas es Antichristi et
neques bonum vas, sed sordidum et indignum”); see Tubach and Zakeri, “Mani’s
Name,” 276-77).

" Panarion 66.1.4-5, trans. F. Williams, The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis:
Books II and III (Sects 47-80, De Fide) (NHMS, 36) Leiden-New York-Koéln: E. J.
Brill, 1994, 220. GCS 37, pp. 14.7-15.6: Mocvng 8¢ ov‘rog &mo mg @V l'lspccov u)puocro
yng, Koquucog HEV 10 npwrov Koc?»ouuevog, snovouacag 3¢ Eovtd 10D Mocvn ovoua,
mxa mpm N mg 100 Beod omovouuxc_, 0 poviddeg E0vTd £mcnaoau8vog ovouoc Kol
OG Uev owrog ®eto, KOoTO! ’ET]V OV Boc[SU?m)vm)v y?»o)rtow 3fiBev oxedog Eovtd 10 ovou(x
énebéto- 10 yop Mdévn &nd tfig BaPuraoviog eig thv BEAAvida pnetopepduevov oredog
drogaivet todvopa - ¢ 8¢ | dANBero drogaivel, Thc pnoviog 10 éndvopoy kéktntot, 81’
v éveBpovinBn 6 Eleevog 1@ xooud droomelpat kokodidackotioy.

% See S. Clackson, E. Hunter, and S. N. C. Lieu, Dictionary of Manichaean Texts 1
(CFM, Subsidia, 2), Turnhout: Brepols, 1998, 226 and 244.

* According to Augustine, Manichaeans in North Africa connected Mani’s name
with the heavenly manna of the Hebrew exodus (De haeres. 46.1; C. Faust. XIX,22).
Mani is referred to as “manna of the Land of Light” and “manna of the skies” in a
Coptic Manichaean psalm (Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, pp. 136 and 139).

% Against the Teachings of Mani 4.17, in Brinkmann, Alexandri Lycopolitani, 4
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to the fabric and formal religion of Roman society. Though Chris-
tian polemicists noted Manichaeism as a Johnny-come-lately, they
were more interested in claiming that it lacked originality (as though
they would have found real ‘novelty’ more acceptable!) by stealing and
reassembling ideas from earlier condemned movements. This made
Mani’s movement the end link in a ‘chain of heresies,” to borrow
Scopello’s expression." The AA (62-65) was already accusing Mani
of plagiarism,* about the same time that Cyril of Jerusalem enjoined
his flock to spurn all heretics, “but especially the one with the manic
name [...] the vessel of all uncleanness, the garbage heap of all the
heresies [...] combining all heresies into a single one, brimming with
blasphemies and every iniquity.”® Ephrem said that all previous her-
esies, especially those of Marcion and Bardaisan, were subsumed into
Mani’s.%* In Mark the Deacon’s Life of Porphyry (86) Manichaeism was
said to have “mixed the venom from various reptiles to make a deadly
poison capable of destroying human souls.”® The objective here was to
undermine Manichaeism’s credentials as a religion in its own right by
casting it as a faulty copy of something else, a tactic Irenaeus of Lyons
had employed on Gnostics in the 2nd century C.E.®

HERETICAL, BUT NOT CHRISTIAN

Some of the sources already mentioned brought up the notion of her-
esy—an extraordinarily complex notion in antiquity, but at its sim-
plest signifying doctrine gone awry.” Eusebius was the first to label

81 Scopello, “Hégémonius,” 529.

6 Scopello, “Hégémonius,” 539.

¢ Catecheses 6.20 (PG 33, c. 572-73): Kal picel pév navtog aipetikovg, eEotpétong
8¢ 10v paviog éndvouey [...] 16 doxelov mavtog pvmov, 16V Tdong aipéoewg PopPopov
drode&duevov. prhotoduevog Yop év kaxolg éEaipetog yevésBou, 10 mdviav AaBov
Kol piov oipecty TerAnpouévny PAacenuidv, Kol Toong TopovoLiog CLGTNOGUEVOG.
My translation.

¢ S. H. Griffith, “The Thorn among the Tares: Mani and Manichaeism in the Works
of St. Ephraem the Syrian,” in M. F. Wiles and E. J. Yarnold, eds., SP 35: Papers pre-
sented at the Thirteenth International Conference on Patristic Studies held in Oxford
1999, Leuven: Peeters, 2001, 410-11 and 416-20.

¢ Lieu, “The Self-identity,” 222.

% Against Heresies 2.14.1-7; see Scopello, “Hegemonius,” 529.

¢ On the concept’s evolution see J. B. Henderson, The Construction of Orthodoxy
and Heresy: Neo-Confucian, Islamic, Jewish, and Early Christian Patterns, Albany: State
University of New York Press. 1998, 120-22, 134-40, and 157-59; A. Le Boulluec,
La notion d’hérésie dans la littérature grecque aux II° et III° siécles (Collection des
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the thought of Mani (whom he felt no obligation to name) as a here-
sis,%® an accusation he mediated through a reference to Diocletian (in
italics):

At that time the madman (uoveic), named after his demonic heresy
(Sopovaong aipécewg), armed himself with twisted reason, in that a
demon, the very Satan who is the enemy of God, advanced this man for
the ruin of many. In his lifestyle he was by speech and habits a barbarian;
in his nature he was demonic (dopovikdc) and irrational (poviddng)
[...]. From the land of the Persians he spread to our world a deadly poi-
son. Because of him the profane name of the Manichaeans (16 Moavt-
xolov dvooefeg Gvopa) is now pronounced by many.*

The ‘poison’ allusion had long been employed to remind Christians
of the serpent’s role in the Genesis account of the Fall and its deadly
consequences.”’ As Eusebius illustrates, from that paradigm the argu-
ment had moved easily to another, the diabolic.”" It was customary
for Christian heresiology to ascribe demonic origins to heresies,” but
both the poison/serpent and demon epithets had special significance
in anti-Manichaean discourse. Augustine joined other polemicists
in calling Manichaeans “devil’s snares,””* but went further when he
traced Manichaeism’s explicit condemnation to the Bible itself: in
1 Corinthians 11:19, he affirmed, Paul had foretold Manichaeism
when he declared that heresies would come (“oportet multas haereses
esse” in Augustine’s version.”* In another strategy—appropriation of

Etudes Augustiniennes, série Antiquité, 110-111), Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1985,
41-51 and 264-70.

¢ J.-D. Dubois, “Le manichéisme vu par 'Histoire Ecclésiastique d’Eusébe de Cés-
arée,” Etudes théologiques et religieuses 68 (1993): 336-39.

% Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 7.31, my translation. Greek in J. E. L. Oulton,
Eusebius, the Ecclesiastical History (Loeb Classical Library), Cambridge, Mass.: Har-
vard University Press / London: William Heinemann, 1942, 226: ’Ev tobte kol 0 powvelg
T0C QPEVOG EMAOVVUOG T€ THG OOUOVOONG aipécemg TV 100 AOYIGUOD TOPOTPOTNV
xoBwnileto, Tod daipovoc, 1o &M 100 Beopdyov, catovd, éni Adun TOAABY TOV
avdpa tpoPeBAnuévon. BapBopog St tov Biov odtd Adye kol mpdmwe THY Te GVGY
Sorpovikde T dv kol poviddng [...] ék thic TMepodv éni v ko’ Hudc oikovuévnv
tomep Tver Bovornedpov 10v EEmudpEato, b’ 00 8 10 Maviyaiov dvecePic Svopo
t01g TOAAOTG €lg €11 VOV émumoAdlet.

7 On this connection in Irenaeus of Lyons see Le Boulluec, La notion, 23, 172,
and 226.

I See Le Boulluec, La notion, 645 s.v. ‘diable,” and 652 s.v. ‘serpent.’

72 Le Boulluec, La notion, 29-31, 64-67, and 84.

7 Aug., Confessions 2.6.10 and 5.3.3.

™ Aug., De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 17.30.
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the target’s own discourse—he could claim that, while Manichaeans
likened the Jesus of Catholic Christianity to the serpent,”” in reality
it was they who were “friends of the serpent,”® who in turn could be
identified with Mani.”” Here Augustine was clearly retaliating against
the Manichaean bishop Faustus of Milevis, whose declared purpose
in penning his Chapters (Capitula) between 386 and 390 had been to
arm his coreligionists “with replies to the specious objections of our
adversaries” who had “the cunning serpent for an ancestor.””

With Eusebius, intertextuality brokered the embrace of once-hos-
tile legislative terminology by standard Christian polemical discourse.
By the last quarter of the 4th century C.E. the label ‘heretical’ was
appearing in earnest in Christian attacks on Manichaeism. Around
385 Philaster of Brescia wrote of “certain heretics, such as Manichae-
ans.”” However, opponents were ambivalent about what sort of heresy
Manichaeism was: if ‘heresy’ meant a corruption of correct Christian
teaching, were Manichaeans real heretics, or were they to be regarded
as never having been Christian at all? Augustine included Manichaeism
in his Heresies and often referred to it as such,® yet followed some of
his fellow polemicists in putting it in a class by itself.*’ For Mark the
Deacon, not only was Manichaeism an abominable heresy, it was an
atheistic one;*” and John Chrysostom (d. 406) called Manichaeans both
heretical and pseudo-Christian.®

7> Aug., De haeresibus 46.15 (CCL 46, pp. 317.151-318.1): “Christum autem fuisse
affirmant, quem dicit nostra scriptura serpentem.” This was already a Christian accu-
sation against Gnostics: see A. Bohlig, “Zum Selbstverstindnis des Manichdismus.” in
J. Duchesne-Guillemin, W. Sundermann and F. Vahman, eds., A Green Leaf: Papers
in Honour of Jes P. Asmussen (Al 2e série, 13), Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1988, 332-34; repr.
in Idem, Gnosis und Synkretismus: Gesammelte Aufsitze zur spitantiken Religionsge-
schichte 2 (WUZNT, 48), Ttbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1989, 542-44.

76 Aug., C. Faustum XXI1,49 (CSEL 25/1, p. 642.9): “huic serpenti amici sunt isti.”

77 Aug., C. Faustum L,3.

78 In Augustine, C. Faustum 1,2.

7 Philaster, Book of Various Heresies 129.1 (PL 12, c. 1256C): “Sunt quidem hae-
retici, ut Manichaei...”

8 Aug., De mor. eccl. cath. 9.15, 10.17, 30.64, and 33.72; De moribus Manichaeorum
8.11, 20.75; De dono perseuerantiae 24.67; Epist. 140 83; Contra Cresconium 4.64.69.

81 As in his Epist. 64 3 (CSEL 34/1, p. 231.2-4): “his enim haeretici et maxime Man-
ichaei solent inperitas mentes euertere”; De Genesi contra Manichaeos 2.25.38 (CSEL
91, p. 163.15-16): “haereticorum uenena significat et maxime istorum Manichaeo-
rum”; and Enarratio in ps. 123 14 (CCL 40, pp. 1834-835): “Solent enim homines
haeretici, maxime Manichaei.”

82 Life of Porphyry 85.

% Homily on Hebrews 8.4.
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The AA have Mani claiming to be a true Christian before the claim
is refuted;* but in Roman territory only Latin-speaking Manichaeans
appear to have co-opted the ‘Christian’ label for themselves. Writing
from Rome, the Hearer Secundinus said that in Augustine’s writings
he “never found the Christian.”® He implied rather strongly that this
was because Augustine had never really been a Manichaean.® In North
Africa Faustus, a convert from paganism to Manichaeism, branded
Judaism as a ‘superstition’ and Catholics as ‘semi-Christian’;¥” and
if he could call himself a Christian, it was because Mani had made
him so0.*® Faustus, the full title of whose Chapters was On Christian
Faith and Truth (Capitula de christiana fide et ueritate), insisted that
Manichaeism be recognized as Christianity’s most authentic repre-
sentative (secta christianorum) rather than a breakaway (schisma) or
totally extraneous movement (secta gentium).* Thus the Manichaean
doctor Felix could publicly describe himself in 404 as “a Christian, an
observer of Mani’s law.”

On the other hand, Manichaean sources from Egypt offer only one
clear-cut example of such an appropriation.” To Egyptian Manichae-
ans, their detractors were the heretics, as in Kephalaion 90 (notice the
association of error—sect—insanity):

He [Mani] shall choose the forms of his entire church (éxxAnocio) and
make them free.... Now, when he comes and finds them amongst vari-
ous sects (d0yno) [and] heresies (oipeoic), he shall choose them by his
light word. And when he chooses them and makes them free from the

8 Compare Hegemonius, AA 61.6 with 65.5.

8 Secundinus, Epist. ad Augustinum (CSEL 25/2, p. 895.13): “nusquam uero con-
peri christianum.”

8 Secundinus, Epist. ad Augustinum (CSEL 25/2, p. 895.17-18): “uisus enim mihi
es—et pro certo sic est—et numquam fuisse manichaeum.”

8 In Aug., C. Faustum 1,2 (CSEL 25/2, p. 252.23).

8 In Aug., C. Faustum XIX,5 CSEL 25/1, p. 501.1-2): “ego praeceptori meo refero
gratias, qui me similiter labentem retinuit, ut essem hodie christianus.” See also
XIIL 1.

8 See M. Tardieu, “Une definition du manichéisme comme secta christianorum,” in
A. Caquot and P. Canivet, eds., Ritualisme et vie intérieure: Religion et Culture. Col-
loques 1985 et 1987, Société Ernest Renan, Histoire des Religions (Le point théologique,
52) Paris: Beauchesne, 1989, 167-77.

% In Augustine, Contra Felicem 1.20; 2.12.

! In a Coptic homily (Polotsky, Manichdische Homilien, p. 72).
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error (mAévn) of the sects (8dyua), even all their misdeeds that occur in
madness (uovio)...”?

To designate themselves, Egyptian and other Manichaeans preferred
‘church’ (ékxAnoia),” since they regarded their communities as veri-
table ‘assemblies (éxxAnocion) of saints.® References to their ‘church’
abound in Manichaean writings from all over the Roman Empire.”
“Clearly the followers of the sect saw themselves as a chosen élite in
the Christian sense. They promoted themselves as the Church of the
Paraclete and as such were the Christians in the Dakhleh Oasis.”®
Mani was said to surpass all previous apostles, meaning bearers of a
previous revelation that, though authentic, would only be completed
by his, “the last church.™ This being so, and with their founder con-
sidered the last authentic revealer for all time, other religious systems
were necessarily defective. As Mani put it:

[Jesus] chose his church in the west, his church did not reach the east.
[Buddha] chose his church in the east, his choice did not reach the west.
But I have arranged for my hope so that it reaches the west and is also
carried to the east, and the sound of its preaching will be heard in every
language and proclaimed in every town. This is the first point on which
my church is superior to all the churches that have gone before, because
those that have gone before were chosen only for particular regions and
towns.”

2 Gardner, The Kephalaia, 233; Coptic in Ibscher et al, Kephalaia, 1. Hiilfte,
p- 225.1-9: @ACWTT HHOPPAre NTTUEKKAHCIA THPC NYEITO[Y] Tipfige [...] mcan
OYN ETUAEL HYSHTOY 21 2TLAOMMa AOMMA [21 21] 2AIPECIC 2AIPECIC YAYCATIIOY
ofl ME(CEAE NOYAINE MNEY OYN ETYACAINTOY NUEEY NPH2E ABAA NTIAANH T
NAOIMA NOYKE2RHYE &N THPOY €TWOOI oM Mama. See ibid., pp. 7.3, 21.19-31,
27.13-19, 30.1, and 44.25-26; also Bema-psalms 220 and 241 (Allberry, A Manichaean
Psalm-Book, pp. 4.30 and 42.24-25).

% See Clackson et al., Dictionary, 220.

* As in Mani’s biography, CMC 111 (Koenen and Romer, Der Kolner Mani-Kodex,
78: év [l ék]xAnciot v &[yiwv). Lieu observes (“The Self-identity”: 224) that “The
newly discovered documents from Kellis, especially the personal letters, abound in
specific Manichaean terminology as well as phrases like ‘the members of the holy
church,” ‘children of the living kindred’ and ‘the children of God’ which were com-
monly used in Christian epistolography.”

% See Clackson et al., Dictionary, 17, 67, 188, and 200.

% Lieu, “The Self-Identity”: 224 (author’s emphasis).

7 Kephalaion 1, in Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hiilfte, pp. 13-30 (trans. Gardner,
The Kephalaia, 18-9).

% Kephalaion 154, in the unedited section of Dublin Codex C. Here I follow Michel
Tardieu’s translation as reproduced in Scopello, “Vérités™: 213 n. 46. See also the
introduction to the Kephalaia in Gardner, The Kephalaia, 13.
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Naturally, opponents took the contrary view: if its Christian creden-
tials were in doubt, Manichaeism could not be a real church. “The
Manichaeans do not have the Christian faith,” scoffed Augustine,”
whatever Manichaeans might claim.'” And, in retaliation for Faustus’
slur: “Just as your intention is to warn against the semi-Christians you
accuse us of being, our intention is to show you up for the pseudo-
Christians you are.”"!

ILLEGAL AND UNCLEAN

By the fifth century C.E. it was standard practice in Christian polemics
to connect heresy and immorality.'” Ephrem branded Manichaeism as
‘iniquity’® and ‘polluted teaching.’’* In 384 Jerome singled out “that
most impure Mani” from among all the heretics.'®® During the 380s
the anonymous writer known as Ambrosiaster, like Eusebius a half-
century earlier, put his own embellishment on Diocletian’s rescript.
That emperor, he affirmed, had condemned Manichaeism, “as recently
come out of Persia, a heresy (!) both impure and unclean.” Ambro-
siaster based the charges of immorality and uncleanness on behav-
iour he was only too happy to specify. In 389 Augustine wrote of

% Aug., De mor. eccl. cath. 18.33 (CSEL 90, p. 38.2): “neque apud Manichaeos
esse christianam fidem”; trans. Teske, The Manichean Debate, 46-7 (my emphasis);
see also 30.62.

10 Aug., De util. cred. 14.30; Contra epistulam quam uocant fundamenti 4.

11 Aug., C. Faustum 1,3 (CSEL 25/2, p. 252.13-15): “Tu semichristianos cauen-
dos putas, quod nos esse dicis; nos autem pseudochristianos cauemus, quod uos esse
ostendimus.” My translation. See J.-P. Weiss, “La méthode polémique d’Augustin
dans le ‘Contra Faustum’,” in Inventer I'hérésie? Discours polémiques et pouvoirs avant
PInquisition (Collection du Centre d’Etudes Médiévales de Nice, 2), Nice: Centre
d’Etudes Médiévales, 1998, 34.

12 See R. M. Grant, “Charges of Immorality’ against Various Religious Groups in
Antiquity,” in R. Van den Broek and J. Vermaseren, eds., Studies in Gnosticism and
Hellenistic Religions Presented to Gilles Quispel on the Occasion of his 65th Birthday
(EPRO, 1), Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1981, 161-70.

1% Hymns against heresies 56.8, in Beck, Des heiligen Ephraem des Syrers Hymnen
contra haereses, 211 (CSCO, 169) and 192 (CSCO, 170).

104 Second Discourse to Hypatius, in Mitchell, S. Ephraim’s Prose Refutations, xxxv
and 13.

1% Jerome, Epist. 22 38.7.

¢ Ambros., Ad Timotheum secunda 3.7.2 (CSEL 81/3, p. 3112.18-20): “Diocletia-
nus imperator constitutione sua designat dicens: sordidam hanc et inpuram heresim,
quae nuper, inquit, egressa est de Persida.”
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Manichaean nocturnal orgies,'”” reviving rumours that had circulated
about Christians during the persecutions.'® Augustine also referred
to Manichaean ritual consumption of human semen and menstrual
blood,'” the latter accusation already made by Theonas and once lev-
elled at Gnostics,""° though probably without real foundation where
Manichaeans were concerned.'"!

Only toward the end of the 4th century C.E. did the voice of juris-
prudence add its own attacks on Manichaean ‘heresy’ and ‘immorality.’
True, Ammianus Marcellinus reported that in the 330s Constantine
I appointed one Strategius Musonianus to investigate “Manichaeans
and similar groups” (“sectas, Manichaeorum et similium”)," but true
Manichaeans may not have been involved,'” and anyway nothing
seems to have come of this inquiry."* It was in 372 that Valentin-
ian I and Valens became the first rulers since Diocletian to legislate
explicitly against Manichaeism. Enlarging on the ‘unclean” motif, they
branded it “segregated from the company of men as infamous and
ignominious.”® Here the accent was still on social rather than reli-
gious aspects, as was that of the next law, enacted in 381 by Gratian,
Valentinian II, and the redoubtable Theodosius I. This piece of legisla-
tion predicted that Mani’s followers would forever be associated with
infamy, and (harking back to the language of Diocletian) declared them
guilty of unspecified ‘criminal acts.” The same law forbade Manichae-
ans from masking their true identity under other names, specifically,
Encratitae (‘Practitioners of continence’), Apotactitae (‘Practitioners of

17" Aug., De mor. Manich. 19.70.

18 See A. Henrichs, “Pagan Ritual and the Alleged Crimes of the Early Christians:
A Reconsideration,” in P. Granfield and J. A. Jungmann, eds., Kyriakon: Festschrift
Johannes Quasten 1, Miinster/W: Aschendorff, 1970, 18-35.

19 Aug., De mor. Manich. 19.66; De natura boni 47.

10 See L. Fendt, Gnostische Mysterien: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des christlichen
Gottesdienstes, Munich: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1922: 9-10 and 13-4.

" Lieu, Manichaeism, 143; Roberts, “Epistle against the Manichees,” 45.

"2 Ammianus, Res gestae 15.13.2, in Loeb Classical Library series, Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press / London: Heinemann, 1982 (1925), 198.

113 See Beskow, “The Theodosian Laws,” 6 n. 18; and D. Woods, “Strategius and the
‘Manichaeans’,” Classical Quarterly 51 (2001): 255-64.

14 See F. J. Dolger, “Konstantin der Grosse und der Manichdismus,” in Idem,
Antike und Christentum 2, Miinster/W: Aschendorff, 1931, 304-06.

5 Codex Theodosianus 16.5.3 (March 2), in T. Mommsen, Theodosiani Libri XVI
/2, 2nd ed., Berlin: Weidmann, 1905 (repr. 1954), 855: “infamibus atque probrosis a
coetu hominum segregatis.” Trans. C. Pharr, The Theodosian Code and Novels and the
Sirmondian Constitutions, Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1952, 450.
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renunciation’), Hydroparastatae (‘Servants of water’), or Saccofori
(‘Wearers of sackcloth’).!® A law enacted in 382 added a religious
aspect by calling Manichaean assemblies “secret gatherings of the low-
est classes,” and a devotee “a profaner and corruptor of the Catholic
discipline.”"” Sometimes the laws simply listed Manichaeism among
any number of heresies.'”® In 407, for instance, Manichaeans were
lumped in with Donatists “or of any other depraved belief and sect
who have congregated for profane rites.”"" Ten days later (Sirmondian
Constitutions 12) and twice in 423 (C.T. 16,5,59 and 10,24, April 9 and
June 8) the earlier laws were confirmed against Manichaeans along
with other haeretici. In 425 Manichaeans were specifically named with
“all other heretics, whether schismatics or astrologers, and every sect
that is inimical to the Catholics.”'*

Legislation came full circle to Diocletian in 445 when the Constitu-
tion of Valentinian III recalled how Manichaeism had been “a super-
stition condemned in pagan times, inimical to the Christian faith.” In
addition to mixing Christian and pre-Christian terms of reference, the
Constitution is interesting for its intertextual relationship with Leo I of
Rome, whom it specifically names and to whom it owes its preserva-
tion. The Constitution certainly has some of Leo’s recent anti-Man-
ichaean oratory in mind,'*! as can be seen by a comparison of some of
the Latin from both:

16 Cod. Theod. 16.5.7 (May 8), in Mommsen, Theodosiani Libri, 857-58. On these
four groups see Beskow, “The Theodosian Laws,” 8-11.

7 Cod. Theod. 16.5.9 (March 31), in Mommsen, Theodosiani Libri, 858: “turbas
eligit pessimorum, ita ut profanator atque corruptor catholicae.” Trans. Pharr, The
Theodosian Code, 452.

18 As in Cod. Theod. 16.5.11,18 (July 25, 383 and June 17, 389), in Mommsen,
Theodosiani Libri, 351 and 861-62.

9 Cod. Theod. 16.5.41 (Nov. 15), in Mommsen, Theodosiani Libri, 868: “vel cuius-
cumque alterius pravae opinionis ac sectae profanis ritibus adgregati.” Trans. Pharr,
The Theodosian Code, 457. This association is probably due to the fact that the addressee
of the law was the proconsul in North Africa, where Manichaeism and Donatism were
the main religious problems. See also Cod. Theod. 16.5.38 (Feb. 12, 405, in Mommsen,
op. cit., 867); and Code of Justinian 1.5.4 (Feb. 12, 407), in P. Krueger, Corpus iuris
civilis 2, 10th ed., Berlin: Weidmann, 1929, 51.

120 (Sirmondian Const. 6, July 9 [or August 6], in Mommsen, Theodosiani libri, 912:
“Manichaeos omnesque haeeticos vel schismaticos sive mathematicos, omnemgque sec-
tam catholicis inimicam”; trans. Pharr, The Theodosian Code, 480. See also Cod. Theod.
16.5.62 and 64 (Aug. 6 [or July 17]), in Mommsen, Theodosiani Libri, 877-78.

121 See Scopello, “Hégémonius,” 528: “Léon I¢,—il est vrai avec un langage particu-
lierement virulent—, ne fait toutefois que s’insérer dans un filon de polémique déja
bien établi au Ve siécle.”
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Valentinian III, Constitution,

June 19, 445
Superstitio paganorum quoque
damnata temporibus inimica
publicae disciplinae, et hostis fidei
christianae, ad excidium sui...
prouocauit. Manichaeos loquimur,
quos exsecrabiles ... statuta
iudicarunt.... Quae enim et quam

Leo, Sermon 24 4 (Christmas, 443)

Insanus Manichaeorum error
est.... Ingressi enim praeruptam
exsecrandi dogmatis uiam...ut

et in dogmatibus suis impii, et in
sacris inueniantur obsceni. .. sicut
proxima eorum confessione
patefactum est.'*

dictu audituque obscena in iudicio
beatissimi papae Leonis...
confessione patefacta sunt....'?

Sermon 76 6 (Pentecost, 444)
Manes igitur minister falsitatis
diabolicae et conditor superstitionis
obscenae....'**

His Sermon 24 hints that by the end of 443 Leo himself was reprising
ideas (and sometimes language) found in earlier legislation. No doubt
basing himself on personal dealings with Manichaeans,'” he some-
times mediated his experience through legislative discourse:'*

Leo, Sermon 16 4 and 6

(Advent, 443)

... arcem tamen sibi in
Manichaeorum struxit insania...,
ubi non unius prauitatis speciem,
sed omnium simul errorum

C.T. 16,5:35 (May 17, 399)

... noxios Manichaeos exsecrabiles
que eorum conuentus....
Quapropter quaesiti adducantur in
publicum ac detestati criminosi

22 Tn Leo, Epist. 8 (PL 54, c. 622), trans. by H. G. Schipper and J. van Oort, St. Leo
the Great: Sermons and Letters Against the Manichaeans. Selected Fragments (CFM,
Series Latina, 1), Turnhout: Brepols, 2000, 49: “A superstition, condemned also in
pagan times, inimical to public discipline and hostile to the Christian faith, has pro-
voked...to its own destruction. We speak of the Manichaeans, whom the statutes
have judged execrable.... For what things and how obscene to tell and to hear have
been brought to light...by their public confession in the court of the most blessed
Pope Leo...”

2 CCL 138, p. 113.87-97, trans. Schipper and van Oort, St. Leo the Great, 29:
“... the insane error of the Manichaeans.... Having entered the precipitous path of
execrable doctrine... (as was revealed by their most recent confession)... they are
found [to be] as obscene in their doctrines as [they are] in their rites.”

124 CCL 138A, p. 481.139-142; trans. Schipper and Oort, St. Leo the Great, 43:
“Mani therefore, the minister of a diabolical falsity and the author of an obscene
superstition...”

125 See Schipper and Oort, St. Leo the Great, 18-9.

126 Suggested by Schipper and Oort, St. Leo the Great, 55 n. 71, but only with refer-
ence to Leo’s Letter 15 to Turibius.
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congrua et seuerissima emendatione | impietatumque mixturam
resecentur.'?’ generaliter possideret....

De sacris tamen eorum, quae
C.T. 16,5:41 (Nov. 15, 407) apud illos tam obscena sunt
Manichaei uel cuiuscumque alterius | quam nefanda (Deus)...
prauade opinionis ac sectae profanis | partem prodidit hominum
ritibus adgregati....'” noxiorum.'?

CONCLUSIONS

After Valentinian III we find no new legislation on Manichaeism from
the Western part of the Roman Empire. Twenty years after Valentini-
an’s death (455) the pars Occidentis ceased to exist and in the empire’s
pars Orientis both polemic and legislation against Manichaeism began
to abate. But the language these had generated would long outlive the
original targets, and the frequency of the legislation and polemics all
during the 4th century and the first half of the 5th show how great a
danger Manichaeism was thought to pose.

Just as the Christian discourse had begun by overlapping with the
legislative, near the collapse of the Western part of the Roman Empire
the two discourses were fuelling each other. Both gradually expanded
the standard semantic weaponry applied to many religious movements
of Late Antiquity, forging some of its elements into the ordnance of
choice for Manichaean targets. Foreign, insane, demonic, unoriginal,
heretical, illegal, and impure—by the end of the 4th century C.E. these
labels, long part of the heresiologist’s vocabulary, had been applied
regularly to Manichaeism. Two of them applied in a special way: one
used Mani’s own name to call him and his movement ‘insane,” while

127 €, ..the obnoxious Manichaeans and their accursed assemblies. ... Therefore they
are to be sought out, they are to be brought before the public [tribunal], and the
detestable criminals are to be reined in by the appropriate severest sanctions.”

128 € .. Manichaeans or [those] of any other depraved opinion or sect come together
for profane rites....”

12 CCL 138, pp. 64.80-94 and 66.137-138, trans. Schipper and van Oort, St. Leo the
Great, 25-9: “... (the devil) has constructed a stronghold unto himself in the insanity
of the Manichaeans.. ; for there, he takes into his possession not only one species of
perversity, but at the same time a mixture of every error and impiety.... As to their
sacred rites, however, which among them are as obscene as they are nefarious...God
delivered unto us a certain number of those obnoxious people.”
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the other exploited social and political concerns to label them not just
‘foreign,” but ‘Persian.’

What of Western Manichaeism’s own polemical language? Since
far less of its literature has survived than from ‘orthodox’ Christian-
ity, it would be dangerous to offer generalizations about it. It may be
assumed that the Manichaean self-descriptive vocabulary was either
the inspiration for or a defence against the opposing one; however,
Manichaean polemical discourse seems more muted when directed
against Christianity than against, say, Magians and Jews, perhaps
because from within the Roman Empire one could afford to look on
Jews as powerless and Magians as far away. With respect to Christian-
ity, Manichaeans tended to target ideas rather than specific personali-
ties, but in general the objective was less to attack the tenets of others
than to advance their own."”® Finally, anti-Manichaean discourse bor-
rowed from any earlier source that served its purpose, even if the
original context was anti-Christian, while in Manichaeism we witness
a transformation of discourse usually once ‘owned’ by Christianity,
then appropriated by Manichaeans for themselves.

130 Pace F. Decret, “Le manichéisme présentait-il en Afrique et a Rome des particu-
larismes régionaux distinctifs?,” Aug(R) 34 (1994): 27, who claims that Manichaeans
were “Plus a l'aise, comme le constatait Augustin, sur le terrain de la polémique anti-
catholique que dans la défense de leur propre doctrine.”






CHAPTER TWO

HESITANT AND IGNORANT:
THE PORTRAYAL OF MANI IN THE ACTS OF ARCHELAUS

It is a commonplace that the Acts of Archelaus (AA) were highly influ-
ential in early Christian heresiology; a commonplace, too, that this
influence extended mainly to the work’s outline of the Manichaean
cosmogony, and to the biographical details it supplied on Mani.! Here
I will look at the agenda behind those details and the general picture
of Mani they seek to convey, as a way toward a further understanding
of the AA’s inner structure and purpose.?

Different schemas have been suggested for how the content of the
AA should be divided; my preference is to see four more or less dis-
tinct parts within it.> Part I includes the introduction of Marcellus (AA
1-3), Mani’s letter to him and his to Mani (4-6), and Turbo’s summary
of Manichaean cosmogony (7-13). Part II presents the first encounter
between Archelaus and Mani (14-43.2). Part III covers Mani’s flight to
‘Diodoris’ (43.3-5), the eponymous Diodorus’ letter to Archelaus and
Archelaus’ to him (44-51), and the confrontation between Mani and
Diodorus (52), all as the preamble to Mani’s second encounter with
Archelaus (53-60). Part IV is composed of Archelaus’ presentation of
Mani’s antecedents and earlier life (61-68), interrupted by the author’s
brief account of Mani’s criminal end (66). The arrangement is thus:

! See M. Scopello, “Hégémonius, les Acta Archelai et Ihistoire de la controverse
anti-manichéenne,” in R. E. Emmerick, W. Sundermann and P. Zieme, eds., Studia
Manichaica: 1V. Internationaler Kongref§ zum Manichdismus, Berlin, 14.-18. Juli 1997
(Berlin-Brandenburgische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Berichte und Abhandlungen,
Sonderband 4), Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2000, 541-44.

2 Be it noted that, although Manes and Manichaeus are the names given
Manichaeism’s founder in the AA, he is commonly called Mani by modern scholars,
and that is what I will call him here, except when passages cited include some other
form. Mani is referred to as ‘Manichaeus’ only in the vocative, in 20.1 and 26.2 (by
the judges, who call him ‘Manes’ in 27.1) and 27.8, 54.3, and 58.11 (by Archelaus, who
otherwise calls him ‘Manes’). The narrator always refers to ‘Manes.’

* For a different quadripartite division see H. von Zittwitz, “Acta disputationis
Archelai et Manetis nach ihrem Umfang, ihren Quellen und ihrem Werthe unter-
sucht,” Zeitschrift fiir die historische Theologie 43 (1873): 468-70.
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Arrangement of the Acta Archelai

Part I: a. Introduction of Marcellus (1-3)
b. exchange of letters: Mani and Marcellus (4-6)
c. Turbo’s summary of Manichaean cosmogony (7-13)

Part II: first encounter between Archelaus and Mani (14-43,2)

Part III: a. Mani’s flight to ‘Diodoris’ (43,3-5)
b. exchange of letters: Diodorus and Archelaus (44-51)
c. encounter between Mani and Diodorus (52)
d. Mani’s second encounter with Archelaus (53-65)

Part IV: Archelaus’ presentation of Mani’s antecedents and
earlier life (61-68), interrupted by the author’s
brief account of his inglorious end (66).

Epilogue

Both antagonists, Mani and Archelaus, are introduced in the way the
author means them to go on. The reader first meets Mani in chapter 4,
where he is quickly cast in an unfavourable light: “he debated with
himself very seriously as to how he could ensnare him [Marcellus] in
the nets of his own doctrine” (4.1).* This despite Mani’s demurral in his
letter to Marcellus, where, quoting 1 Cor 7:35, he asserts that he does
not need to set a snare for anyone (5.6).° But, if he really is a snarer, he

* Hegemonius, Acta Archelai (The Acts of Archelaus), translated by Mark Vermes,
with introduction and commentary by Samuel N. C. Lieu (MS, 4), Leuven: Brepols, 2001,
39 (GCS 16, p. 4.23-24: “plurimum ipse secum volvebat quemadmodum eum doctri-
nae suae posset laqueis inretire”). All English citations of the AA are from Vermes’
translation. Marcellus is also the name of the prominent citizen who welcomes Simon
Magus to Rome, in the Acts of Peter, as pointed out by several commentators. See
B.R. Voss, Der Dialog in der friihchristlichen Literatur (Studia et Testimonia Antiqua, 9),
Munich: Fink, 1970, 150-51; and A. Ferreiro, Simon Magus in Patristic, Medieval and
Early Modern Traditions (Studies in the History of Christian Traditions, 125), Leiden
and Boston: E. J. Brill, 2005, passim, esp. 62-3. On further connections with Simon,
see E. Spit, “The ‘Teachers’ of Mani in the Acta Archelai and Simon Magus,” VC 58
(2004): 1-23, esp. 5-18. R. Lim, “‘By Word or by Deed’? Two Modes of Religious
Persuasion in Late Antiquity,” in M. Dillon, ed., Religion in the Ancient World: new
Themes and Approaches, Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1996, 262 n. 21, observes that in both
cases “the issue was the securing of the foremost local notable.” In any case, the link
between the two Marcelluses is intentional. See 3.5 (GCS 16, p. 4.11-12: “Marecelli
veteris imitatus exempla”).

> This element also appears at the beginning of Mani’s letter (5.1, Vermes,
Hegemonius, 41): “may the Right Hand of Light preserve you...from the snares of



HESITANT AND IGNORANT 27

is portrayed as a cautious (cowardly?) one: “he feared that by an unex-
pected and sudden approach some harm might be generated to him-
self” (4.2).° Then there is Mani’s appearance, “clearly intended,” says
Lieu, “to accentuate his connections with a still hostile Persia”” The
well-known description is short enough to be reproduced here (14.3):

He wore a kind of shoe usually referred to in common speech as a trisole;
he also had a multicoloured cloak, somewhat ethereal in appearance; in
his hand he held a very sturdy staff of ebony wood; under his left arm he
carried a Babylonian book; his legs were wrapped in trousers of different
colours, one leg in red and the other in green; and his whole appearance
was like that of an old Persian wizard or warlord.®

Since I have addressed this description elsewhere,” I need only point
out here that, the historicity of the narrative aside," the otherwise gra-
tuitous comment that Mani resembled some sort of warlord or wizard
(artifex) may be intended to enhance his foreignness on the one hand
and, on the other, to offset his reputation as a physician."

Archelaus, the otherwise unknown bishop of ‘Carchar, “was in-
wardly eager to launch an attack on Manes because of his costume

the evil one” (GCS 16, p. 5.27-6.17: “dextera lucis conservet te a...laqueis maligni”).
This passage also survives in Greek. Archelaus picks up on the snare theme in the
second encounter (59.11).

¢ Vermes, Hegemonius, 39 (GCS 16, p. 5.2-3: “verebatur enim ne forte inproviso
et subito ingressu malum sibi aliquod nasceretur”).

7 Lieu, in Vermes, Hegemonius, 58 n. 81. See Scopello, “Hégémonius,” 537-38.

8 Vermes, 58 (GCS 16, pp. 22.25-23.1: “habebat enim calciamenti genus, quod
trisolium vulgo appellari solet; pallium autem varium, tamquam aérina specie; in
manu vero validissimum baculum tenebat ex ligno ebelino; Babylonium vero librum
portabat sub sinistra ala; crura etiam bracis obtexerat colore diverso, quarum una
rufa, alia velut prasini coloris erat; vultus vero ut senis Persae artificis et bellorum
ducis videbatur”).

° “Foreign and Insane: Labelling Manichaeism in the Roman Empire” in this volume.

1°S. N. C. Lieu, “Captives, Refugees and Exiles: A Study of Cross-Frontier Civilian
Movements and Contacts between Rome and Persia from Valerian to Jovian,” in
P. Freeman and D. Kennedy, eds., The Defence of the Roman and Byzantine East:
Proceedings of a Colloquium held at the University of Sheffield in April 1986 2 (British
Institute of Archaeology at Ankara Monograph No. 9, BAR International Series 297),
Oxford: B. A. R., 1986, 489-90, regards the whole account, including ‘Carchar,” as
fictional. So does Spit, “The “Teachers’,” who sees an influence of accounts of Simon
Magus. This was already suggested by F. C. Baur, Das manichdische Religionsystem
nach den Quellen neu untersucht und entwikelt, Ttibingen: C. F. Osiander, 1831 (repr.
Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1928; Hildesheim and New York: Olms, 1973),
467-75. For other early opinions on the account’s historicity, see F. A. Pennachietti,
“Gli ‘Acta Archelai’ e il viaggio di Mani nel Bét ‘Arbayeé,” Rivista di storia e letteratura
religiosa 24 (1988): 504-05.

" On Mani as a physician in Manichaean sources see “Healing and the ‘Physician’
in Manichaeism” in this volume, esp. 116-21.
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and appearance” (14.4)." In fact, Archelaus had been spoiling for a
fight from the start. Before even laying eyes on his opponent, his reac-
tion to Mani’s letter, as Marcellus read it aloud, was immediate: he
“received the contents as they were read without any pleasure, and
gnashed his teeth like a caged lion [see 1 Pet 5:8], eager to get his hands
on the author of the letter” (6.1).”* Again, hearing Turbo’s account of
Manichaean cosmogony, Archelaus was “greatly incensed” (14.1)."*
Contrast this with the layperson Marcellus, who remained both calm
and calming (14.1). As though realizing a potentially damaging com-
parison, the author of the AA, while admitting Archelaus’ lack of self-
control, hastens to excuse his behavior with the aid of a curious simile:
“Archelaus was anxious for his people, like a shepherd for his sheep,
when traps are being set by wolves” (14.1)."

II

Such is the preamble to the two encounters between Archelaus and
Mani. Mani begins the first in classic Manichaean fashion, over the
issues of evil’s origin and of dualism.'® But he is confounded by the
first question put to him: “At this Manes hesitated because he could
not find a reply. For he was examining the conclusion that would fol-
low from either answer, and reconsidering his position” (17.5);'” and he

2 Vermes, Hegemonius, 59 (GCS 16, p. 23.3: “invehi in eum animo urgebatur ex
ipso habitu ac specie eius”).

B Vermes, Hegemonius, 42-43 (GCS 16, p. 8.6-8: “Archelaus vero ea quae lecta
sunt non libenter amplexus velut leo conclusus dentibus infrendebat, auctorem epistu-
lae sibi desiderans dari”).

" Vermes, Hegemonius, 58 (GCS 16, p. 22.16: “vehementer accendebatur”).

* Vermes, Hegemonius, 58 (GCS 16, p. 22.18-19: “Archelao autem erat cura pro
populo, tamquam pastori pro ovibus, cum luporum parantur insidiae”). Vermes’
translation here is somewhat misleading.

16 SeeR.Lim, “Manichaeansand Public Disputation in Late Antiquity,” in Idem, Public
Disputation, Power, and Social Order in Late Antiquity (The Transformation of the
Classical Heritage, 23), Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995, 89 (evil) and 75
(dualism). Lim’s article revises one with the same title in RechAug 26 (1992): 233-72.

7 Vermes, Hegemonius, 65 (GCS 16, p. 28.8-10: “At vero Manes remoratus est
non inveniendo responsum; intuebatur enim quod ex utroque concluderetur, retrac-
tans”). This is precisely the reaction of the Indian (or Iranian?) sage Gwndy$ when
challenged by Mani to explain the origins of the world, in Turfan fragment M 6041,
R18 (1377)-V5 (1395), in W. Sundermann, ed., Mitteliranische manichdische Texte
kirchengeschichtlichen Inhalts (BT, 11), Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1981, 86-89 (= 4b.1).
See Lim, “Manichaeans,” 86: “Reducing someone to a state of literal aphonia was a
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will hesitate again during the encounter (18.2). (Here, as earlier in 4.2,
we note how the author presumes to know what is going on in Mani’s
head: see also 53.2).

In contrast, Archelaus loses his cool but never his confidence. His
opening gambit already makes it personal. Mani, he says, seems “full
of insanity” and his doctrine is “grotesque” (17.3)."® He is “delirious”
and forgetful (17.7;" see 59.10), and a devious prevaricator (26.6).°
In what is by now standard anti-heretical discourse,” he calls Mani
ignorant and short on intelligence (27.3).> He is a “false Christ and a
false prophet” (39.9;* see 42.11), a Satan and “vessel of the Antichrist”
(40.1-2; see 64.9).2* He is more heretical and lower in intellect than
Marcion, Valentinus, and Basilides (42.1). He is a barbarian Persian
(40.5), a “barbarian priest and conspirator with Mithras” (40.7). And
early on, Archelaus informs the judges (without further proof) that
“it is sufficient for me to have made these statements|...] to show you
what sort of man he was” (41.14).%°

These four judges (who, though given individual names, never
act as individuals) have been chosen for this encounter to project the

complete refutation and triumph in a public debate. To an undescriminating audi-
ence, it did not much matter whether success came from one’s own arguments, or
from divine intervention.”

8 Vermes, Hegemonius, 65 (GCS 16, 27.30-28.2: “Insaniae magis quam prudentiae
videtur mihi plenus iste [...]. Ingentem doctrinam ferens ades”).

¥ Vermes, Hegemonius, 65 (GCS 16, p. 28.15-16: “Videris mihi delirus esse et obli-
viscens propostitionum tuarum”).

2 GCS 16, p. 39.4: “nolo moretur hic perfidus, sed iam confiteatur dualitatis suae
in unum refusam esse substantiam”.

2 See the index général in A. Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie dans la littérature
grecque (II*-I1I¢ siécles) (Collection des Etudes Augustiniennes, série Antiquité, 110-
111), Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1985, s. v. altérité, Barbare, folie, ignorance, Satan,
Antichrist, plagiat, falsification, and prophétes (faux).

22 See Archelaus’ condescending tone in 27.4.

» Vermes, Hegemonius, 105 (GCS 16, p. 58.14: “falsum Christum et falsum pro-
phetam”).

# Vermes, Hegemonius, 104 (GCS 16, p. 59.1-3: “anathema es, Satana [...]. Vas es
Antichristi”). The ‘vessel’ reference plays on Mani’s name: see “Foreign and insane”
in this volume, 11-2.

» Vermes, Hegemonius, 105 (GCS 16, p. 59.27-28: “o barbare sacerdos Mithrae et
conlusor”).

% Vermes, Hegemonius, 108 (GCS 16, p. 61.30-31: “ista me sufficit protulisse [...] uti
istum vobis qualis esset ostenderem”).
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illusion of impartiality.”” They are clearly pagan (religione gentiles,
14.5;% see also 18.1), but it is also clear early in the debate whose
side they are on. They even quote Scripture (25.1 and 41.2)!—in one
instance, conveniently leading into Archelaus’ remark that “the Gospel
is much better understood by you than by him” (25.3; see 26.1 and
29.4). In chapter 20 they pose a leading question that Mani answers
with a single word, while Archelaus’ response takes up three chapters.
In 41.1 they say that, when Archelaus speaks, it is “just as if the Apostle
Paul were speaking.”® This admiration is reciprocated by Archelaus,
who calls the judges “excellent gentlemen and most sagacious listen-
ers” 20.3),° and “the most intellectually gifted that God could have
provided” (26.7;* see 30.1). In this love-in, Mani is the outsider; and
when we look at the space the text provides for his utterances in both
encounters, we find that, in this respect as in others, he has been heav-
ily outgunned by Archelaus. Further, whatever ‘Hegemonius™ precise
agenda might be, it is clear from the start who will do most of the talk-
ing, as the chart appended to this article shows. This is not, therefore,
the confident Manichaean disputational technique we know, whereby
the followers of Mani get to speak at length,”” even against the formi-

¥ Or is this rather an example of what C. Andresen calls a “gemeinsame
Abwehrfront von Christen und Neuplatonikern gegen den Manichédismus,” the title
of a section in his “Antike und Christentum,” Theologische Realenzyklopidie 3 (Berlin:
W. de Gruyter, 1978), 69?

% Voss, Der Dialog, 155, thinks that, given the involvement of an orthodox bishop
with the founder of a heterodox movement, the presence of the judges is paramount.
But this will not be true of the second encounter, where the crowd is the judge. Pace
S. N. C. Lieu, “Fact and Fiction in the Acta Archelai,” in Idem, Manichaeism in
Mesopotomia and the Roman East (RGRW, 118), Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1994, 134, the text
does more than imply that the judges were pagan. Lieu’s article revises one with the
same title he published in P. Bryder, ed., Manichaean Studies: Proceedings of the First
International Conference on Manichaeism, August 5-9, 1987, Department of History of
Religions, Lund University, Sweden, (LSAAR, 1), Lund: Plus Ultra, 1988, 69-88.

¥ Vermes, Hegemonius, 106 (GCS 16, p. 60.5: “Sicut ex te comperimus, tamquam
apostolo Paulo dicente...”).

*® Vermes, Hegemonius, 69 (GCS, p. 31.19-20: “optimi viri et prudentissimi
auditores”).

! Vermes, Hegemonius, 78 (GCS 16, p. 39.8-9: “iudices, quos deus plenissime
repletos intellectu misit”). Perhaps Archelaus is not entirely sure of the judges’ par-
tiality: they do, after all, steer him back on track at one point (34.1).

2 On Manichaean disputational techniques see Lim, “Manichaeans,” 70-108; also
Lieu in Vermes, Hegemonius, 24-31; Idem, “Fact and Fiction,” 146-49.
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dable Augustine.”® Mani was not looking for a public display: debate
has been ‘thrust upon” him.*

III

During the first encounter, the gathered public remains passive, except
to once applaud Archelaus and at the same time move to take hold
of Mani (23.1), which they will attempt again at the encounter’s con-
clusion (43.1), forcing Mani to run away in confusion. After being
declared the loser in ‘Carchar’ (by the public, let us note, not the
judges, 43.1), he surfaces in ‘Diodoris;, whose presbyter (Diodorus)
seems highly impressed by Mani’s appearance and dress (44.4). Back
in ‘Carchar, Archelaus receives a letter from the presbyter, which he
answers (“briefly;” he claims in 46.3, before going on for six chapters:
see 51.8). Some time later comes the first day of a disputatious encoun-
ter between Diodorus and Mani, but it is wholly one-sided: at its con-
clusion the former is said to have vanquished the latter (52.2), even
though Mani is not reported to have uttered a single word. As the
second day of this confrontation gets under way, Archelaus appears,
unexpected and unannounced, to take over the course of the debate.
The public gathered for this event goes wild over this new development
(53.3), hailing Archelaus as though he were an apostle (53.4); they will
be the only judges this time, but scarcely less partial than those at the
first encounter (see 56.1).* Again Mani shows reluctance: “But when
Manes had seen Archelaus, he at once stopped his insulting behaviour
and humbled his pride considerably; and it was plain to see that he
wanted to avoid the contest” (53.4;% see 54.5,9). It is difficult not to see

¥ On Augustine’s public disputations with the Manichaeans Felix and Fortunatus,
see F. Decret, Aspects du manichéisme dans 'Afrique romaine: Les controverses de
Fortunatus, Faustus et Felix avec saint Augustin, Paris: Ftudes Augustiniennes, 1970,
esp. 39-50 and 71-89; and Lim, “Manichaeans,” 93-96 and 99-102.

* Lim, “Manichaeans,” 103. It is unusual that all of this is occurring to Mani. Voss,
Der Dialog, 151-52, remarks that “Fiir das beispielhafterbaulicher Moment ist von
Bedeutung daf3 nicht irgendein Manichéer, sondern Mani selbst es ist, der iiberwen-
den wird. Dabei ist nicht so sehr die Argumentation wichtig, sondern die Tatsache
der Disputation und, selbst-verstindlich, der Uberwindung des Widersaches.” On the
reluctance of Manichaeans to be drawn into public debate see Lim, art. cit., 86.

35 This makes 53.9, 61.1,5, 66.1-2,4, and 68.5 all the more ironic.

% Vermes, Hegemonius, 126 (GCS 16, p. 78.13-15: “Cum autem vidisset Archelaum
Manes, cessavit quidem continuo ab insultatione et supercilio non parum deiecto
manifeste intellegebatur quod conflictum vellet effugere”).
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a contre-temps here, since Mani has still said nothing. His reluctance
to speak is justified when Archelaus immediately wades in by accusing
him of “disparaging our ancestral traditions” (54.3),” of being a “mad-
man, and no real human being” (59.10).* For his part, Mani accuses
Archelaus of “pulverizing me with very annoying words” (54.1).%

v

In the ‘biography’ that closes the entire account (chaps. 61-68), Mani
is depicted as an ex-slave (64.2),* unoriginal (62.2), a quack,* a plagia-
rizer (64.5 and 67.1-3),* deceitful (65.6), and (again) a false prophet
(65.8). With his forerunners Scythianus and Terebinthus, he forms an
“Unholy Trinity;’* and in the excursus he is described as a deservedly
executed criminal (66.3).4

CONCLUSIONS

(1) Richard Lim has invoked the AA to endorse his claim that, in the
confrontation between Christians and Manichaeism,

A collective catharsis was needed, one similar to the apopompé or
communal expulsion of scapegoats, in order to bring the crisis to the
forefront of people’s attention and to allay the fear of the unknown.
Historically, such an act might showcase a dramatic public confronta-
tion with a representative of the Other. If no such representative could
be found to take the stand for this purpose, or if the catharsis was meant
to extend to several locales, then a written account could be substituted,
complete with crisis, confrontation, and resolution.*

¥ Vermes, Hegemonius, 127 (GCS 16, p. 79.17-18: “cum detraheres de paternis
nostris traditionibus”). One perceives an old anti-Christian accusation here.

3 Vermes, Hegemonius, 137 (GCS 16, p. 87.14: “Delire, non homo...”). See 17.7
(above, p. 29, n. 19).

¥ Vermes, Hegemonius, 127 (GCS 16, p. 79.10: “Verbis molestissimis obtundis”).

4 M. Scopello, “Vérités et contre-vérités: la vie de Mani selon les Acta Archelai,”
Apocrypha 6 (1995): 223, suggests that this is meant to offset the claim that Mani had
royal connections.

# See Scopello, “Vérités™: 228-29.

2 Spdt, “The ‘Teachers’,” focuses on this particular accusation. See also Scopello,
“Vérités”: 214-19.

# So Spat, “The ‘“Teachers’”: 15 and 23.

* See Scopello, “Vérités”: 230 and 233-34.

4 Lim, “Manichaeans,” 76.
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But there is more here than that. In the genre of disputationes cum
Manichaeis, the AA stands out, in the words of Eszter Spit, as “a
traditional description of doctrinal debate between an orthodox
and a heretic interpolated with the elements of a romance” In
other words, there are aspects here (biographical details, applaud-
ing crowds, Marcellus and the Persian captives, and Turbo’s jour-
ney to ‘Carchar’)* not found in other disputationes.

Now, a long debate has ensued over the historical character of
this text, the emergent options of which are that the document is
entirely historical, entirely fictional, or a combination of the two,
that is, a more or less fictionalized elaboration of some historical
event. For present purposes, it matters little which option is fol-
lowed, for the fact is that, in selecting, arranging, and presenting
the components that make up the text, the author was pursuing a
particular agenda, which a historical or a fictional discourse could
mediate equally well.

It follows that the purpose of the AA, whatever its sources, is not
to relate history, but to demonstrate a polemic, by underscoring
Mani’s (and therefore Manichaeism’s) alien character and by dis-
crediting the powers of persuasion of both the founder and his
system. Thus I agree with Madeleine Scopello that ‘Hegemonius’
is targeting, not only Mani’s person and teaching, but his reli-
gious structures, in speeches laced with irony and sarcasm, and in
a series of contrasting notions (‘vérités et contre-vérités’), whereby
Archelaus means to say that he is none of the things he attributes
to Mani.*®

In point of fact, despite the AA’s Latin incipit,* there are no real
disputationes here. Even if the first of the two encounters between
Mani and Archelaus takes place before judges, this is, as Bernd
Reiner Voss has pointed out, really a ‘dispute’ (Streitgesprdch) mas-
querading as a classic disputatio. The second encounter appears

6 Spat, “The ‘Teachers’”: 16. Scopello, “Vérités™: 217, calls it a “roman hérési-
ologique.”

7 1 believe that Scopello’s assessment of the two latter points as explaining Mani’s
presence in Roman territory is essentially correct (“Hégémonius,” 535): “Dans
I'optique d’Hégémonius, ces événements n’ont qu'un but: créer le prétexte d’'une ren-
contre entre Mani, le perse, et Marcellus, le romain.”

*# Scopello, “Vérités”: 207-14.

# 1.1 (GCS 16, p. 1.2): “Thesaurus verus sive disputatio...”
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even less formal: it is “nur mehr ein Fall von Auseinandersetzungen
mit dem Manichdismus.” The AA, then, comes across exactly as
it was meant to—as a demonstration to would-be polemicists of
how to refute Manichaeism’s fundamental doctrines. If Archelaus
could defeat the founder of the movement, surely others could
confound his followers.

% Voss, Der Dialog, 154-55.



APPENDIX

Distribution of interventions in the first encounter between Mani and

Archelaus (15-42)

Chapter Mani Archelaus Judges
15 1-16
16 1b-10 la
17 2¢, 6 2b, 3-4,7-8 1-2a
18 2b-7 1-2a
19 1a, 3b, 4b, 5b, 6b, 8b (1 1b-3a, 4a, 5a, 5c¢, 6a,
word), 9a, 9c (2 words), 11a  7-8a, 8¢, 9b, 10, 11b
3-11 1-2a

20 2b (1 word) 1-6
21 1-7
22 3-5 1b-2
23 1-8
24 3-12 1-2
25 4-7 1-3
26 3-12 1
27 2
28 1-3, 4b, 5b, 9, 10b 4a, 5a, 6-8, 10a, 11-13
29 1-4
30 1-6
31 1-9
32 1-4 5-11
33 1-2, 3b, 5b, 6b, 6d, 7b, 8b,  3a, 4-5a, 6a, 6¢, 7a, 8a,

9b 9a, 10
34 1b-11 la
35 1-11
36 6b (2 words) 1-6a, 7-11
37 1b, 2b, 4a 2a, 3, 4b-16 la
38 1-13
39 1-11
40 1-8
41 4-14 1-3
42 1-11
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Distribution of interventions in the second encounter between Mani and
Archelaus (53-65)

Chapter Mani Archelaus

53 5b-9

54 1-2,5,6b,9-10a, 11-12a 3-4, 6a, 7-8, 10b, 12b
55 1-7

56 2-7

57 1-10

58 1-13

59 1-6 7-12

60 10b, 11a 1-10a, 10c (1 word), 11b
61 3-8

62 1-7

63 1-6

64 1-9

65 1-9




CHAPTER THREE

A CLASH OF PORTRAITS: CONTRASTS BETWEEN ARCHELAUS
AND MANI IN THE ACTA ARCHELAI

The preceding contribution to this volume (“Hesitant and Ignorant”)
was an effort toward a better understanding of the inner structure and
purpose of the Acts of Archelaus (AA). My finding there was that in
choosing, arranging, and presenting the components that make up the
text, the author was pursuing a particular agenda that could have been
served equally well by either an historically-based event or a purely
fictional creation.

Here I seek a closer comparison of the two main protagonists, Mani
and Archelaus, with particular attention to the style and points of ref-
erence in their discourse. The present study is part of a broader attempt
to understand the language of ancient heresiology, and it seems par-
ticularly appropriate that it be applied to a Christian polemical work
that influenced so much of subsequent Christian anti-Manichaica.!

I begin with Madeleine Scopello’s observation that:

The same points that attracted heresiology’s attention have also seduced
modern criticism. The other parts of the Acta Archelai, made up of the
theological controversies between Mani and the bishop of Carchar, and
that in fact comprise the majority of the text, were commented on only
very rarely.?

' M. Scopello, “Hégémonius, les Acta Archelai et T'histoire de la controverse
anti-manichéenne,” in R. E. Emmerick, W. Sundermann and P. Zieme, eds., Studia
Manichaica: 1V. Internationaler Kongref§ zum Manichdismus, Berlin, 14.-18. Juli 1997
(Berlin-Brandenburgische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Berichte und Abhandlungen,
Sonderband 4), Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 2000, 531: “Les Acta Archelai sont trés vite
devenus, quelques décennies apreés leur parution, 'indispensable outil lorsqu’on parle
de manichéisme. Repris dans les catalogues d’hérésies, remaniés dans les oeuvres de
réfutation plus complexes, on les a accommodés a toutes les sauces.” See also 541-44;
E. Spit, “The ‘Teachers’ of Mani in the Acta Archelai and Simon Magus,” VC 58
(2004): 2; and M. Tardieu, “Archelaus,” in E. Yarshater, ed., Encyclopeedia Iranica 2,
London and New York: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1987, 279.

2 Scopello, “Hégémonius,” 544: “Les mémes points qui attirérent l'attention de
I’hérésiologie ont également séduitla critique moderne. Lesautres parties des Acta Archelai
constituées par les controverses théologiques entre Mani et 'évéque de Carchara, et
qui occupent en réalité la plus grande partie du texte, ne furent que trés rarement
commentées.”
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In other words, the AA’s influence, considerable though it was, extended
only to the more ‘biographical’ and narrative elements; the same is true
of modern studies of the text. Thus, when Michel Tardieu says that
“The literary interest of the Acta Archelai lies in its method of rebut-
ting the adversary,” he is only half right; that should be the literary
interest, but it is an interest commonly expressed through little more
than a marshaling of the arguments the protagonists employ. In fact,
Heinrich von Zittwitz has been the only one so far to broach the text’s
argumentative threads, and that was well before the close of the nine-
teenth century.* Here I would like to expand on his work by examining
both the content and the style of the arguments, and the discourse that
mediates them, in the AA. The scope this time will be limited to the
exchange of letters between Mani and Marcellus (chapters 5-6), and
to the first of their two encounters (15-42). (Indeed, the AA begins by
alluding only to the encounter in ‘Carchar,” inferring that the first was
the only one that actually took place, or at least that it was the only
one the writer originally intended to report.)

The key to my examination is the text’s own technique of fault-find-
ing comparison. Scopello and others have noted how the AA begins
by describing itself as ‘the true treasure’ (1.1)—in contrast, of course,
with Mani’s Treasury (of Life).* The negative comparison is enhanced
by the respective introductions of Mani and Archelaus. The latter,
orthodox bishop of ‘Carchar,” is in the company of the devout and
charitable Christian layman Marcellus, first citizen of that (possibly
fictional) Roman town on the border with Persia. We find these two
righteous individuals comfortably esconced on their own turf, while
the text devotes considerable space (1.2-3.6) to Marcellus’ credentials.
In contrast, Mani is on the move, on the move. The reader first meets
him in chapter 4, where in a Persian border garrison he is scheming

3 Tardieu, “Archelaus,” 280.

* H. von Zittwitz, “Acta disputationis Archelai et Manetis,” Zeitschrift fiir die histo-
rische Theologie 43 (1873): 467-528.

> 1.1 (GCS 16, p. 1.3-4): “Thesaurus verus sive disputatio habita in Carcharis civi-
tate Mesopotamiae Archelai episcopi adversus Manen...” (my emphasis).

¢ Scopello, “Hégémonius,” 530; G. C. Hansen, “Zu den Evangelienzitaten in den ‘Acta
Archelai’,” inF. L. Cross, ed., SP 7: Papers presented to the Fourth International Conference
on Patristic Studies held at Oxford 1963 1 (TU, 92), Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1966,
475; and S. N. C. Lieu’s comment in M. Vermes, Hegemonius, Acta Archelai (The Acts
of Archelaus) (MS, 4), Leuven: Brepols, 2004, 35 n. 1.
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to construct a means of ideological ingress into the Roman Empire, for
which Marcellus is to serve as the access ramp:

he debated with himself very seriously as to how he could ensnare him
in the nets of his own doctrine, hoping that Marcellus could be made
a proclaimer of his own dogma. For Manes assumed that he would be
able to seize the entire province provided he could first win over such a
man to himself.

To accomplish this, Mani will have to take account of Marcellus’ fervent
Christianity. To that end, he writes Marcellus a letter in which, as if
to avert any suspicion about his intentions, he quotes 1 Corinthians
7:35 (“I do not ‘cast a snare on anyone’”) as a prelude to the assertion
that he needs to set no snares (5.6)% because, the text continues, “he
feared that by an unexpected and sudden approach some harm might
be generated to himself.”” From the start, then, Mani is made to seem
both temerarious and timorous.

The letter to Marcellus is possibly derived from an authentic letter
of Mani'® but, if that is the case, it has undergone some modifications.
It begins as many authentic letters of Mani do, save for the mention of
“all the saints and virgins with me” (5.1);"' indeed, twenty-two young
men and women ‘elect’ are said to accompany him to ‘Carchar,’*? after
which nothing more is heard of them. The letter’s overall purpose, it
seems, is to have Mani invite himself to Marcellus’ home (5.6)—after
disparaging Marcellus’” variety of religion (5.2). Indeed, the letter is
rather short on diplomacy. Though sent, Mani says, “with a view to
the salvation of your own soul, and... the salvation of those with you”

7 4.1-2, Vermes, Hegemonius, 39 (GCS 16, p. 4.23-26: “plurimum ipse secum
volvebat quemadmodum eum doctrinae suae posset laqueis inretire, sperans adser-
torem dogmatis sui fieri posse Marcellum. Praesumebat enim universam se posse
occupare provinciam, si prius talem virum sibimet subdere potuisset”).

8 The very accusation the narrator has just made. Archelaus will pick up on it in
the second encounter (59.11).

° 4.2, Vermes, Hegemonius, 39 (GCS 16, p. 5.2-3: “verebatur enim ne forte inpro-
viso et subito ingressu malum sibi aliquod nasceretur”).

10 See I. Gardner, “Mani’s Letter to Marcellus: Fact and Fiction in the Acta Archelai
Revisited,” in J. BeDuhn and P. Mirecki, eds., Frontiers of Faith: The Christian Encounter
with Manichaeism in the Acts of Archelaus (NHMS, 61), Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2007, 33-48;
also Zittwitz, “Acta disputationis”: 474-93.

1 GCS 16, p. 5.25-26: “qui mecum sunt omnes sancti et virgines” (ol odv épot
névtec dyror kol mwopBévor).

12 14.2, GCS 16, p. 22.21-22: “adducens secum iuvenes et virgines electos ad viginti
duo simul.”
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(5.3)," it contains no positive teaching—only an attack on the “indis-
criminate opinions” (5.3)™ that evil and good share a common origin,
that there is only one ultimate principle, and that no real distinction
exists between good/evil, light/darkness, or the inner/outer person. “As
we have described before,” adds Mani (5.3)*—as if Marcellus would
have known that! Mani goes on to attack the notions that God (the
good principle) created Satan (principle of evil), and that (the true)
Christ had Mary for a mother (5.5).

For his part, Archelaus is portrayed as confident and confronta-
tional. On hearing Mani’s letter, he “received the contents as they were
read without any pleasure, and gnashed his teeth like a caged lion
[see 1 Peter 5:8], eager to get his hands on the author of the letter”
(6.1).' Then, listening to the testimony of Mani’s letter-carrier Turbo,
he is “greatly incensed” (14.1)."” He and Marcellus grill Turbo about
Mani’s life and teaching—both apparently unknown to them before
this (6.5)."* Turbo therefore provides them (in chapters 7 through 13)
with the essentials of Mani’s doctrine (but nothing, we note, on Mani’s
life). That his cosmogonical intervention is meant to set the stage for
the main event, the first encounter between Archelaus and Mani,
seems clear from the timing: “That very day Manes arrived” (14.2)."
So the speed with which Archelaus will be able to organize a rebuttal
to Mani’s ideas is nothing short of remarkable.

Mani does not arrive expecting a formal debate. Richard Lim has
remarked that Manichaeans were not disposed to initiate public dis-

3 Vermes, Hegemonius, 41 (GCS 16, p. 6.23-24: “ad salutem animae tuae, deinde
et eorum qui tecum sunt”). Greek: npog cwtnpiov Tfig ceovtod Youxiic, énerto 8¢ Kol
@V duo 6ot TuYovOVImY.

" Vermes, Hegemonius, 41 (GCS 16, p.6.24: “utineindiscretosanimos geras”). Vermes’
translation here more closely approximates the Greek: npog 10 (un) ddrokprov oe Exewv
OV Aoyioudv.

> Vermes, Hegemonius, 41 (GCS 16, p. 6.28: “sicut praediximus”). Greek: &g
TpoEimopey.

' Vermes, Hegemonius, 42-43 (GCS 16, p. 8.6-8: “Archelaus vero ea quae lecta
sunt non libenter amplexus velut leo conclusus dentibus infrendebat, auctorem epistu-
lae sibi desiderans dari”).

7 Vermes, Hegemonius, 58 (GCS 16, p. 22.16: “vehementer accendebatur”).

18 Vermes, Hegemonius, 43: “For both of them were enquiring in great detail into
Manes’ practices, wanting to know who he was, where he came from and what his
message was~ (GCS 16, p. 9.8-9: “valde enim studiose uterque de Manis studiis per-
quirebant, scire cupientes quis unde vel quid verbi ferat”).

¥ Vermes, Hegemonius, 58 (GCS 16, p. 22.21: “Eadem autem ipsa die adventavit
Manes”).
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putations;* that “Prominent set-piece debates with Manichaeans were
initiated by their opponents, who sought through such high-profile
encounters to stop the success of the Manichaeans’ proselytizing
efforts;”* and that in the literature Mani is mainly depicted as preach-
ing, not debating?—all certainly the case here. To Mani goes the open-
ing statement of the first encounter (14.6) which, in classic Manichaean
fashion, he delivers with a focus on the origin of evil and on its cor-
ollary, dualism,” the same themes with which he began his letter to
Marcellus. Mani adds the accusation that Archelaus has enslaved
Marcellus, whom Mani must therefore liberate (15.1) along with the
entire city (15.2). For he, Mani, represents the truth (15.2,8), since he
is the Paraclete who brings to completion a hitherto unfinished revela-
tion (15.3). One must acknowledge his status as the elect apostle, or
burn eternally (15.4; see 16.3). The doctrine Archelaus represents is
absurd (15.8): God is not the originator of evil (15.5,7-10, 16.1), and
the Old Testament has no value (15.11-16)—points Mani presents as
“obvious to those who can show discernment” (15.14).%

Indeed, the guiding theme of much of Mani’s exposition is the
wrongness of his opponent’s doctrine. The judges finally have to insist
that he stick to presenting his own teaching (16.1), and so he finally
gets to its main pillars: radical dualism, and a source for evil other than
God (16.2-10). Yet he is soon confounded by the first questions put to
him, as though he has already painted himself into a corner (17.4-5):

‘What do you say then? Are those two natures unchangeable or change-
able? or is one of them being changed?” At this Manes hesitated because
he could not find a reply. For he was examining the conclusion that
would follow from either answer, or reconsidering his position.?

% R. Lim, “Manichaeans and Public Disputation in Late Antiquity,” in Idem, Public
Disputation, Power, and Social Order in Late Antiquity (The Transformation of the
Classical Heritage, 23), Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995, 70-71, 74-75,
and 103 (repr. from RechAug 26 [1992]: 233-34, 237-38, and 266-67).

2l Lim, “Manichaeans,” 71 (1992: 234).

2 See Lim, “Manichaeans,” 73 (1992: 236-37). Wolf-Peter Funk informs me
that the final chapter of the Coptic Kephalaia shows Mani as a debater. This part
of the Kephalaia is as yet unpublished. For the manuscript text see S. Giversen, The
Manichaean Coptic Papyri in the Chester Beatty Library, Facsimile Edition 1 (Cahiers
d’Orientalisme, 14), Geneva: Patrick Cramer, 1986, 335-45.

2 See Lim, “Manichaeans,” 75 (dualism) and 89 (evil) (1992: 238 and 253).

* Vermes, Hegemonius, 61 (GCS 16, p. 25.17-18: “Quod manifestum est his qui
discretionem habere possunt”).

» Vermes, Hegemonius, 65 (GCS 16, p. 28.7-10: “Quid ergo ais? Duae istae natu-
rae inconvertibiles sunt an convertibiles, aut una earum convertitur? At vero Manes
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The judges (who, though named as early as the AA’s opening passage,
never act individually) have been chosen for this encounter to project
the illusion of impartiality. All seem to share an expertise in public dis-
course. Manippus knows grammar and rhetoric, Aegialeus is the public
health officer*® and learned in letters, and the brothers Claudius and
Cleobalus are rhetors (14.5). All four are clearly pagan (14.5: religione
gentiles; see 18.1); yet from the start it is also clear that they side with
Archelaus (23.1-2, 26.1, and 29.4), who informs them (with no proof)
that “it is sufficient for me to have made these statements...to show
you what sort of man he was” (41.14).”’ Was? Why not is? Mani is sup-
posedly standing right there. This inconsistency may be an indicator
of the debate’s non-historical character.

The judges employ a single simile (29.2-3), but the two main pro-
tagonists show a fondness for both simile and metaphor,” Mani three
times (15.14, 16.9, and 28.2-3), and Archelaus no less than fifteen (21.5,
22.1,6, 24.6, 26.5, 27.7, 28.13, 30.1,3-6, 31.1-4, 37.12, 40.2-3, 41.10,13,
and 42.4). Mani explicitly identifies ‘parables’ (16.8: parabolis) or simi-
les (28.1: persimilitudines dicam) as his methodology, while Archelaus
invokes ‘examples’ (22.1: exemplis).”” Once, Archelaus indulges in
word play: rather than a paracletus, Mani is a parasitus (25.3).°

There are some elements here of a rudimentary philosophy (kept so
for the benefit of the audience?). “The judges [and we note that there
is no philosopher among them] said: ‘changeability transforms the
person to whom it occurs into someone else’” (18.1), but they use a

remoratus est non inveniendo responsum; intuebatur enim quod ex utroque conclud-
eretur, retractans”). See Lim, “Manichaeans,” 86 (1992: 249): “Reducing someone to a
state of literal aphonia was a complete refutation and triumph in a public debate.”

% On the various functions represented by the term archiater (= &pyrotpdc) see
G. W. H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexikon, Oxford: Clarendon, 1984, 236; and
G. Wissowa, ed., Paulys Real-Encyclopidie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft 2
(Stuttgart: Metzler, 1896), c. 464-66.

¥ Vermes, Hegemonius, 108 (GCS 16, p. 61.30-31: “ista me sufficit protulisse...uti
istum vobis qualis esset ostenderem”).

% Or is the fondness the author’s own? See 14.1 = Vermes, Hegemonius, 58:
“Archelaus was anxious for his people, like a shepherd for his sheep, when traps are
being set by wolves” (GCS 16, p. 22.18-19: “Archelao autem erat cura pro populo,
tamquam pastori pro ovibus, cum luporum parantur insidiae”).

¥ Vermes, Hegemonius, 71-2: “But if this seems difficult for you (sing.) to compre-
hend and you do not acquiesce to these statements, at least I shall try to substantiate
them for you (sing.) by means of examples” (GCS 16, p. 33.24-25: “Quod si id tibi
difficile videtur intellectu nec adquiescis his dictis, saltem exemplis tibi adfirmabo”).
Note the singular person in use here: these remarks are directed at Mani.

* Vermes, Hegemonius, 75 (GCS 16, p. 37.2).
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rather mundane verb (transfert) and are thinking of religious conver-
sion.! In 18.2 Archelaus points out that two unchangeable natures
could in fact be “one and the same,” and in 20.5 he states that
“anyone who yearns or desires, desires something better and differ-
ent.”” The human person (persona) is made up of the two elements
of body and soul (21.2), though how the two relate goes unexplained.
Archelaus challenges Mani to define evil rather than focus on its ori-
gin (18.7), although in 23.1-2 the judges show more interest in the
origin of both good and evil. In 24.6-7 Archelaus argues against the
existence of two unbegotten (and opposed) beings. On at least one
occasion, his attempt at logic is specious: arguing in 20.6-7 that evil
cannot be uncreated because a created human being can overcome it,
he opens himself to the rebuttal (which Mani does not exploit) that
the same argument could prove either that humans are uncreated or
that the evil they overcome is simply the created expression of some-
thing uncreated—much like humans themselves. Thus the AA con-
tains nowhere near the sophisticated philosophical discourse of, say,
Alexander of Lycopolis.

However, philosophical terms do occur here and there:** Archelaus
employs substantia (in 18.7, 21.2-3, 26.4, 27.8, 28.10, 33.10, and
36.7-11)* and ‘person’ (in 21.2).*¢ The judges refer once to accidens
(25.2).” Mani speaks of pre-existent matter in 16.5 (see 26.3),® and
(once) of ‘philosophy,” in a somewhat derogatory sense (16.7).* Both
Archelaus (20.5 and 38.2) and Mani (19.11 and 28.4) make use of
‘nature,” (natura: see also 33.10 and 36.10); but what Mani calls “the

31 Vermes, Hegemonius, 66 (GCS 16, p. 28.25-26: “Convertibilitas illum, cui accidit,
transfert in alium”). See 18.2-3,6.

32 Vermes, Hegemonius, 66 (GCS 16, p. 29.3-4: “Siquidem incoversibiles [sic] esse dicit
utrasque naturas, quid est quod inpediat, uti ne unum atque idem eas esse opinemur?”).

3 Vermes, Hegemonius, 69 (GCS 16, p. 31.29-30: “Qui enim zelatur aut concupi-
scit, meliora et aliena concupiscit”).

** But see Voss, Der Dialog, 153: “sie sind jedoch nicht mehr als Worte.”

» Vermes, Hegemonius, 67,71, 78-79, 82, 89, and 95-96 (GCS 16, pp. 29.26, 33.1,3,
38.28, 40.6, 41.31, 47.22, 51.31, and 52.6,7,11,15,18). See also 21.3, and note homou-
sion in 36.8.

% Vermes, Hegemonius, 71 (GCS 16, p. 33.2: “persona”). These Latin words—‘sub-
stantia’ and ‘persona’—pose a problem, because we do not have the Greek terms they
are translating. Also, the translation may reflect the Latin vocabulary, or at least usage,
of a time later than that of the original composition.

¥ GCS 16, p. 36.31.

¥ Vermes, Hegemonius, 63 (GCS 16, p. 26.25: “non subsistente materia”).

¥ Vermes, Hegemonius, 64 (GCS 16, p. 27.5: “philosophia”).
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two natures” (16.1) the judges refer to as “two principles of nature”
(17.1), or as the good and evil deities (23.2), and Archelaus as ‘two
substances’ (26.4, 33.10).*> Both Mani and Archelaus refer to the
(in)convertibilitas of both nature (17.4,6) and God (36.7), and Mani
speaks of ‘properties’ (17.6)*'—concepts, says Archelaus, that Mani
utters but does not understand (17.7-8).

More telling than philosophy is how Scripture is used. Indeed, the
Bible is the only source to which both sides regularly appeal,* in both
cases with a heavy emphasis on Paul. But only Archelaus quotes the
Old Testament (as in 34.5). Nowhere here is there anything approach-
ing exegesis. In chapter 21, for example, Archelaus sees in the parable
of new wine in old skins a simple argument for the compatibility of the
human body and soul. He applies Jesus’ denunciation of the scribes
and Pharisees (Matt 23:13-28 and par.) in similar fashion (25.1-5). At
25.4 he gives a curious intepretation of the creation of light and dark-
ness, through an appeal to a ‘middle part’ (medietas)* that obviously
draws on ancient cosmognony (25.6-11): darkness exists because of
the shadow thrown past an object in the path of light. Thus Mani will
be pressed by both Archelaus and the judges to identify the builder of
the ‘middle wall’ interposed between light and darkness to keep them
separated (26.6-27.1). Mani’s response—that God placed the firma-
ment in the middle—is dismissed by Archelaus as an admission that
God would then be weak (27.2-4), or at least that the wall would have
had to crumble for ‘the wicked one’ to invade the rival realm (27.6,8).

To conclude, I offer some reflections on the foregoing observations:

(1) Eszter Spat has claimed that the global emphasis in the AA is
placed on Mani’s life, work and appearance:

The ingenuity of Hegemonius lies in the fact that this ideological attack
is not so much through open statements as to the execrable nature of the

0 Note that in his exposé Turbo refers to Mani as worshipping “two divinities” (7.1,
GCS 16, p. 9.18-19: “duos colit deos innatos”; Greek: 800 céBet Beolg dyevviToug).
But Manichaean sources speak little of the two eternal principles as deities, and never
of worshipping both of them. See J. K. Coyle, Augustine’s “De moribus ecclesiae cath-
olicae”: A Study of the Work, its Composition and its Sources (Paradosis, 25), Fribourg:
The University Press, 1978, 331-32.

41 Vermes, Hegemonius, 65 (GCS 16, p. 28.14: “propria”).

2 See Hansen, “Zu den Evangelienzitaten.” Note that even the pagan judges quote
the Bible (25.1 and 41.2).

# Vermes, Hegemonius, 76 (GCS 16, p. 37.5,7).
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heresy (as in “regular” anti-heretical writings), but through “biographi-
cal” elements that convey the same message.*!

That claim can be true only insofar as the biographical elements
were the mainstay of subsequent interest in the AA. In the text
itself, Mani’s characteristics form a framework for both debates, and
the debates are mediated through rhetorical devices. On the other
hand, biographically speaking the AA provides us with much on
Mani and next to nothing on Archelaus. Yet any such description
would be an anomaly in the heresiological genre, even in other
public disputes between Manichaeans and Christians.

(2) There are ‘props’ here (such as biographical details, applauding
crowds, and the letter-carrier’s journey to ‘Carchar’)* not found
in otherwise similar disputationes. But the AA is not out to convey
history, but polemics, a goal achieved by highlighting Mani’s (and
therefore Manichaeism’s) alien character, and by discrediting the
powers of persuasion of both the founder and his system.

(3) Nor does the AA constitute a true classical dialogue, even an
imaginary one.* Unlike in other debates between individuals or
groups that consider themselves Christian, the protagonists of the
AA are not limited to pure doctrine, the assisting public and ref-
erees are free to intervene (even physically in the crowd’s case),
and personal jibes are liberally dispensed.” The purpose here is
not the orderly unfolding of a debating position, but (at least from
Archelaus’ perspective) the simple annihilation of the opponent.
The Bible is the weapon of choice. In the case of both protagonists
(more obviously in Archelaus’) orthodoxy, not logic, rules: error
has no rights, no matter how reasoned.”® The author’s bias is also

# Spat, “The ‘Teachers’”: 3-4.

# T believe that M. Scopello’s assessment of the two latter points as devices to
explain Mani’s presence in Roman territory is essentially correct (“Hégémonius,”
535: “Dans l'optique d’Hégémonius, ces événements n’ont qu’un but: créer le prétexte
d’une rencontre entre Mani, le perse, et Marcellus, le romain”).

¢ Voss, Der Dialog, p. 155: “In dem Bereich, in dem die Acta Archelai entstanden
sind und fiir den sie gedacht waren, kannte man zwar Disputationen, der Dialog als
eigenstindige Literaturform aber existierte dort nicht.”

¥ See Spit, “The ‘Teachers’”: 16.

* Voss, Der Dialog, 155: “Angestrebt ist Besiegung, im Grunde Vernichtung
des Gegeniibers. Infolgesessen wird in zunehmender Breite vorgetragen, was fiir
die Orthodoxie spricht. Beriicksichtigt werden allenfalls Bediirfnisse der Zuhorer—
das bedeutet: der Leser. Ob die Argumente vom Partner voll Verstindnis und mit
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shown in inconsistencies. For instance, Archelaus claims of Mani:
“In his preceding speech he stated that the darkness crossed from
its own boundaries into the kingdom of the good God,”* although
Mani has made no such claim. Again, Mani is accused of know-
ing no language but his own (40.5):*° how, then, was the debate
conducted?

(4) Richard Lim has remarked that “descriptions of public debates,
just as much as reports of miracles, adhere to listening and nar-
rative conventions and deliver specific messages to desired audi-
ences.”” But here, unlike in, say, Pseudo-Mark the Deacon’s Life
of Porphyry of Gaza, there are no miracles to carry the story for-
ward. In fact, in the first encounter Archelaus seems to firmly rule
them out (39.8-9; see 40.1,4). All is either narrative or disputation
(the latter characterized by claiming logical reasoning for one-
self and denying it to the other).”® Perhaps signs are considered
“unnecessary when a society’s conflicting claims could still be
satisfactorily adjudicated by referring to existing institutions and
authorities.”

(5) Whether the disputes are historical or not, their recitation is what
matters most here. Their language (indeed, the tone of the entire
AA) is, to judge by the Latin, simple in style and keeps syllogis-
tic reasoning to a minimum. While this could be interpreted as a
popularized guide on how to handle encounters with Manichaeans,
it is more likely aimed at those who will have to deal directly
with them.

(6) Finally, since, as we noted, the AA begins with a reference only
to the first encounter which, incidentally, it calls a (or ‘the’) ‘dis-

Uberzeugung aufgenommen werden, ist innerhalb dieser Disputation nicht von
Interesse.”

¥ Vermes, Hegemonius, 80 (GCS 16, p. 40.7-8): “In praecedentibus professus est,
quia supervenerunt tenebrae ex propriis finibus in regnum dei boni.” See also 27.3.

% GCS 16, p. 59.19-22: “Persa barbare, non Graecorum linguae, non Aegyptiorum,
non Romanorum, non ullius alterius linguae scientiam habere potuisti; sed
Chaldaeorum solam, quae ne in numerum quidem aliquem ducitur; nullum alium
loquentem audire potes.”

' R. Lim, “‘By Word or by Deed?: Two Modes of Religious Persuasion in Late
Antiquity,” in M. Dillon, ed., Religion in the Ancient World: New Themes and
Approaches, Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1996, 261.

2 On the notion of ‘the other’ in the AA, see Scopello, “Hégémonius,” 544-45 and
“Vérités™: 210.

3 Lim, “‘By Word or by Deed’,” 268. However, Archelaus will demand signs in the
second encounter in the town of ‘Diodoris’ (54.4).
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putation’ (1.1), it leaves the impression that the first, in ‘Carchar,’
was the only one (assuming that any really took place).”* A logical
original stopping point for the text (most likely before its transla-
tion into Latin) would then have been 43.3:

Now since it has pleased Marcellus that this disputation should be
recorded and written down, I have not been able to gainsay him, but
have trusted in the good will of my readers, that they will pardon me,
if my narration should sound at all naive or colloquial. For my only

purpose is this, that an awareness of what took place should not elude
any serious enquirer.”

** See the text above, p. 38 n. 5.

% Vermes, Hegemonius, 110-11 (GCS 16, pp. 63.28-64.1: “Quoniam vero placuit
Marcello disputationem hanc excipi atque describi, contradicere non potui, confisus
de benignitate legentium quod veniam dabunt, si quid inperitum aut rusticum son-

abit oratio; hoc enim tantum est quod studemus, ut rei gestae cognitio studiosum,
quemque non lateat”).
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE IDEA OF THE ‘GOOD’ IN MANICHAEISM

INTRODUCTION

Anyone with the most superficial knowledge of Manichaean beliefs
will appreciate that they were constructed upon a radical dichotomy
between good and evil. The First Moment of the Manichaean cosmo-
gonical drama posits the existence of two eternally co-existing prin-
ciples, one good, of Light, the other evil, of Darkness. The present, or
Middle, Moment, resulting from a primordial war between the two
principles, is marked by the mixture of the good with the evil." If this
myth constituted the basis for an appealing solution as to why evil cur-
rently exists in the world, it also created for Manichaeans their primary
metaphysical and moral dilemma: how, then, to distinguish good from
evil? That the problem existed has always been known to manichae-
ologists; but, following the lead of early adversaries of Manichaeism
such as Alexander of Lycopolis and Augustine of Hippo, they chose to
focus on how the system viewed evil, rather than on how it perceived
good.?

Indeed, the issue of the nature of evil is the keystone of the anti-
Manichaean polemic of Augustine, even if he titled one of his last
formally anti-Manichaean works The Nature of the Good,’ a treatise

' A good summary of the cosmic drama can be found in S. N. C. Lieu, Manichaeism
in the Later Roman Empire and Medieval China, 2nd ed. (WUZNT, 63), Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1992 (1985), 10-21.

2 See among more recent studies A. Bohlig, “Das Bose in der Lehre des Mani und
des Markion,” in W. Strothmann, ed., Makarios: Symposium iiber das Bose, Vortrige
der Finnisch-Deutsche Theologentagung in Goslar 1980 (Géttinger Orientforschun-
gen, Reihe 1: Syriaca, 24), Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1983, 18-35, repr. in A. Bohlig,
Gnosis und Synkretismus: Gesammelte Aufsitze zur spitantiken Religionsgeschichte, 2
(WUZNT, 48), Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1989, 612-37; G. Sfameni Gasparro, “Natura
e origine del male: alle radici dellincontro e del confronto di Agostino con la gnosi
manichea,” in Il mistero del male e la liberta possibile: Lettura dei Dialoghi di Agos-
tino (SEA, 45), Rome: Institutum Patristicum Augustinianum, 1994, 7-55; and Lieu,
Manichaeism, 187-90.

* On the date of this work see F. Decret, L’Afrique manichéenne (IV°-V* siécles):
Etude historique et doctrinale 1, Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1978, 725-26. It is
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which itself has received little scholarly attention.* However, Kam-lun
Edwin Lee has examined Augustine’s perception of the Manichaean
notion of good. Beginning with his first work, De pulchro et apto, Lee
concluded that Augustine understood Manichaeism to equate ‘good-
ness’ with ‘beauty” or ‘tranquil pleasure,’ an equivalence which would
primarily engage sensory perception® (and, by way of a corollary, iden-
tify ‘evil’ with ‘that which causes pain’).”

My purpose here is to enquire whether the equivalence was actually
made by Manichaeans themselves. The focus, then, will not be on anti-
Manichaean polemics, or on the sources for whatever Manichaean
notions may be uncovered, but on what Manichaeism itself seemed to
say, and its significance. Nor am I addressing ‘the good’ in the sense
of the Manichaean principle co-eternal with its opposite number, or
as the ubiquitous Light-substance (which is simply begging the ques-
tion). Instead, I query what, in the eyes of Manichaeans, enabled them

to label some persons, objects, actions, and events as ‘good’ and others
as ‘bad.’

certainly interesting that Augustine would have written a treatise entitled “The Nature
of the Good” with Manichaeans specifically in mind.

* The only study on it I know is A. A. Moon, The De Natura Boni of Saint Augus-
tine: A Translation with an Introduction and Commentary (Catholic University of
America Patristic Studies 88), Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press,
1955.

> The title of this first work—written during Augustine’s Manichaean period
(ca. 380)—then acquires added significance, as does the fact that he later emphasized
enjoyment (fruitio) of the summum bonum as the finis of all other goods: see, e.g., De
moribus ecclesiae catholicae 8.13 (CSEL 90, pp. 15.7-16.1); and epist. 118 3.13 (CSEL
34/2, pp. 677.22-678.16).

¢ See Aug., De moribus Manichaeorum 16.39 (CSEL 90, pp. 123-24); De haeresi-
bus 46.7 (CCL 46, p. 314.39-43): “lucemque istam corpoream animantium mortalium
oculis adiacentem [...] dei dicunt esse naturam”; and De Genesi contra Manichaeos
1.3.6 (CSEL 91, p. 72.5-6): “Non enim norunt isti lucem nisi quam carneis oculis
uident.”

7 K. E. Lee, Augustine, Manichaeism, and the Good (Patristic Studies, 2), New
York: Lang, 1999. See Aug., De mor. Man. 3.5 (CSEL 90, p. 91.5-6): “Percunctor uos
iterum quid sit malum. Si dixeritis id quod nocet, neque hic mentiemini”; and 9.16
(pp. 101.22-102.15). Another way to consider evil in this context would be as ‘loss of
tranquillity.”
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THE OBJECTIVE GOOD: THE AESTHETICALLY PLEASING

As a rule, the surviving Manichaean documents are products of a cat-
echetical or liturgical agenda.® Despite his careful construction of a
system to respond to the dilemma of good and evil, Mani seems to
have avoided philosophizing about the nature of either, beyond call-
ing them, respectively, Light and Darkness (Matter).” Thus we have
a mythologization (or, more appropriately perhaps, concretization)
of what in a deliberately philosophical construction would constitute
a metaphysical premise.'”” (Something similar occurs, by the way, in
Mani’s answers to the questions, ‘what is love?” and ‘what is conti-
nence?’)!! This approach would have left his followers free to describe
good and evil more or less as they saw fit, so long as the cosmogonical

8 See T. Katd, “Melodia interior: sur le traité De pulchro et apto,” REA 12 (1966):
233.

° C. J. Brunner, “The Ontological Relation between Evil and Existents in Man-
ichaean Texts and in Augustine’s Interpretation of Manichaeism,” in P. Morewedge,
ed., Philosophies of Existence, Ancient and Medieval, New York: Fordham University
Press, 1982, 79: “Manichaeism enunciated a history rather than an ontology (reflecting
the discipline of philosophy) or a science of symbols (by which metaphysical con-
cepts were systematically translated into imagery).” See H.-C. Puech, “Le prince des
ténebres et son royaume,” in Satan, Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1948, 105 (repr. in
Idem, Sur le manichéisme et autres essais, Paris: Flammarion, 1979, 118): “Le dualisme
manichéen repose, on le sait, sur Uopposition absolue de deux Substances, Natures
ou Racines, de deux Principes I'un et 'autre incréés et infinis, coéternels et, en tout,
incompatibles: le Bien et le Mal, Dieu et la Matiere. Mais, en raison du type de pensée
dont il reléve, et qu’elles qu'aient été 1a-dessus les prétensions de son fondateur, le
manichéisme n’est jamais parvenu a maintenir cette opposition sur le plan strictement
rationnel ni a en saisir et a en formuler les termes sous forme de purs concepts.” See
also the interesting remarks of A. Bohlig, “Mani und Platon—ein Vergleich,” in A. van
Tongerloo and S. Giversen, eds., Manichaica Selecta: Studies presented to Julien Ries
on the occasion of his seventieth birthday, (MS, 1), Leuven: International Association
of Manichaean Studies, 1991, 21-4.

1 So R. Merkelbach, Mani und sein Religionssystem (Rheinisch-Westfalische Akad-
emie der Wissenschaften, Vortrige, G 281), Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1986,
35: “Wenn also die Manichéer in der Auseinandersetzung mit den Christen an die
Vernunft, an die ratio appellierten und nur das gelten lassen wollten, was rational
begriindet werden konnte, so war dies ein Prinzip das ihnen gelegentlich half, sich
aber in den Augen philosophisch gebildeter Griechen und Romer viel ofters gegen
sie wandte; denn der Kern der manichiischen Lehre war in einer langen mytholo-
gischen Erzahlung niedergelegt und lief$ sich nicht mit den rationalen Mitteln der
griechischen Philosophie darstellen.”

' Coptic Kephalaia 63 and 98, in 1. Ibscher, H. J. Polotsky, and A. Bohlig, Kepha-
laia, 1. Hilfte, Lieferung 1-10 (MHSMB, 1), Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1940, pp. 155-56
and 248-49; English in I. Gardner, The Kephalaia of the Teacher: The edited Coptic
Manichaean texts in translation with commentary (NHMS, 37), Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1995, 164-65 and 254-55.
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myth was preserved. But they, too, refrained from abstract definitions:
there is no Manichaean writing that speculates on “The Nature of the
Good.” What seems clear, however, is that Manichaeism in general
perceived good and evil each as a strict absolute,'> which is why in
their rebuttal its opponents—Augustine in particular—insisted on a
hierarchy of ‘goods’ (though stemming from the ‘supreme good’)."
Adolf Harnack’s concise summation therefore seems perfectly accu-
rate: “light is actually the only good, and darkness the only evil.”*
Mani’s Letter of the Foundation asserts that “the Father, who generated
there the sons of light, and the air and the earth itself and those sons,
are one substance and all are equal.”® In this system there would be
no such thing as ‘degrees of goodness.” Hence, a bad tree really is bad;

12 See on this U. Bianchi, “Sur la théologie et I'anthropologie de Mani,” in P. Bilde,
H. K. Nielsen and J. Podemann Serensen, eds., Apocryphon Severini presented to
Soren Giversen, Aarhus: Aarhus University Press, 1993, 19-28, esp. 19-21. Alexander
of Lycopolis, Against the Teaching of Mani 2 (in A. Brinkmann, Alexandri Lycopoli-
tani contra Manichaei opiniones disputatio, Leipzig: Teubner, 1895 (repr. 1989), pp.
4.24-5.3) says that Mani “set forth as principles God and Hyle—God as the good, Hylé
as the bad, whereby the substance of God’s goodness is widely separated from Hyle’s
substance of badness.” H. J. W. Drijvers, “Conflict and Alliance in Manichaeism,” in
H. G. Kippenberg, ed., Struggles of Gods: Papers of the Groningen Work Group for
the Study of the History of Religions (Religion and Reason, 31), Berlin-New York-
Amsterdam: Mouton, 1984, 103, sees the powers of good and evil as “quite uneven.”
On this see G. Stroumsa, “Konig und Schwein: Zur Struktur des manichéischen Dual-
ismus,” in J. Taubes, ed., Gnosis und Politik (Religionstheorie und politische Theorie,
2), Munich: Fink, 1984, 141-53, esp. 142.

3 Aug, De natura boni 1 (CSEL 25/2, p. 855.13-20): “Quia ergo bona omnia,
siue magna siue parua, per quoslibet rerum gradus non possunt esse nisi a deo [...]
quia omnia etiam non summa bona, sed propinqua summo bono et rursus omnia
etiam nouissima bona, quae longe sunt a summo bono, non possunt esse nisi ab ipso
summo bono.” See also De mor. Man. 4.6 (CSEL 90, p. 92.3-21); Contra Faustum
XXI,4 (CSEL 25/1, pp. 572-573); and Contra epistulam quam uocant Fundamenti 25
(p. 223.12-19).

" A. Harnack, “Manichaeism,” in Encyclopaedia Britannica, 11th ed., vol. 15, Lon-
don: Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1911, 483 (repr. from the 9th edition [1883] with
changes by F. C. Conybeare; trans. from A. Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte
(vol. 2in the 4th ed., Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1909, 518). According to Epiphanius,
Panarion 66.14 (GCS 37, p. 36.3-4), Mani’s Book of Mysteries began: “There was God
and Hyle, Light and Darkness, Good and Evil, and every dissimilarity possible, so that
they had absolutely nothing in common.”

5 Aug., Contra Felicem 1.19 (CSEL 25/2, p. 825.24-26): “... pater, qui generauit ibi
lucis filios, et aer et ipsa terra et ipsi filii una substantia sunt et aequalia sunt omnia.”
See Brunner, “The Ontological,” 86: “Thus each existent creature is genetically linked
with one of the two self-existent beings and shares its nature.”



THE IDEA OF THE ‘GOOD’ IN MANICHAEISM 55

and a good tree bears literally good fruit; and neither has anything to
do with the other.'®

Yet these two absolutes managed to mix when the Principle of
Darkness rose to the northernmost border of his kingdom, and, per-
ceiving the beauty of the realm of Light, desired to possess it. In the
ensuing battle the Primal Human was captured: “The beautiful son,
who does no harm, why is he torn apart by demons?”” As Christopher
Brunner explains, “Each being which manifests this mixing of Light
with Darkness is thereby an integral part of the cosmic struggle and
an object of God’s (and the believer’s) concern in his efforts to reclaim
his lost substance.”® Thus Mani’s ‘biography’ declares:

[The Syzygos] revealed to me the secrets about himself, his undefiled
father, and all the cosmos. He disclosed to me how they were before the
world’s foundation, how the behaviour of all good and evil deeds has
been laid, and how in these they have constructed those things which
are of mixture."

It is this over-riding consideration to free the Light that explains the
intensity of Manichaean practices, even if these threatened to result in
the extinction of Manichaeism itself.

!¢ So the third Coptic Kephalaion (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, pp. 22.35-
23.3; Gardner, The Kephalaia, 26): “Blessed is [every one.../ these [t]wo trees, and
separates them on[e] from [an]other. / He understands that they did not arise out of
one another, nor did [th]ey come / from one another. They did not come from one.”
See also Keph. 120, in A. Bohlig, Kephalaia, 2. Hilfte, Lieferung 11/12, Seite 244-291
(MHSMB, 1), Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1966, pp. 286.24-288.18 (Gardner, op. cit., 288-
89). The Chinese “Compendium of the Teachings and Rules of Mani, the Buddha of
Light” (British Museum, S.3969), c28 (H. Schmidt-Glintzer, Chinesische Manichaica
[SOR, 14], Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1987, 75) states that “Anyone wishing to enter
the monastic state must understand that the Principle of Light and the Principle of
Darkness are absolutely distinct in nature.”

7 Turfan fragment M 33 R II, in W. B. Henning, “Mitteliranische Manichaica aus
Chinesisch-Turkestan,” 3, SPAW, Jhg. 1934: 877, repr. in Idem, Selected Papers 1 (Al,
14), Leiden: E. J. Brill / Teheran: Bibliothéque Pahlavi, 1977, [304].

'8 Brunner, “The Ontological,” 86.

1 P, Colon. 4780, 65.12-20, in L. Koenen and C. Romer, Der Kélner Mani-Kodex
itber das Werden seines Leibes: Kritische Edition (ARWAW, Sonderreihe Papyrologica
Coloniensia, XIV), Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1988, 44. See also the first Coptic
Kephalaion (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 15.1-7; Gardner, The Kephalaia,
20); and Turfan fragment M 9 I R (in W. B. Henning, “Mitteliranische Manichaica
aus Chinesisch-Turkestan,” 2, SPAW, Jhg. 1933: 298; Idem, Selected Papers 1, [195]):
“Were one not to see in the world the finite and passing good-with-evil, and the mix-
ture of one with the other, the command to stay away from evil and to approach the
good could occur to no one’s thinking.”
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To return now to the cosmogonical myth and its two primordial
essences:” the Kingdom of Light (or Good) is characterised by, besides
five good elements (clear water, and so on),” five ‘dwellings,’ i.e., spiri-
tual qualities. The lists differ according to the time and place of their
composition, but are reflected in a Coptic psalm ‘of the Wanderers’
(Zopokwtov) which, though not completely preserved, clearly terms
them all ‘fair’ (or ‘beautiful’: nece):

Fair........ God, he singing hymns.
Fair is an Intelligence] collected if it has received the
love of [God].
Fair is a perfect [Thought] which Perfection...
Fair is a [Reason of] Light which Faith has reached [...].
Fair is a good Counsel that has given place to endurance.
Fair is a blessed Intention that has been flavoured with Wisdom.*

This has strong echoes in the second Coptic Kephalaion (‘Parable of the
Tree’), where the fruits of the ‘good tree’ are

consideration, counsel, insight, thought,

[mind. I]ts consideration is the ho[ly] church. [Its counsel]
is [the Pil]lar of Glory, the Perfect

Man. [Its insight

is the Fir]st Man who dwells in the ship of [living] wa][ters].
Its thought is the Third Ambassador

[who dwells in] the ship of living fire, that shines in
[...Allso, the min[d] is the Father who dwells in

[greatness (?).”

? Brunner, “The Ontological,” 83-4: “If Manichaean doctrine elevates the meta-
physical status of evil by recognizing it as existent and primordial (see, e.g., [Augus-
tine,] Retractationes 1.9.2), its intent is only to discover the truth of the cosmic
drama.”

2 On this see P. van Lindt, “Studies on the Manichaean Myth,” in R. E. Emmerick,
W. Sundermann and P. Zieme, eds., Studia Manichaica: IV. Internationaler KongrefS
zum Manichdismus, Berlin, 14.-18. Juli 1997 (Berlin-Brandenburgische Akademie der
Wissenschaften, Berichte und Abhandlungen, Sonderband 4), Berlin: Akademie Ver-
lag, 2000, 387-97.

2 C. R. C. Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, Part II (MMCBC, 2), Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1938, p. 174.12-18.

# Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 20.13-20; Gardner, The Kephalaia, 25. In
Keph. 21 and 25 the ‘fruits’ are styled “light limbs of the Father” (Ibscher et al., op.
cit., pp. 64.20-23 and 76.15-23; Gardner, op. cit., 67 and 77), and are then (Keph. 38)
affirmed to be reflected in the soul (Ibscher et al, op. cit., pp. 95.17-23 and 96.27-97.4;
Gardner, op. cit., 100-01). The bad tree has similar qualities, but in a negative sense
(Ibscher et al., op. cit., p. 21.28-36; Gardner, op. cit., 26). On the image of the tree,
see V. Arnold-Dében, “Die Symbolik des Baumes im Manichiismus,” Symbolon N. F.
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We can add that the ‘“Tree of Life—one further manifestation of
the primordial Principle of Good/Light—is, according to Severus of
Antioch, “adorned with all that is beautiful and is filled and clad with
all good things™** It therefore stands to reason that evil, if identified
with Darkness, whether primordial or in the current mixed state, is
the antithesis of whatever characterizes the good. Indeed, the dis-
course employed to describe the Kingdom of Darkness and all its
works® (stench, polluting winds, and the like) may be summed up in
a single word: repulsiveness.”* Among the properties of the Principle
of Darkness are gloom, decay, ugliness, bitterness, and “burning,’* and
objects of false worship are said to be “ugly in their appearances and
their forms.”*

However, the mixed state that denotes the current or Middle
Moment” poses a real metaphysical conundrum, for it exists
because one primordial essence was attracted to the other, which, as
Manichaeism’s adversaries were quick to point out, implied that the

5 (1980): 9-29; also E. Waldschmidt and W. Lentz, “Die Stellung Jesu im Manichiis-
mus,” APAW, Jhg. 1926, Nr. 4: 16-8 and 42.

24 Severus of Antioch, Hom. 123 (PO 29, c. 154.8-10; also in F. Cumont, Recher-
ches sur le manichéisme 2, Brussels: Lamertin, 1912, 100). The Manichaean Fortunatus
invokes the same image in his debate with Augustine: Contra Fortunatum 21 (CSEL
25/1, p. 109.9-21). It is often used by Manichaeans in reference to Matt 7:17-20 (Luke
6:43). See e.g., Keph. 2 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 17.7-9; Gardner, The
Kephalaia, 23).

» Examples in Lieu, Manichaeism, 12-3.

% Or, as Augustine would say, ‘corruption’: see De mor. Man. 5.7 (CSEL 90,
p- 93.1-3): “Quaeram ergo tertio quid sit malum. Respondetis fortasse: corruptio. Quis
et hoc negauerit, generale malum esse? Nam hoc est contra naturam, hoc est quod
nocet”; also 6.8 and 9.18 (pp. 93.19-23 and 103.21-104.12); C. epist. Fund. 34-35 and
38 (CSEL 25/1, pp. 239.16-240.6 and 244.1-26). By the same token, something is good
to the degree of its incorruptibility: Aug., De nat. boni 6 (CSEL 25/2, p. 857.27-28):
“...omnis natura, quae corrumpi non potest, summmum bonum est, sicut deus est.”
If there is some justification in wondering how effective Augustine’s insistence on
‘degrees of being’ might have been with Manichaeans, it is still possible that address-
ing evil as ‘corruption’ in the anti-Manichaean polemic would have met with some
success.

¥ Keph. 6 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 31.3-7; Gardner, The Kephalaia,
35). See Severus’ report on the “Tree of Death’ in Hom. 123 (PO 29, c. 162.6-13;
Cumont, Recherches, 117-18).

# Keph. 38 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 90.1-2; Gardner, The Kephalaia,
100).

» See H.-C. Puech, “La conception manichéenne du salut,” in Idem, Sur le mani-
chéisme, 35-6.
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two had something in common,” in turn suggesting an inner confu-
sion created by the Manichaean myth itself. Light is currently mixed
with Matter—and good with evil—because, in the primordial state of
affairs, the powers of evil saw the Light, found it pleasing, coveted it,
and invaded its realm.” This means that even an evil being can be
attracted to the good (which implies some goodness in that being),*
and that, on the other hand, the God of Light may not be entirely
good, since he surrendered some of his substance.*

Confusion aside, it was the Manichaean’s task to assist in separating
the two. A ‘Psalm of Thom’ proclaims: “I will uproot the Evil (ppethau)
and cast it out and plant the Good (petnanouf) in its place.” A
Bema-psalm describes the end result of this process: “Lo, all trees...
have become new again. Lo, the roses have spread their beauty abroad,
for the bond (?) has been severed that does harm to their leaves.”> A
psalm ‘of the Wanderers” proclaims: “Good the soil, good the tree,
good the fruit (koprdg), good [the] taste also.”

But what defines these objects as ‘good’? The Manichaean would
call the sun or moon good, because they were composed of good
itself—Light-particles freed from ‘Matter,” deemed good’s antithesis.
Manichaeans knew that the good could in this case literally be iden-
tified with Light, because they could see the brightness of sun and
moon.” As much can be said of the vegetables and fruits that made up

* So already Alexander of Lycopolis, Against the Teaching of Mani 15.9-16.18
(Brinkmann, Alexandri Lycopolitani, pp. 22-4). See the remarks of A. Villey, Alexan-
dre de Lycopolis: Contre la doctrine de Mani (Sources gnostiques et manichéennes 2),
Paris: Cerf, 1985, 244-47; also Brunner, “The Ontological,” 83.

31 So Mani’s Treasury, quoted in Aug., De nat. boni 44 (CSEL 25/2, pp. 881-84).

2" Augustine would argue that a modicum of peace has to be present for any real
appropriation to take place; in other words, there has to be a certain order of the
senses; and so the evil power would have had to be somehow good even to perceive
the goodness, let alone desire it. See Lee, Augustine, Manichaeism, and the Good,
65-6.

» See the remarks of Puech, quoted p. 53 n. 9, and of Merkelbach, below, n. 56.

** Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 207.9-10.

* Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 8.14-16.

% Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 176.24-25; see also p. 171.11, and com-
pare Matt 3:10.

*” Thus a psalm ‘of the Wanderers’ (Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 166.6-7):
“Be thou like the sun, o faithful man, for he does not [say]: ‘Fair am I' (necwi),
though the Lights are a thing of beauty (eycaie).” Compare Augustine, Confessiones
3.6.10 (CCL 27, p. 31.7-16): “...falsa loquebantur non de te tantum, qui uere ueritas
es, sed etiam de istis elementis huius mundi, creatura tua, de quibus etiam uera dicen-
tes philosophos transgredi debui prae amore tuo, mi pater summe bone, pulchritudo
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the diet of the Elect.”® To the Manichaean, physical brightness would
be good, because it bespeaks Light; by the same token, the brighter
something is, the more readily it can be seen.

In an extension of the basic dualistic premise, creatures are deemed
‘bad’” or ‘good’ according to their discord/harmony, disunity/unity,
deformity/pleasing appearance.” It might, however, be more accurate
to say that a thing (or an act) was aesthetically pleasing = beautiful
= good in direct ratio to its dematerialization (or, conversely, to the
strength of Light-substance present).*’ But, given the Manichaean view
of the physical world’s origin, the idea of ‘beauty’ can hardly be limited
to the physically pleasing: “They that glory in their beauty gladly let it
decay,” says a ‘Psalm of Heracleides. A hymn attributed to Mani’s
disciple Mar Ammo (3rd cent.) is more explicit: “Come yet nearer, and
do not dote on this worldly beauty that perishes in all (its) variety. It
falls and melts as snow in the sunshine, for no fair form survives.”*

THE MORAL GOOD

In human terms, ‘good’ can also imply a note of righteousness, in the
sense of that which a being needs to fulfill its nature. But what of its
application to human behaviour? Simply put, good acts are such if
they contribute to the task of every conscientious Manichaean, which
is to assist in liberating the entrapped Light of the present Middle

pulchrorum omnium [...]. Et illa erant fercula, in quibus mihi esurienti te inferebatur
pro te sol et luna, pulchra opera tua, sed tamen opera tua, non tu, nec ipsa prima.”

* See Augustine’s argument in De mor. Man. 16.39-52 (CSEL 90, pp. 123-34).

¥ Aug,, C. epist. Fund. 35 (CSEL 25/1, pp. 239.22-240.1); De mor. Man. 6.8 (CSEL
90, p. 94.22-26).

* Lieu notes (Manichaeism, 188): “The Manichaean view of evil was not merely
confined to acts of deliberate malevolence or natural catastrophes. Anything which
could inconvenience a congenial existence was seen as evil.” See Turfan fragment M
183 (Parthian) I R, lines 1-12, in W. Sundermann, Mittelpersiche und parthische kos-
mogonische und Parabeltexte der Manichder (BT, 4), Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1973,
62 (lines 1174-1187): the Kingdom of Light is devoid of deceit, disruption, pillage, and
sin, and also free from extreme heat and cold, hunger, thirst, sickness, and aging.

4 Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 195.7.

# H.-J. Klimkeit, Gnosis on the Silk Road: Gnostic Texts from Central Asia, New
York: HarperCollins, 1993, 115. See Keph. 83 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, pp.
200.9-201.31; Gardner, The Kephalaia, 209-10). On Mar Ammo see Henning, “Mit-
teliranische,” 2: 302 (Selected Papers 1, [199]) n. 6; 3, 854 (Selected Papers 1, [281])
n. 1.
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Moment, and so speed the coming of that glorious Third Moment when
all possible Light has been released and Light and Darkness—good
and bad—are once more separated. Thus Turfan fragment M 91 V:

And if the human soul does not perceive the worthwhileness of recog-
nising the eternal, timeless and unmixed goodness then it needs a leader
and signpost which knows the way and path that lead it to deliverance
from badness and to sufficiency for the soul, that is, to the eternal,
unmixed and everlasting goodness.*

In Kephalaion 89, a ‘Nazorean' (nazopeyc) asks ‘the Master’ (Mani),
“Is the god to whom you pray and in whom you believe good or bad?”
In his answer, the Master says:

My god is a judge [...]. The judge is no evildoer, but [his] work is to
annihilate the badness (MuTgoone) [thus] confining evil [...]. Whoever
commits evil brings evil on his own head. On the other hand, whoever
has done what is constant and good (MnTnacpe) fills himself with the
reward of the good that he has done.*

The Master then returns to the ‘Nazorean’s’ question:

Each of those who do good he rewards in measure with the good of
their goodness. He returns to them the good measure and gives them the
Kingdom of Light and has them inherit eternal life. So you see that God
is a judge, in that he does not do evil, but afflicts the bad, by removing
it out of the Middle [Moment].**

The idea of ‘doing no evil’ is more clearly associated with beauty in a
Parthian hymn: “The son of the primeval Father, the prince, the son
of the king [...], the beautiful son who does harm to no one [...], the

one beautiful forever, of dazzling appearance..”* One primeval force

# In Henning, “Mitteliranische,” 2: 298 (Selected Papers 1, [195]).

“ Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, pp. 221.33-222.29; Gardner, The Kephalaia,
229-30. On the sun-god (Jesus) as just judge, see also Keph. 16 (Ibscher et al., op.
cit., pp. 50.29-52.9; Gardner, op. cit., 56-7); Turfan fragments M 39 RI, R Il and V
I (Henning, “Mitteliranische,” 3: 884-85; repr. in Idem, Selected Papers 1, [311-12]),
M 77 R-V (ibid., 887-88 [314-15]), and M 83 (Waldschmidt and Lentz, “Die Stellung
Jesu™: 117).

* Keph. 89 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 223.10-16). The translation
offered here differs somewhat from Gardner’s (The Kephalaia, 230-31).

* Turfan fragment M 33 II R II-VI], in Henning, “Mittleliranische,” 3: 877 (Idem,
Selected Papers 1, [304]; German reproduced in H.-]. Klimkeit, Hymnen und Gebete
der Religion des Lichts: Iranische und tiirkische liturgische Texte der Manichder Zentral-
asiens (ARWAW, 79), Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1989, 84-5; English in Idem,
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is ‘good-doing; the other a ‘doer of evil, as Faustus notes: “I teach two
principles, God and Hyle [...]. We attribute every evil-doing force to
Hyle and every good-doing one to God, as is fitting”* So Jesus the
Splendour is a ‘good-doing’ god and physician.* The corollary to this is
that the good-acting person reflects the ‘good-doing’ god.*” Conversely,
‘doing no evil means not exhibiting those qualities attributed to the
Principle of Darkness, as when he employs magic for sinister purposes:

[H]e wounds [an]d kills by the word of his magic arts [...]. Concerning
this, I command you all the [tijme: K[ee]p away from the magic arts
and enchantments [of] darkness! For any person who will be taught
them, and who [d]oes and accompl[ishes them], in the end, in the place
wh[ere] will be bound the King [of] the realm of Darkness with his pow-
ers, there they will bind t[hat] one also.”

On balance, Manichaeans counted themselves “with the doers of good
and not with the doers of evil”' According to Turfan fragment M 475,
to be among the Elect is tantamount to being ‘doers of good, while
anyone who has ignored ‘the Call’ to salvation is an evildoer.”

If the foregoing remarks have addressed the question of moral good
in Manichaeism, there remains the problem of the precise subject of
a specifically human act. If every human being is composed of both
Light/good and Dark/evil—often respectively identified with one’s own

Gnosis, 49; and in M. Boyce, A Reader in Manichaean Middle Persian and Parthian:
Texts with Notes (Al, 9), Leiden: E. J. Brill / Teheran and Liége: Bibliothéque Pahlavi,
1975, 111.

¥ Aug., C. Faustum XXI,1 (CSEL 25/1, p. 568.23-26): “Duo principia doceo, deum
et hylen [...]. uim omnem maleficam hyle adsignamus et beneficam deo, ut con-

ruit.”
& * Turfan fragment T II D 169 (Sogdian) in Waldschmidt and Lentz, “Die Stellung”:
94 and 96; German reproduced in Klimkeit, Hymnen, 101; English in Idem, Gnosis, 63.

* Turfan fragment M 32, in F. W. K. Miiller, “Handschriften-Reste in Estrangelo-
Schrift aus Turfan, Chinesisch-Turkestan,” 2 (APAW, Jhg. 1904, Abh. 3): 63.

% Keph. 6 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hiilfte, p. 31.16-29; Gardner, The Kephalaia, 3).

5! Turfan fragment M 20 (Persian), in Miiller, “Handschriften-Reste,” 2: 45; a more
complete German text in Klimkeit, Hymnen, 201; English in Idem, Gnosis, 160 and
Boyce, A Reader, 192.

2 Boyce, A Reader, 78. See a psalm ‘of the Wanderers’ (Allberry, A Manichaean
Psalm-Book, p. 164.16-26), and Mani’s own comments in the Treasury, quoted by
Augustine, C. Felicem 2:5 (CSEL 25/2, p. 832.22-27) and Evodius, De fide contra Man-
ichaeos 5 (p. 952.23-27). On the ‘Call and Answer’ motif see J. Ries, “Le dialogue gnos-
tique du Salut dans les textes manichéens coptes,” Orientalia Lovaniensia Periodica
6/7 (1975/76): 509-20, esp. 515 and 517-19.
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soul and body®™—, and if these are in themselves absolutes, who is the
act-or? Manichaeans of Turfan appear to have recognised the prob-
lem: “Teach the mixing of the pious and the bad thought, and separate
one from the other. Understand your being, the pure discourse, which
is the guide of the soul in the body [...] and the lie-filled discourse,
which leads to the hell of darkness.”* Coptic Kephalaion 86 also seems
aware of the difficulty. There the question put to Mani is why an Elect,
though behaving ‘by the book,” may still be plagued by such passions
as greed, anger, envy, and lust: “I do not comprehend, because there is
no single shape in all these cou[ns]els that have entered me. Are they
revealed to me, or in[deed did] they enter me from outside and have
been shaken into me?” Mani answers that the soul will be tranquil so
long as it has complete mastery over the body; however, trouble can
enter the Elect through food and water, or “through his birth-signs
and his difficult stars.”>

Though (as usual) the enquirer expresses his admiring gratitude for
this enlightenment, the modern reader may be forgiven for bewilder-
ment over Mani’s advice. There are indications, in fact, that Mani’s
own followers were no clearer on the issue: Secundinus claimed to
Augustine that the soul does not always sin by its own will but may
be drawn to evil simply through “fleshly association.”*

3 See Bohlig, “Das Bose,” 22-5, repr. in Idem, Gnosis und Synkretismus, 616-19.

> Turfan fragment M 7 II R I, in Henning, “Mitteliranische,” 3: 873 (Idem, Selected
Papers 1, [300]).

5 Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, pp. 213.21-216.30; Gardner, The Kephalaia,
221-24.

% CSEL 25/2, p. 894.17-20: “carnis enim commixtione ducitur non propria uolun-
tate. at si cum se ipsam cognouerit, consentiat malo et non se armet contra inimicum,
uoluntate sua peccauit.” H.-C. Puech, “Péché et confession dans le manichéisme,”
Institut de France: Séance publique annuelle des cing Académies, lundi 25 octobre
1965, Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1965, 20 (repr. in Idem, Sur le manichéisme, 170), sums
up the problem thus (author’s emphasis): “Puisque, pour lui [Mani], nous sommes
composés d’un amalgame de chair et d’esprit, d’un corps, qui est conjoint a nous sans
étre notre, et d’'une ame, qui, parcelle de lumiére, fragment de la substance méme de
Dieu, s’identifie & notre «moi», & ce que nous sommes véritablement nous-mémes, ne
s’ensuit-il pas que 'auteur du péché ne peut étre que le corps [...]? L’ame, au contraire,
bonne en soi et tendant naturellement au bien, est incapable de pécher de son chef, ou,
si elle péche, c’est poussée et contrainte par la chair. En conséquence, de deux choses
I'une.” Merkelbach (Mani, 35) puts the problem another way: “Die Seele ist doch iden-
tisch mit dem Guten, mit den Lichtelementen, ist eine Emanation Gottes; wie kann
sie sich zum Bosen wenden? Die westlichen Manichier halfen sich mit der Annahme,
daf} es im Menschen zwei Seelen gebe, eine gute und eine bose. Aber damit war das
ganze System Manis verdorben, das ja auf dem Gegensatz von Gut = Seele einerseits
und Bose = Materie andererseits beruht; dann war das Gute, die Seele moglicherweise
auch bdse, und das Bose, insofern es Seele seine konnte, moglicherweise auch gut.
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CONCLUSIONS

From the foregoing, a few conclusions may be drawn. These (in good
Manichaean fashion) will be five in number:

1) From one perspective, it may truly be said that the ‘good’ in
Manichaeism does signify the aesthetic. But this is not the whole
picture, for in the end the good is, morally speaking, whatever aids
in resolving the mixed situation of the Middle Moment in the cosmic
drama.

2) If Manichaeism was not overly given to conceptualising either good
or evil, it is clear that the tree image serves as a paradigm for both.
The fact that it is found so widely in Manichaean literature indicates
that it belongs to the earliest stratum of the system.

3) ‘Good’ or ‘bad’ cannot be defined for Manichaeism apart from its
cosmogonical myth. This is reinforced in the commandments which
Elect and Hearers had to follow.” However, as we saw, the myth
is somewhat self-contradictory. Moreover, it seems to ascribe an
ultimate victory of sorts to evil, for, while in the First Moment good
is quantitatively superior, it loses substance to its ‘absolute’ opposite
number, and some of that lost substance will never be regained. The
Light (good) which cannot be freed from Matter will, in the Third
Moment, suffer enclosure with Matter (evil) for eternity.*®

4) Given the scarcity of data Manichaeism itself provides, it may be
necessary to delve into the religion’s purported sources, such as
Zoroastrianism, for further clues to its understanding of such
abstract concepts as ‘the good.™

Wenn man die mythischen Bilder Manis in die abstrakte Sprache der griechischen
Philosophie zu {ibertragen versuchte, kam man in die grofiten Schwierigkeiten, und in
den Diskussionen zwischen Christen und Manichiern fiel es den Christen leicht, den
Manichdern logische Widerspriiche nachzuweisen.” See Aug., De duabus animabus 16
(CSEL 25/1, p. 71.15-22; De haer. 46.19 (CCL 46, p. 319.189-201); Conf. 5.10.18 and
8.10.22 (CCL 27, pp. 67.6-12 and 127.1-4); Opus imperfectum contra Iulianum 3.172
(CSEL 85/1, pp. 473-74); and Evodius, De fide 42 (CSEL 25/2, p. 971.21-23).

7 See N. Sims-Williams, “The Manichaean Commandments: A Survey of the
Sources,” in Papers in Honour of Professor Mary Boyce 2 (Al 2¢ série, 10), Leiden:
E. J. Brill, 1985, 573-82.

8 See J. P. Asmussen, X“astvanift: Studies in Manichaeism (Acta Theologica Dan-
ica 7), Copenhagen: Prostant, 1965, 15-6; and A. V. W. Jackson, “The Doctrine of
Metempsychosis in Manichaeism,” Journal of the American Oriental Society 45 (1925):
246-68.

% See H.-P. Hasenfratz, “Iran und der Dualismus,” Numen 30 (1983): 35-52.
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5)

CHAPTER FOUR

Finally, to return to our starting-point, we may wonder whether
on his conversion to Manichaeism Augustine was already struck
by the absence of a metaphysical approach to good and evil in his
new religion; or whether, on the other hand, the absence of such an
approach was one of the things about it which attracted him. In his
De duabus animabus he was to say that “two things easily ensnare
that reckless age where I was and lead it down strange paths. One was
the companionship induced by a certain appearance of goodness.”
Frangois Decret says this meant that Augustine had been seduced
“par I'atmospheére chalereuse de la secte.” But might it not rather
mean that he was seduced by Manichaean ideas about goodness
itself? This would help to explain Augustine’s choice of topic for his
very first work, De pulchro et apto.

% Aug., De duab. an. 11.11 (CSEL 25/1, p. 65.19-22): “Sed me duo quaedam max-
ime, quae incautam illam aetatem facile capiunt, per admirabiles adtriuere circuitus
quorum est unum familiaritas nescio quomodo repens quadam imagine bonitatis”.

¢ F. Decret, “Saint Augustin témoin du manichéisme dans I’Afrique romaine,”
in C. Mayer and K. H. Chelius, eds., Internationales Symposium iiber den Stand der
Augustinus-Forschung vom 12. bis 16. April 1987 im Schlof§ Rauischholzhausen der
Justus-Liebig-Universitit GiefSen (Cassiciacum, 39/1), Wiirzburg: Augustinus Verlag,
1989, 95, repr. in F. Decret, Essais sur l’Eglise manichéenne en Afrique du Nord et d
Rome au temps de saint Augustin: Recueil d’Etudes (SEA, 47), Rome: Institutum Patris-
ticum Augustinianum, 1995, 23.
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GOOD TREE, BAD TREE:
THE MATTHEAN/LUKAN PARADIGM
IN MANICHAEISM AND ITS OPPONENTS

While investigating the Manichaean notion of ‘the good” a decade ago,
I was struck by frequent allusions to the ‘good tree/bad tree’ theme,
in both Manichaean writings and writings against Manichaeism, as
a metaphor for radical dualism. I noted then: “In this system there
would be no such thing as ‘degrees of goodness’. Hence, a bad tree
really is bad; and a good tree bears literally good fruit; and nei-
ther has anything to do with the other.” That observation did not
make me the first to remark on the presence of the ‘trees’ image in
Manichaeism. Victoria Arnold-Doben, who more than anyone has
studied Manichaean symbolism, asserted in 1978: “Eines der zentralen
Symbole im Manichédismus ist das des Baumes (damit verkunden das
Symbol der Frucht, der Wurzel, der Zweige).” But she did not pursue
the aspect I will examine here, viz., the Synoptic Gospel image of the
two trees.” I will look at the related symbols of fruit, root, and branch
only inasmuch as they enhance the basic Manichaean cosmogoni-
cal myth as mediated by ‘the two trees.® I will also leave aside other
uses of the tree metaphor, such as the “Tree of Knowledge.” Further, I
will focus on the Roman Empire, whence our oldest Manichaean and
anti-Manichaean sources derive, and I will concentrate on texts that—

1«

The Idea of the ‘Good’ in Manichaeism” in this volume, 54-5.

2 V. Arnold-Dében, “Die Symbolik des Baumes im Manichdismus,” Symbolon
N. F. 5 (1980): 10. Be it noted, however, that she extracts her sources without regard to
chronology or geography. See Eadem, Die Bildersprache des Manichdismus (AZR, 3),
Koln: E. J. Brill, 1978, 7-44 (including the symbols of fruit, root, and branch).

* Timothy Pettipiece also devotes some attention to the theme in “Separating
Light from Darkness: Manichaean Use of Biblical Traditions in the Kephalaia,” in
L. DiTommaso and L. Turcescu, eds., The Reception and Interpretation of the Bible
in Late Amtiquity: Proceedings of the Montreal Colloquium in Honour of Charles
Kannengiesser, 11-13 October 2006 (Bible in Ancient Christianity, 6), Leiden and
Boston: E. J. Brill, 2006, 419-27.

* Ephrem the Deacon and Serapion of Thmuis, for instance, both allude to the
‘root’ image in their refutation of Manichaeism, but not to that of the ‘trees.’

> On which see Arnold-Dében, “Die Symbolik™: 11-2; Die Bildersprache, 10-2.
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indisputably—allude to the Christian scriptural canon. The objective
in all of this is to illustrate exegetical methods in Manichaeism and its
opponents.

First, though, it will be helpful to offer a (simplified) version of
Manichaeism’s cosmogony. Mani (216-277 C.E.),° the founder of
Manichaeism, came from Mesopotamia. His teaching started with a
fundamental question: Why does evil exist? He sought the answer in a
radical dualism, “the fundamental datum of Manichaeism,”” in which
two principles or natures or roots, completely separated from one
another, co-existed from before time. One, the good, displayed only
agreeable qualities (peace, intelligence, and so on), and dwelt in the realm
of Light that was composed of the good principle’s Light-substance.
This principle is God, usually called the ‘Father of Greatness.” The
other principle is intrinsically evil and disagreeable. Often called ‘mat-
ter’ (Hyle) or Satan, it inhabited the realm of its own substance, which
is Darkness. But the separation between them was, though radical, not
absolute, and eventually the separated state of affairs ended when, dur-
ing the turmoil that endlessly took place in the realm of Darkness, the
evil principle rose to the border of its realm. There it perceived the
Light, desired it, and invaded it with Archons composed of its dark,
evil substance. To defend the Light, the good principle called Aeons
into existence, all composed of its own Light-substance. After a long
battle, the evil cohorts overcame one of the Aeons (Primal Human)
and captured his Light, though forces of the Light-realm in turn cap-
tured some of the Archons. That is how Light and Darkness, good
and evil, spirit and matter, came to be mixed. Now the good principle
sent other beings to free the Primal Human and construct the physi-
cal world out of parts of the captive Archons. In this they succeeded,
but some particles of Light remained mixed with Darkness. It is of
this mixture of light and dark elements that our present, visible world
is constituted, such that whatever we find pleasing in it is attributable
to the presence of entrapped Light, and whatever is disagreeable is
due to the Darkness that is the Light’s prison. Thus creation is a trap,

¢ In the various languages of Western sources he is also called Manes or Mdvng,
Manichaeus, Mov(v)1oiog or MAHIXAIOC, and 1= OF s

7 N. J. Baker-Brian, “‘...quaedam disputationes Adimanti (Retr. Lxxii.1): Reading
the Manichaean Biblical Discourse in Augustine’s Contra Adimantum,” AugSt 34
(2003): 184.
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reluctantly brought into existence by the true, good God only to free
imprisoned Light and regain it for the Light-realm.

To provide a way of freeing this imprisoned Light, the good prin-
ciple took two steps. First, the Father of Greatness created a mecha-
nism, constructed of uncontaminated Light-substance and including
the moon and sun, to serve as collector stations for Light that had
been freed and funnelled to them through the Milky Way. Moon and
sun would then send the Light to the Light-realm. The evil principle
countered by creating a rival to the Primal Human. This was accom-
plished by having a male and female Archon devour the Light fallen to
earth (as ‘abortions’), then mate. Their union produced Adam, the first
earthly man. Adam was the world in miniature, a microcosm, since he
contained within himself both spirit-Light (soul) and matter-Darkness
(body). Later the Archons mated again and produced Eve, the first
woman. The first human couple, far from being God’s creation, thus
resulted from Evil’s initiative, and were intended to keep as much
Light trapped in the visible world as possible, chiefly by generating
offspring.®

Adam and Eve were unaware of the Light-particles trapped within
them. To offset this new tactic of Darkness, ‘Jesus’ (called ‘Splendour’)
was sent from the Light-realm to reveal to Adam and Eve knowledge
(gnosis) of how to obtain salvation.” Finding them in a deep sleep,
Jesus roused them to wakefulness. Then he showed them their condi-
tion: demonic in origin, prisons of the captured Light, with a soul of

8 S. N. C. Lieu, Manichaeism in the Later Roman Empire and Medieval China, 2nd
ed. (WUZNT, 63), Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1992 (1985), 21: “Thus created, Adam
was a microcosm, an exact miniature of the universe (macrocosm) since both pos-
sessed a mixture of Light and Matter [...] As the microcosm, man was designed to
perpetuate the confinement of the soul in body through lust and procreation. The
archons had so fashioned him that they intended to rule the world through him.”

® According to I Kephalaia 1 (H. Ibscher, H. J. Polotsky and A. Bohlig, Kephalaia:
1. Hilfte [Lieferung 1-10] [MHSMB, 1], Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1940, p. 11) and
Theodore bar Khonai, Liber Scholiorum 11, written ca. 790 (in H. Pognon, Inscriptions
mandaites des coupes de Khouabir: Texte, traduction et commentaire philologique, avec
quatre appendices et un glossaire, Paris: Imprimerie nationale, 1898-1899, 131, French
translation 193), by having them taste from the Tree of Life. In the Coptic psalm
248 to Jesus (in C. R. C. Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book Part I [MMCBC, 2],
Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1938, p. 57.7-10), the evil author of the Old Testament had
prevented this: “When Adam and Eve were created and put in Paradise, who was it
that ordered them: ‘Eat not of the Tree’, that they might not distinguish the evil from
the good? Another fought against him and made them eat of the Tree.” It would be
interesting to examine other allusions to the theme of the good and bad fruit for a
connection to the Manichaean dietary regime.
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divine composition but a body that was material and therefore in a bad
state. Jesus further “warned Adam of the danger of lust and the need
to restrain himself from having intercourse with Eve. Adam obeyed
him but the male archon had intercourse with Eve his daughter and
she gave birth to Cain. Cain in turn had intercourse with his mother
and she gave birth to Abel.”® So humanity remained flawed and con-
tinued to serve the demonic purpose. But the realm of Light continued
to send revealers, among them the Buddha, Zoroaster, and Jesus the
Messiah. Mani was convinced that the revelations of previous religious
founders, though authentic, were incomplete, and that it was his task
to bring to the world the fullness of revelation, through what he called
‘the Religion of Light.” The primary task of Manichaeans was to release
the Light trapped in matter (through digestion), so it could return to the
Light-realm, its true home.

At this juncture I might be expected to present the Manichaean
interpretation of the Judaeo-Christian scriptures; but others have
largely accomplished that task.! Here let it suffice to provide a brief
account of Manichaeans’ approach to ‘canon’ before looking at their
treatment of the New Testament image of ‘the two trees.’

1. MANICHAEISM, THE CANON, AND THE SYNOPTIC ‘TREES’

The sketch of the Manichaean cosmogony, brief as it is, has touched
on how Manichaeans reworked the Genesis creation account. Since
their starting-point was a radical dualism, they could not ascribe to
the ‘Father of Greatness’ any direct responsibility for material cre-
ation, thus rendering the Old Testament creation myth null and
void. And since they considered matter to be synonymous with evil,

0 Lieu, Manichaeism, 22.

"W F. Trechsel, Ueber den Kanon, die Kritik und Exegese der Manichder, Bern:
Jenni, 1832; A. Bohlig, “Die Bibel bei den Manichdern”: Inaugural-Dissertation zur
Erlangung der Doktorwiirde der evangelisch-theologischen Fakultit der Westfilischen
Landesuniversitit zu Minster i. W. (January 22, 1947, unpublished); H.-J. Klimkeit,
“The Use of Scripture in Manichaeism,” in M. Heuser and H.-J. Klimkeit, Studies in
Manichaean Literature and Art (NHMS, 46; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1998), 111-22, trans. of
“Der Gebrauch Heiliger Schriften im Manichdismus,” in G. Schélgren and C. Schotten,
eds., Stimuli: Exegese und ihre Hermeneutik in Antike und Christentum. Festschrift
fiir Ernst Dassmann (Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christentum, Ergédnzungsband 23),
Miinster/W: Aschendorff, 1996, 191-99; and especially M. Tardieu, “Principes
de Texégése manichéenne du Nouveau Testament,” in Idem, ed., Les régles de
Uinterprétation, Paris: Cerf, 1987, 123-46.
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and saw the material creation as a work of necessity rather than of
love, Manichaeans repudiated the presentation of creation found in
Genesis, along with its creator god (identified with the principle of evil
or one of the Archons). Manichaeans went on to reject the remainder
of the Old Testament (termed ‘the Law and the Prophets’)'? as well
as everything they deemed ‘Jewish interpolations’ in the New, leaving
only some of the gospel material and the letters of Paul”® (thus term-
ing the New Testament ‘the Gospel and the Apostle’)."* Nevertheless,
Manichaeans did attribute a revelatory (albeit imperfect) character
to what remained of the New Testament after its ‘decontamination.’’?
Naturally, they favoured passages and symbols there that would serve
to promote their particular doctrine, especially for regions where the
population might have a ready familiarity with the New Testament.
The Law and the Prophets, they said, were designed to conceal the
truth of the world’s origin, through “a complex series of lies, which
were intended to deceive the religious adherent who abided by the
Law into believing that the author of the work was God the Father,
and that God was responsible for the occurrences of good and evil in
the composite texts and, therefore, in the visible world [...]. It fell to
the chain of apostles to break this influence by demonstrating that the
claims of the Law were false.”'® For its part, the Manichaean canon
consisted, first, of Mani’s own works, then of ‘the Gospel and the
Apostle,” and finally of some later Manichaean writings."”

Though he does not develop his remark, Nic Baker-Brian is basically
correct when he affirms that, when it came to the New Testament,
“The teachings of Jesus in the Gospel and of Paul in the letters were
understood by Manichees to present the true situation: thus, one of
the most important sayings of Jesus for the Manichaean community
was the account of the Two Trees (v. Matt 7.17-19) which was under-
stood to maintain the exclusive origins and forms of the two natures

12 See Matt 5:17.

B On this see A. Viciano, “Notions and Methods of [Manichaean] Exegesis,” in
C. Kannengiesser, Handbook of Patristic Exegesis 1 (Bible in Ancient Christianity, 1),
Leiden and Boston: E.J. Brill, 2004, 658-65; also Tardieu, “Principes”; and Baker-
Brian, “...quaedam disputationes”: 180-86.

" See Tardieu, “Principes,” 140-42.

5 Tardieu, “Principes,” 128-31.

16 Baker-Brian, “...quaedam disputationes”: 184.

17 See Baker-Brian, “...quaedam disputationes™: 181; Bohlig, “Die Bibel bei den
Manichéern,” 74.
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and their patterns of influence.””® Whether or not one might be pre-
pared to go quite as far as this, the good and bad trees undeniably
stand among those New Testament symbols Manichaeans adopted. In

the canonical New Testament, the pertinent passages'® read:

Matthew

Luke
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2. CoPTIC MANICHAEAN SOURCES

Victoria Arnold-Dében has claimed that in Manichaean sources from
the Roman Empire, the ‘tree’ symbol appears most often in Coptic
writings.*® She means writings that belonged to a fourth century

18 Baker-Brian, “...quaedam disputationes”: 184.

¥ Matt 15:13 (Tldoo ¢@uteio, fiv ovkx £€@bdtevcevy 6 mothip Hov O 0Opdvorog,
éxpilobhoeton)—there is no Synoptic parallel—is of marginal relevance to our topic.

» Arnold-Dében, “Die Symbolik™: 10; Die Bildersprache, 7.
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library discovered in 1930 in Egypt (Medinet Madi, the Narmouthis
of ancient times),”" including two works called Kephalaia (Chapters)
and a book of psalms.”> Sometimes their imagery of the ‘two trees’ is
of obviously Synoptic inspiration. The classic instance of this is in the
Kephalaia.* After an introduction and first chapter (kegaraton) “On
the coming of the Apostle [Mani],” in which Mani leaves behind a tree
laden with fruits to be picked by his followers,* I Ke moves directly
to the chapter “Concerning the Parable of the Tree,” in which Mani’s
followers query him about the trees Jesus spoke of, and Mani exegetes
the Synoptic pericope. The pertinent excerpts from I Ke 2 are:

We beseech you, our master, that you may recount and explain to us
about these two trees that Jesus preached to his disciples. As it is writ-
ten in the Gospel, he says: The good tree shall give good fruit; also the
bad tree shall give bad fruit. There is no good tree that shall give bad
fruit; nor a bad tree that shall give good fruit. One knows each tree by its
fruits [...]. Then speaks our master Manichaios, the apostle of greatness,
to his disciples [...]. Judas Iscariot, first they called him a good man;
but... traitor and murderer...It is written about Paul, that first he was
acting persecutor... church of God... Behold,...the explanation of the
sects [80yna]...listen and I will reveal to you concerning the... that the
saviour preached in the parable about the good tree and the bad tree...
The fruits of the good tree are glorious Jesus the Splendour, the father
of all the apostles. Yet, the taste of the fruits of the good tree is the holy
church...However, the taste of these bad fruits is these evil people, the
sects... which are bound in law after law, they and their teachers...the
law of death...This is the tree that shall give good fruit; the one that
our master called the good tree shall give good fruit... Also, the bad tree
is Matter [VAn]...Blessed is every one...these two trees, and separates

2 On the discovery and contents see C. Schmidt and H. J. Polotsky, “Ein Mani-
Fund in Agypten: Originalschriften des Mani und seiner Schiiler,” SPAW, Jhg. 1933:
4-90; also Lieu, Manichaeism, 9-10.

22 Homilies also found in the collection contain no texts for our purposes: see H. J.
Polotsky, Manichdische Homilien (MHSCB, 1), Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1934.

# Two codices bearing this name came to light at Medinet Madi. Only one has been
published, and that not completely: this is the ‘Kephalaia of the Teacher,” also known
as the Berlin Kephalaia after the city where it is conserved (Berlin P. 15996). It will be
referred to here as I Ke. The other work (‘Kephalaia of the Wisdom of My Lord Mani’ =
II Ke) is conserved in Dublin (Codex C), and is as yet unedited. See Pettipiece,
“Separating Light from Darkness.

# As in a Coptic Psalm of Thom: see Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book,
pp. 218.15-21.
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them one from another. He understands that they did not arise out of
one another, nor did they come from one another. They did not come
from one!®

There is more (for example, the description of the five limbs on each
tree), but the main points here are that the parable of the two trees
leads directly to a vindication of Manichaeism’s basic dualistic con-
struct; and that, though there is no explicit connection here with
any specific gospel passage, the metaphor is said to come from ‘the
Gospel.”® As in Matt 7:20 (Luke 6:44), Mani explains that the fruit it
produces exposes the true nature of the tree. The real intention of this
Kephalaion, however, is to expand the metaphor to the point where
it can serve as a vehicle for presenting the Manichaean cosmogony.
Appearances can be deceiving: Judas was an apostle, but betrayed his
master. Paul began as a persecutor of the Church, only to become its
most important promoter. Thus Manichaeism employs ‘the two trees’

» Translation by 1. Gardner, The Kephalaia of the Teacher: The Edited Coptic
Manichaean Texts in Translation with Commentary (NHMS, 37), Leiden-New York-
Koln: E. J. Brill, 1995, 22-6 (my italics, and omitting here some passages indicated
by [...], and diacritical and editorial marks, except where the text is missing from
the original, indicated as...). Coptic text in H. Ibscher et al., Kephalaia: 1. Hilfte, pp.
17.2-23.3: THiTWR2 MM[A]K T XATC XE €KAT... NNK2EPMHNEYE N[€]N €TRE T []
N cney [eTa e TEOIYAY ANEUHAGHTHC evcy? a[nlevyarre[aion epxw] Mmac
X€e NWHN €TANT wadt [Kaplno[c eqamT nylan an €T2ay wadt Kaprioc ey
[oay....... M @HN] €qaiT emadt Kaprioc €doay [oyAe Fm wHN €2y €lwadt
kaprioc [edlamT €[way] [coylon [@Hn mm on] negkaprioc [...] TOTe naxe
MMXATC MMUXC MAMOCTOAOC [NTE TMH]THAG ANEUMASHTHC [...] 10YAAC OYN
MICKAP[IOTHC AYMOYTE apad NWYAPIT XE POME EUANIT ........... NE( 21 [TPOAQTHC
21 pe2wTRE [...] [CCH2 €TRE] MAYAOC XE NEJO HAIWKTHC NWMAPII...[EKKANH]
Cla MIMIOYTE eJAlWKeE [...] elcTe...Te.. [..T2ep]uHua rﬁmorua, cu [...] coTl
nraoyon[2] nHTh akar eTke [...] [..eTa nlcup Teoyay of T[rapakorn] e€Tre
MWMHN ETANIT M TIQHN €T2AY [...] NKAPIMOC NTE MWHN ETANT ME IHC TINPIE ETO
neay moT [MNano]CTo[A]oC THPOY T1E A€ NNKAPIOC MIWHN [eTaMT Te TE]
KKACIA €ToYvagke [...] T[tne] 2wq [nM]Kaprioc €T2ay ME NIPMRONE( NAOTMA
[...] [E]TMHP 211 2HNOMOC NOMOC NTAY MH NHOYCA2....... [m]omoc mrmioy [...]
net ne nohy elyadt Kaproc eluanoyd neTta nixaic Hoyte apald xe nynn
eTANT emad]t Kaprioc enanoyq [...] monn 20wy €T2ay TE ToyAH [...] neieTy
HOYAN MIM....... njyun [clney Ngnapxoy agax ni[oylepny Ngune xXe NTayyore
€N ARAA TIIOYEPHY [NIT]AYEL ABAA €N HNOYEPHY NTAYE! ARAA €N HOYE.

% S.N. C. Lieu, in M. Vermes, Hegemonius, Acta Archelai (The Acts of Archelaus)
(MS, 4), Turnhout: Brepols, 2001, 67 n. 108, says Luke is the source of the (italicized)
quote. A. Baumstark, “Ein ‘Evangelium’-Zitat der manichiischen Kephalaia,” Oriens
Christianus 34 (1937), 169-91, saw the whole citation as Diatesseronic. More accu-
rately, Baker-Brian, “...quaedam disputationes”: 184 n. 27, points to Luke 6:43 as the
reference, with the first line coming from Matt 7:17. But it is most precise to say that
all but the first line comes from Luke 6:43-44. In I Ke ‘gospel’ usually refers to Mani’s
own Living Gospel.
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of Matthew/Luke primarily as a metaphor for the two eternal prin-
ciples: “The bad tree is Hyle,’ the Father of Greatness is therefore the
good tree, and good and bad have nothing to do with each other.”

Though this Kephalaion has lost its description of the fruits of
the bad tree, the good tree/bad tree image (and the respective fruits)
appears fairly frequently in the Kephalaia of the Teacher. In I Ke 148
Mani’s works are “the good fruit that I have given from the good tree.””
Matter formed bad trees (I Ke 56),%° so must be cut out of them at the
root (I Ke 17).* I Ke 18 quotes Matt 3:10 (“As the saviour has said:
Behold, the axe is put to the root of the evil tree, so that from this time it
cannot bear evil fruit”).’' In a Manichaean psalm to Jesus (271) there is
a clear blend of Matt 15:13 and 3:10 (or Luke 3:9): “Every branch that
shall give bad fruit is cut with its root and is cast into the fire... because
it gave not good fruit”).*> And a Psalm of the Wanderers has “Thou art
the two-edged axe wherewith they cut the bitter root.”*

In I Ke 16 Jesus the Splendour has planted “the tree of life that
will make good fruit.”** According to I Ke 87 the church “is like a

¥ Baker-Brian, ... quaedam disputationes”: 184, observes: “For Manichees, the say-
ing of Jesus from the Gospel (a good tree bears good fruit and a bad tree bears bad
fruit) represented arguably their most important biblical text. The Manichaean attach-
ment to the verse meant that they stood in the tradition of Gnostic dualistic move-
ments who regarded the verse as a proof-text for dualism [...] Adimantus considered
Christian malfeasance to lie in their attempt to hold by both passages (Amos 3:3-6
and Matt 7:17), when in fact the saying of Jesus ought to be regarded as providing
the definitive statement that corrected the erroneous and maleficent verse from the
prophet.” Baker-Brian does not reference his claim about Gnostics, but an interesting
adjunct to this study would be one on both ‘tree’ and the ‘two trees’ in the Synoptics
as appropriated by Gnostic writings. See also Klimkeit, “The Use of Scripture,” 112
(“Der Gebrauch,” 192).

» W.-P. Funk, Kephalaia I, Zweite Hilfte, Lieferung 13/14 (MHSMB, Band 1),
Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, [1999]), p. 355.17-18: el ne nkaprioc eTanT e[TlaiTteey
[MHTHE] ARAA PIMWHN ETANIT.

¥ Ibscher et al., Kephalaia: 1. Hilfte, p. 138.6-9.

% TIbscher et al., Kephalaia: 1. Hilfte, p. 58.7-19.

3! Gardner, The Kephalaia, 62; Ibscher et al, Kephalaia: 1. Hilfte, p. 58.18-19:
[uT2e] €Ta MCHP XOOC XE EIC MKAAMRIN KAT 25 THOYH[E€ TINMHN €ToaY X€E
HEUT KAPIIOC €(2aY XN MITINEY.

32 Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 91.5-7: gx2 n[1lm eTat kaprifoc eT2ay
celwaTd MUTguoYHE NceNaX( aTce[Te. ... x]e MNgT oyTay enanoyd. See also
p- 136.20-21 (the good tree did not give bad fruit).

3 Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, pp. 162.31-163.1: NTO T1€ TKAAMBIN €TO
fioo cney eTayew[xe nauty nfTlioynle eTcawle]. See also p. 178.7-8.

** Gardner, The Kephalaia, 58; Ibscher et al., Kephalaia: 1. Hiilfte, p. 53.26-7: [Nw]
HN NTE Non[2] eTHAP 2NKAPIIOC E€YANIT.



74 CHAPTER FIVE

good tree.”® In a Bema-psalm (227) we read: “Glory and victory to
the Paraclete-Spirit, the fruitful tree of life.”** A psalm to Jesus (248)
affirms: “I have distinguished this pair of trees of this pair of king-
doms, ... the bitter fountain and the holy essence of God. The Light I
have distinguished from the Darkness, life from death, Christ and the
church I have distinguished from the deceit of the world”;*” and the
following psalm (249) prays: “pluck me as I flourish on the pleasant
tree (8w) of the church. I am a flourishing fruit, pure from my youth
up.”® The Father of Greatness is the “Good tree, that gave not bad
fruit” in the second psalm of the Wanderers.” In the preceding psalm,
“The fruits of the good tree are Christ who is in the Church,”® while
later on in the same collection Jesus is “the flourishing fruit of the
unperishing tree.”*" A psalm to the Trinity speaks of “Jesus, the Tree
of Life.”*

Elsewhere, the bad tree is given a parallel origin. A Jesus-psalm
(251) prays to “the lamb of God on high, who has plucked out the root
of the tree of sin.”* Further on (psalm 255), the psalmist proclaims:

* Gardner, The Kephalaia, 225; Ibscher et al., Kephalaia: 1. Hilfte (Lieferung 1-10),
pp. 217.32-218.1: 6lp€ OYWHN E€TANIT.

¢ Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 22.22-23: oyeay [Mnoye6]po nn[nk]a[c]
firmx nyHn Mnon? nralfoytas].

7 Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 56.21-25: a[nwplx Hrmcaiw fyHn ITe
tcaiy MMNTPPO........ Al BAAME ETCAWE HITOYCIA MINOYTE €TOY]ARE MOYATNE
AlNAPX{ aBaA HMKeKe nwn2] aBax Arnmoy n)EFE MHTEKKAHCIA ATMAPXOY HNTAIATH
HMIMKOCHOC.

% Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 58.9-10: 11..aYXaAT’ €ipayT’ oNTB®
ETNATME NTEKK[AHCIA ANAK OYK[A]priOC €ypayT’ €iTOYRAIT’ XHN[TAMHTKOYT.
The use of sw for ‘tree’ is infrequent in the Psalms, which usually employ @ru.

¥ Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 136.20-21: nwhn €TaNT neTe HAngt
KAPIOC €(J2Y.

1 Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 134.19-20: N]KaprioCc MmN €TANT
ne rlﬂ?C ET2NTEKKAHCIA.

4 Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 185.10: MKAPIOC €TPayT NTE MW[HN
naJrreko. _

2 Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 116.7: i nwun Hnwnd. See also
p. 154.22, and Turbo’s testimony in AA (see below) ascribed to Hegemonius 11.1
(GCS 16, p. 18.3-4): 10 8¢ v mapadeico putov € ob yvepilovot 10 koddv, adtdg ot
0 "Incod. But Mani, too, is this tree (Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, pp. 80.24
and 219.28), while Jesus (or Christ) is also the fruit of the good tree (Allberry, op. cit.,
pp- 134.19 and 185.10).

# Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 60.22-23: 1i2ug HrNOYTE €TXACE
nertad nfwpk agar] nrnoyne mrgun fnuake. One need not infer from this that
Manichaeans employed the New Testament Book of Revelation, even though the
Tree of Life figures there in 2:7 and 22:2, 14. On possible background for Christ as
the Tree of Life in Manichaeism see R. Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom
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“I have known and understood that which is and that which shall be:
what is mortal and what on the other hand is immortal; and what is
the King of Light who is the tree of life, and what again is the Darkness
which is the tree of death.”* So the image and its Synoptic inspiration
are clear in these texts, the image being extended to connect with the
cosmogonical principles on the one hand, and to Mani, his church,
and the individual believer on the other.

3. GREEK SOURCES FROM MANICHAEISM AND ITS ADVERSARIES

No anti-Manichaean work has been preserved in Coptic; for such
sources, we need to turn to other languages. In Egypt, whence the
Coptic Manichaica come, Didymus (the Blind) of Alexandria (died
before 400) briefly recalls in his treatise against Manichaeans how
Mani applied the ‘tree’ image, in a manner surprisingly similar to
Augustine, as we will see: “He refers to [bad] trees, not as something
plain to the senses, but [as] human beings constituted by wickedness.
The root of these trees is very bad, and from it arises no edible fruit,
but one that is noxious.” Didymus’ affirmation is backed up by the
Acts of Archelaus (AA), which may be his source for this. At any rate,
this is the extent of the polemical response in Egypt to Manichaean
exegesis of ‘the two trees.’

Though the surviving Coptic Manichaean works were not part of
Manichaeism’s primary canon, Severus, Monophysite Patriarch of
Antioch,* traced the ‘two trees’ image back to Mani himself, who,
he says, called the two eternally opposed principles “Tree of Life’ and
‘Tree of Death,” or respectively “Tree of Light’ and “Tree of Darkness.’
Severus wrote and preached in Greek but his Cathedral Homilies

~haalsia hass it A Study in Early Syriac Tradition, 2nd ed., Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias,
2004 (1975), 124-29.

“ Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 66.25-28: alcayne AlFME AlETWHOOIT
MAMETNAQWIE XE €Y [M]eETEWAYTEKO H €Y NTa( NETEUAYTEKO 1 €Y [1E MPPO
Hroyaine eTe Nrad re rnyHn Mrong 0 ey 20w re rnkeke ete Nrad re ryH
HrnMoy.

# Didymus, Kato Movygoudv 17. My translation. PG 39, c. 1108C: Aévdpoa 8¢ ok
aioOntd Aéyer, dAL &vBpdrovg kot koxiov memowmuévovg. Pila 8¢ tdv SévBpov
o0tV N xewpiotn €€ic, G’ N Koprdg ovk £8M1H0g, GG SnAntAplog yivetou.

¢ For background on Severus see J.C. Reeves, Jewish Lore in Manichaean Cosmogony:
Studies in the Book of Giants Traditions, Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press,
1992, 165.



76 CHAPTER FIVE

survive only in a sixth century Syriac translation. His Homily 123
(from the year 518) is of interest here, being, in the words of René
Roux, “pratiquement un traité contre les Manichéens.” Severus actu-
ally appears to be quoting a work by Mani when he further informs us:
“And they say: “That which is Good, also named Light and the Tree of
Life, possesses those regions which lie to the east, west, and north; for
those (regions) which lie to the south and to the meridian belong to
the Tree of Death’.”*® Still quoting the same source, Severus adds:

For he says in one of his books (those which are in secret); or rather,
those which deserve (to be named) “darkness” and “error,” thusly: These
are they which are unceasing and which have existed eternally, from the
beginning—he speaks here of Hyle and God—everything in its essence
has come from them. Likewise does the Tree of Life exist, which is there
adorned with every sort of pleasing and lovely, beautiful thing [...]. And
below there is nothing that has sunk or withdrawn from it not even into
any of the regions; rather, it extends infinitely both beyond and below.*

Again, citing (probably) the same work,

The Tree of Death is divided into many (parts); war and bitterness char-
acterize them, for they are strangers to (the concept of) peace, and are
full of every sort of wickedness. Good fruits are never upon them. (The
Tree) is divided against its fruits, and the fruits are also divided against
the Tree [...]. The Tree is wholly evil, and it never produces any good

¥ R. Roux, L’exégese biblique dans les Homélies Cathédrales de Sévére d’Antioche
(SEA, 84), Rome: Institutum Patristicum Augustinianum, 2002, 12. But Roux makes
no other mention of Manichaeans in his study, nor does he refer there to the ‘two
trees’ image in Severus.

4 Severus, Hom. 123 96. Translation in Reeves, Jewish Lore, 167, whose sections
correspond to page numbers in F. Cumont, Extrait de la CXXIII* homélie de Sévére
d’Antioche (Le manichéisme, 2), Brussels: Lamertin, 1912. PO 29, p. 152.14-17:
S0 ~ouma W s Nala (Am haihd\ ;mana sy Al a ~imaa ay dus am
AT AN 2O Y SN T (EE TREL AR A AT AWERE AT W SRR AR e 1)

A o r{Ac\ heea ADY,?

¥ Severus, Hom. 123 99-101, trans. Reeves, Jewish Lore, 168. PO 29, p. 154.6-14:
ulr.cu"_:\\c\.\mv.:\\c\ﬂm:vﬂﬂmk\;&rﬂeﬁmmk_.nn’_—'ié\;vwnu:h\mr{
iar & (oo e.\.’.u:m iy (o . (Jm & aam “.’-\“vao ~aax
Mamo | ,modu ;b [ <TECTRGE-T: TC I Y L o\ .\lvym ~\aom .\va ol i
ala Phaida Mowa 200 o b ar omlas ok ho o - e 0 L made
a1 la ekl o [ mlad fuas Lo 0o 4 220 - edaE), emlas el imo e
um AN o L M See hamuhom 2\ ;o A L hiaa S ias <\ ara.

See also PO 29, pp. 154.26-156.8 b
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thing, but remains divided against itself, and all of its parts corrupt
whatever draws near it.*

There is no clear Synoptic reference here—the focus is cosmogoni-
cal—but the Synoptics would seem to be the image’s inspiration, as
can be inferred from other texts that, we have seen, were read with
a Manichaean perspective identifying the trees with the principles.
Severus does not spend nearly as much space refuting these ideas as
he does reporting them. His refutation of the cosmogony, such as it is,
is constructed around the two trees and their fruit:

Let them say if these [bad] fruits grew at the same time as Matter, from
the beginning and the origin, or if they were added later. If from the
beginning, they are numerous, without beginning and uncreated [...].
But if, like a tree, [Matter] made those fruits over time and produced all
the charge of wickedness, part would be revealed [from the beginning]
but many [parts would be] created afterwards. How can one consider the
same essence to be both created and uncreated?**

Prior to Severus there were already other Christian anti-Manichaean
works on the same theme. The AA, attributed to one Hegemonius and
likely composed in the second quarter of the fourth century,* describes
two encounters alleged to have occurred in the third quarter of the
previous century between Mani and Archelaus, bishop of ‘Carchar,’
apparently a Roman town situated on the border with Persia. If, as
seems likely, the work was composed in Greek, it also circulated in
Coptic (and possibly Syriac), as well as in the Latin version in which
it has come down to us complete. In the AA, a letter from Mani to
Marcellus attacks those who “attribute the beginning and the end, and

0 Severus, Hom. 123 117-8, trans. Reeves, Jewish Lore, 168-69. PO 29, p. 162.6-9:
Giaa ol ML 2 0ms K hoimo  oaoto : Adam rtingel whasiy oo sl
Adlaze | oml daw 8 Wina noden l aa : haris clan <l (oo

e Ay Kia (oum aro: meia s ;o

1 Severus, Hom. 123. 130-1. My translation. PO 29, pp. 166.26-168.4:
ard : iox na L\ ) @\ com 0Ll Miusamn Sarcida (\Xm -~ Liaon ~_0ims
r(\.\:\;rdt:\ i s T‘Am ~ oTndur Krﬁ;ino.\_\l S D o “aam aamahhed ~hisal
For Khoraoy ) fam mlao Kida do R e os dbehass ea <[]
e hilins e KARA WD - fhias B e Comh [oum] mam o i - K
~hieas o hieas Is hos amardl @l aa v Kasy s a o S aids

2 On the Acts of Archelaus see S. N. C. Lieu, “Fact and Fiction in the Acta
Archelai,” in Idem, Manichaeism in Mesopotamia and the Roman East (RGRW, 118;
Leiden: E. J. Brill. 1994), 132-55; revised from P. Bryder, ed., Manichaean Studies:
Proceedings of the First International Conference on Manichaean Studies, August 5-9,
1987, Department of History of Religions, Lund University, Sweden (LSAAR, 1;), Lund:
Plus Ultra, 1988, 69-88.
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the father of these evils, to God [...]. For they do not believe in the
words spoken in the Gospels by our Saviour and Lord Jesus Christ,
that ‘a good tree cannot bear bad fruit nor a bad tree good fruit’.”*
Then, Mani’s opening gambit in his first disputation with Archelaus
speaks in terms strongly reminiscent of I Ke 2: “[W]ho should be
believed? Those teachers of yours, who feast on meat and enjoy most
abundant delights, or the Saviour Jesus Christ who says, as is written
in the book of the Gospels, a good tree cannot bear bad fruit, nor a bad
tree bear good fruit?”** Later, Archelaus flings the ‘trees’ reference back
at Mani, whom he identifies with the ‘bad tree’: “Let him say what evil
is, in case he is defending or constructing the mere name. But if it is
not the name of evil but its substance, let him expound to us the fruits
of this wickedness and iniquity, since the nature of a tree can never be
recognised without its fruit.”>> As the debate continues, Mani bolsters
the ‘two trees’ image by invoking the ‘root’ also present in Matt 3:10:

Manes said: “Let it first be agreed by you that there is another root of
wickedness, which God did not plant; and then I shall tell you its fruits.”
Archelaus said: “Consideration of the truth demands the opposite, for I
shall not agree with you that there is a root of such an evil tree, of whose
fruits no one has ever tasted [...], I shall not agree with you that it is an
evil and very bad tree, until the quality of its fruits is made known. For it
is written that a tree is known by its fruits (Matt 7:16). So tell us, Manes:
with that tree that is called evil, what fruit does it produce, or what is its
nature and what power does it possess, so that we may believe that the
root of that tree is of the same kind?” Manes said: “The root is indeed
evil, and the tree very bad, but its growth comes not from God, and its

3 AA 5.4. The translation is from Vermes, Hegemonius, 42, but I have corrected his
inversion, which is based on the Latin, not the Greek text (in GCS 16, p. 7.1-6): dpynv
yop kol téhog Kol oV TovTeV matépa TOV Kokdy énl Tov Beov dvogépovoy [...] obte
yap €v 101¢ eipnuévolg <év> ev’ayyediolg mop’ o0T0d 100 cwTfipog HUdY Kol Kuplov
"Incod Xp1o10d TioTELOVOLY, 811 00 dOvarTat 8EvEpov KaAOV KapToLg KoKoLG Totficat,
008 NV dévdpov KokOV KoAoVg KOPTOVE TOHGOIL.

> AA 15.6, trans. Vermes, Hegemonius, 60. GCS 16, p. 24.15-19: “Cui enim oportet
credi? Magistris vestris istis, qui carnibus vescuntur et afluentissimis deliciis perfru-
untur, aut salvatori Iesu Christi dicenti, sicut scriptum est in evangeliorum libro: Non
potest arbor bona malos fructus facere, neque arbor mala bonos fructus facere?”

» AA 18.7, trans. Vermes, Hegemonius, 67. GCS 16, p. 29.24-28: “Sed postremo
dicat quid est malum, ne forte nomen solum defendat aut adstruat. Quod si non
nomen mali, sed substantia, fructus nobis malitiae et nequitiae huius exponat, quo-
niam non agnoscitur umquam arboris natura sine fructu.”



GOOD TREE, BAD TREE 79

ruits of fornication, adulteries, murders, avarice and all evil deeds come
fruits of fa t dult d d all evil deed
from that evil root.”®

Also writing in Greek, Titus of Bostra (in Roman Arabia) says in the
fourth book of his ITpo¢ Maviyoiovg (written soon after 363)* that
Mani made express use of Matt 7:18 to speak of the two eternal natures

(@nss). Mani, he says,

moves on to the following Gospel passage: A good tree cannot bear bad
fruit, nor a bad tree good fruit. Every tree will be known by the fruit it gives
(Luke 6:43-44). Here again with dangerous cunning or irrational stupid-
ity he seizes upon a word without regarding anything beyond custom and
behaviour for his doctrine of two conflicting natures. For our Lord plainly
clarifies this image through what follows, and he says: A good man brings
good out of the good treasure in his heart; but a bad man [brings] evil out
of the evil treasure in his heart; for the mouth speaks out of the heart’s
fullness (Luke 6:45). Here he clearly calls the heart a treasure, because
of the freedom of the will; but he does not rebuke another principle,
or anything else. For were something to originate from some prin-
ciple with no beginning, he would have called “treasure of evil” that
principle without a beginning, not the heart, which plainly receives the
evil that does not, however, derive from it. But since the treasure of evil
is not in another place, but only in the heart, that is where the treasure
of evil also is; and clearly so is the origin of the evil that comes into being
through the will’s cunning and not from a principle with no beginning.*

% AA 19.1-3, trans. Vermes, Hegemonius, 67. GCS 16, pp. 29.29-30.10: “Manes
dixit : Constet apud te prius, quia est radix alia malitiae, quam non plantavit deus,
et tunc dicam fructus eius. Archelaus dixit: Non hoc veri expetit ratio; neque enim
adsentiar tibi radicem esse malae arboris illius, de cuius fructibus numquam ullus
gustaverit [...]; ita neque ego tibi adsentiar esse arborem malam et pessimam nisi
prius qualitas fructuum eius fuerit manifestata; scriptum est enim quia de fructibus
arbor cognoscitur. Dic ergo nobis, o Manes, arbor quae dicitur mala quem adferat
fructum, aut cuius naturae sit, quam virtutem habeat, ut tibi credamus etiam radi-
cem arboris ipsius esse talem. Manes dixit: Radix quidem mala, arbor autem pessima,
incrementum vero non ex deo, fructus autem fornicationes, adulteria, homicidia,
avaritia et omnes mali actus malae illius radicis.”

57 The fourth book of Titus’ original Greek work is extant only in Syriac. On the
‘Tree of Life and Tree of Death’ in Titus, see N. A. Pedersen, Demonstrative Proof in
Defence of God: A Study of Titus of Bostra’s Contra Manichaeos—The Work’s Sources,
Aims and Relation to its Contemporary Theology (NHMS, 56), Leiden and Boston:
E. J. Brill, 2004, 240-43. On Titus see also J.-M. Lavoie, P.-H. Poirier, and T. S.
Schmidt, “Les Homélies sur l’Evangile de Luc de Titus de Bostra,” in DiTomasso and
Turcescu, eds., The Reception and Interpretation, 253-85.

8 Titus, IIpog Maviyoiovg 4.47. My translation. P. A. de Lagarde, Titus Bostreni
Contra Manichaeos libri quatuor syriace, Berlin: G. Schultze, 1859 (repr. Hanover:
H. Lefaire, 1924; Osnabriick and Wiesbaden: Zeller / Harrassowitz, 1967), p. 152.13-29:
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Chronologically, Titus is the first to introduce the connection of the
‘trees’ image with the will, that is, with moral choice.”® He goes further
than anyone else we have seen (or will see) in invoking the next verse
in Luke (which has no parallel in Matthew) to clarify the meaning of
the image in 6:43-44.

Like Titus, Epiphanius, bishop of Salamis (in Cyprus), in his
Panarion (written between 374 and 377) ascribes to Mani himself the
use of Matt 7:18 and 20 (Luke 6:44) as denoting the two principles:

Again, [Mani] uselessly cites a text to prove the existence of the dyad he
believes in and distinguish between the two first principles: the Savior’s
words, A good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit, neither can a corrupt
tree bring forth good fruit; for by its fruit the tree is known. And notice
his shallow mind, which does not understand the contents of sacred
scripture in any depth! If there are trees they have a cultivator; trees are
growing things, and must have been planted by someone. But nothing
planted is beginningless; it has its beginning. But since it has a begin-
ning, it will have an end as well. The corrupt tree was not always there,
then; it had been planted [...]. These two trees are figurative expres-
sions for righteousness and sin; but in this barbarous Mani’s opinion,
[one] means God and [the other] means the devil. And yet, it is plain
that no one can dare to say that God will ever create evil—perish the
thought!—or that the devil does good. All good things are made by God,
and nothing evil has been created or made by him [...]. Mani’s argument

s Kida 1ms e, bl snr s la il L ear L aalagod o1 wiwes easoka
im0 . alahm Lmoid @ > duds sl da L ) i e ana ras ). sk laa
ais Lio wisor Laa il aas il halls o O pas hasias ad aok
S aas s ol al (a0 ) amiwiisg loaall ies it Khaaal sl
hi sam qalor hE)) i o el a3 aswe dudal\ sras (aihon o
N aln 1y Wiohh & Chzas sem ;aloy Khpes Chaw o0 Fras <iag o
o hairi Kom o s adhoid s W\o» cme Chsae ety wallo | o e
»o hom ol iar 2\t maim Choawd S R a\r + \as e a1z Kom
wr all Kom o . Kom i siar i Phairi ol Khire ol K Khe
Tuia (e won Kam =\ ol e Mo . o o ~amrtla hadaly o a\aam
hrso1 doicr A am AN KRS Lo N aa als rasls A hirast i
—iar 1 nim Khaury » Kool | aam aas oo1 han oo
¥ Pedersen, Demonstrative Proof, 56: “Mani similarly quoted Lk. 6:43-45 on the
two trees and interpreted the verses as references to the two principles. However, the
sequel (Lk. 6:45) shows that Jesus was not speaking of the two principles but about
ethics (IV.47). For instructive purposes Jesus used unfree things from nature such as
the two trees in order to speak about the freedom of the will (IV.48). The difference
between necessity of nature and freedom is expressed by Jesus saying on the one hand
good trees cannot bring forth bad fruit, nor bad trees good fruit, but on the other
hand, despite His assertion that the evil person produces evil deeds, He does not say
that such a person cannot also do good.”
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has failed. The evil and good trees refer to good and evil works and not
to the Old and the New Testaments, the position Mani takes.®

Following an approach similar to that of Titus, Epiphanius is less
intent on reporting than on rebuttal. It is unclear whether he is draw-
ing directly on a Manichaean source or on an earlier anti-Manichaean
one. The Old and New Testaments have suddenly appeared in his refu-
tation; in his text there is no preceding explicit connection between
them and the trees, although there is a discussion of Mani’s rejection
of the Old Testament.

Finally, Theodoret of Khyrros (or Cyrrhus, in Syria), who died in
466, provides an account similar to Severus’:

(Mani) said that there are two unbegotten and eternal beings, God and
Matter (Hylé), and he called God Light, Matter Darkness, Light Good,
Darkness Bad. And he employed other names (for them). For Light he
called a good tree, with good fruit, and Matter a bad tree bearing bad
fruit, corresponding to [its] root.*!

But this takes the nature of a simple report; as in Severus, there is no
attempt to expand on or confute it.

% Epiphanius, Panarion 66.62.1-3 and 11-14. Translation by F. Williams, The
Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis, Books II and III (Sects 47-80, De fide) (NHMS
36); Leiden-New York-Koln: E. J. Brill, 1994, 279-81. GCS 37, pp. 99.23-100.3 and
101.4-15: Tahw 8¢ Podletor @épev paptoplov, vo mopaction ™y wop’ odTd
Aeyouévny dvddo kol SiEAn qve pécov tdv Vo Gpxdv, kevdg €v T elmelv 1oV
cwtiipa »00 dOvortor 8évdpov dyaBov kaprovg kokodg motfical, 00de dévipov campov
kopmovg dyobodg motficat: £k yop 100 kopnod 10 SévEpov yivdoketonk. kol Spo pot
mv élappay Sdvolay kol undév év Béber & tfi¢ Oelog ypaghc katavoodoay. el uév
yfxp dévdpo. glotv, &poc Kol yewpybv Exoucl Kol (pmd Tuyxdvovra Kol m&vrmg V1O nvég
eiot nsqmteuuavoc nowv 8¢ 10 neq:meuusvov ovk oty ocvocpxov GAAG 6 ocpxnv Exet. Gpymv
8¢ £xov kol Téhog VEEEEL. Tolvuy TO GamPOV Ssvﬁpov 00K nv del, dAAL Tct—:(pmemoa [...]
Todto 10 300 8évdpo mepl dikaovohvng kol mepl quaptiog [todtov] Exer Tov TpdmOV-
0g 8¢ ovtog 0 PapPopoc Mdvng Stovoeltar, Tept Beod BodAeton Aéyewv kol mepi Tod
Srofdhov. kol Gt mepl Beod oddeig ddvatan ToAuficon kol einely St koxdv mofoet
noté (Ul yévolto), kol odte mepi 10D SroPdrov, dtt dryaBov épydleton, todto dfilov.
A 810 B20d mdvta yiveton T dryaBd, kol eodAov €€ adTod 0VdEV KékTicTOl 008
yivetou [...] Siénecev 6 adtod Adyoc. 10 Ydp compov 8évdpov kai dryaBov dévdpov mepl
dyaBdv Epyov tuyydver kol mepl oddov kol odk #oTt mepl mokondg Srabhxmg kol
xoviig, koBag Bodreton 6 [tod] Mdvn<¢>, Adyog.

¢ Theodoret, Haereticarum fabularum compendmm 26. My translation. PG
83, c. 377B: Om:og 800 (xysvvnroug Kol Gidlovg sqmcsav gtva, Oedv koi VAnv, kod
npoonydpevoe oV ey Bedv edg, Thy 8¢ VAnv oxdrog: kol 10 pev edg dyoBov, 1o 8¢
oxdtog, kokdy- Emtébeice 8¢ wal GANo dvOpata: 1O pEv yop odg dvouoace SévSpov
GryoBov, &yoBdv merinpwpévov kaprdv v 8¢ YAnv, évdpov koxdv, cupPaivoviog tf
piln eépov xapmoie.
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4. LATIN SOURCES FROM MANICHAEISM AND AUGUSTINE OF Hirro

In the Latin world, our principal (indeed, only) source for the ‘two
trees’ image is Augustine, Catholic bishop of Hippo; in him we
have a former Manichaean as well as a participant in real Catholic-
Manichaean debates, both oral and written (whatever one may think
of the authenticity of the AA), and the accounts of these preserve some
words of his Manichaean opponents. Reading those disputes makes it
clear that the ‘two trees’ image plays an important role here. Consider
the declaration to Augustine (then a presbyter) by the Manichaean
presbyter Fortunatus, during a public disputation that took place in
392.% It is Fortunatus who brings the ‘two trees’ into the discussion:

[Flrom the facts themselves it is evident that darkness and light are not
at all alike, that the truth and a lie are not at all alike, that death and life
are not at all alike, that soul and body are not at all alike, nor are other
things like these, which differ from one another by their names and
appearances. And our Lord was right to say: The tree that my heavenly
Father has not planted will be uprooted (Matt 15:13), because it does not
bear good fruit (Matt 3:10), and there is also the tree that he has planted.
Hence, it is very clear from the nature of things that there are two sub-
stances in this world, which differ in their appearances and names; one
of these is that of the body, but the other is eternal, which we believe is
the substance of the almighty Father.*®

Like I Ke 2, Fortunatus is patently employing the ‘two trees’ imagery
to promote a radical dualism. He dilutes the classic Manichaean points
of reference somewhat but, in the end, for him the ‘two trees’ not only
stand for, but are, the two eternal substances. In his retort, Augustine
addresses covetousness (cupiditas) as the root of all evils (see 1 Tm

¢ See F. Decret, Aspects du manichéisme dans I'Afrique romaine: Les controverses de
Fortunatus, Faustus et Felix avec saint Augustin, Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1970,
39-50.

% Aug., Contra Fortunatum 14. Translation by R. Teske, The Manichean Debate
(The Works of Saint Augustine: A Translation for the 21st Century, 1/19), Hyde Park,
NY: New City Press, 2006, 149-50. CSEL 25/1, p. 91.8-18: “rebus ipsis paret, quia
nihil simile tenebrae et lux, nihil simile ueritas et mendacium, nihil simile mors et
uita, nihil simile anima et corpus et cetera istis similia, quae et nominibus et speciebus
distant ab inuicem, et merito dixisse dominum nostrum: arbor, quam non plantauit
pater meus caelestis, eradicabitur et in ignem mittatur, quae non adferet fructus bonos,
et esse arborem radicatam. hinc uero constat et ratione rerum, quod duae sunt sub-
stantiae in hoc mundo, quae speciebus et nominibus distant: quarum est una corporis,
alia uero aeterna, patris omnipotentis quam esse credimus.” Notice the introduction
here of Matt 15:13.
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6:10), providing Fortunatus with the opportunity to link ‘root’ and
‘tree’ to express the notion of the reality of evil within each human as
particles of Darkness:

[Clovetousness, which you said is the root of all evils, is not understood
in a single way as if it were found only in our bodies. For it is clear that
the evil that is found in us comes from an evil author and that this root,
which you say exists, is a small portion of the evil. Thus the evil that is
found in us is not itself the root but a portion of the evil—of the evil
that is found everywhere. Our Lord also called that root the bad tree that
never bears good fruit, the tree that his Father did not plant and that is
rightly uprooted and cast into the fire.®

Then Augustine addresses the significance of the two trees, with a clas-
sic element of Augustinian anti-Manichaean rebuttal—free choice, an
application already made by Didymus, Titus, and Epiphanius:®

[T]he Lord said with perfect truth that the two trees which you men-
tioned, the good tree and the bad tree, have their own fruit; that is, the
good tree cannot produce bad fruit, nor can the bad tree produce good
fruit, but only as long as it is bad. Let us take two human beings, one
good and the other bad. As long as the one is good, he cannot produce
bad fruit; as long as the other is bad, he cannot produce good fruit. But
in order that you may understand that the Lord mentioned these two
trees in order to signify free choice, and that those two trees are not our
natures but our wills, he said in the gospel, Either make the tree good, or

¢ Aug, C. Fort. 21, trans. Teske, The Manichean Debate, 156. CSEL 25/1, p. 102.15-23:
“cupiditas uero non uno modo intellegitur, quam dixisti radicem omnium malorum,
quasi quae in cordibus nostris solum uersetur, cum constet hoc quod in nobis uersatur
malum, ex auctore malo descendere et portiunculam esse mali hanc radicem, quam
tu esse dicis, ut non sit ipsa radix, sed sit portiuncula mali, eius mali, quod ubique
uersatur. quam radicem et arborem malam dominus noster appellauit numquam
fructus bonos adferentem, quam non plantauit pater suus, ac merito eradicari et in
ignem mitti.” Teske has chosen the reading corporibus found in Migne (PL 34, c. 123)
instead of cordibus in CSEL, though the latter seems to me the better choice, because
Augustine has just been making a point about free will. See the allusion to Luke 6:45
in Titus of Bostra, above.

% Augustine makes similar applications in his non-Manichaean works as well.
Good examples of this are in De nuptiis et concupiscentia 2.48 and Contra Iulianum
5.21,23. He applies Matt 7:17-20 to the will as well in De ciuitate dei 14.11, 13. See
also his Sermo 72, which speaks of the two roots: “Sicut est enim radix omnium malo-
rum cupiditas, sic et radix omnium bonorum caritas.” PL 38, c. 467-470, as edited by
P.-P. Verbraken, “Le sermon LXXII de saint Augustin sur I'arbre et son fruit,” Forma
Futuri: Studi in onore del Cardinale Michele Pellegrino, Turin: Bottega d’Erasmo, 1975,
800-04. This is because for Augustine good and evil are the will’s fundamental choices:
see N. Fischer, “Bonum,” in AL 1, 675-77. Once, in De sermone dom. in monte
2.24.78-9, Augustine opposes exegeting the ‘two trees’ as signifying two natures.
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make the tree bad (Matt 12:33). Who is there who can make a nature?
If, then, we are commanded to make a tree good or bad, it is up to us
to choose what we want.*

In Contra Adimantum (written perhaps in 394), Augustine portrays
Mani’s close disciple Adimantus (Addai or Adda), highly revered
by Faustus,”” as comparing Matt 7:17 with Amos 3:3-6 to show that
nothing evil can be associated with God.*® In this case, Augustine uses
Matthew 12:33 along with 7:17 as the counterpoint, and the ‘bad’ they
mention to indicate God’s punishment for sin:

And so, insofar as it pertains to him, he causes something good, because
everything just is good, and that punishment is just. Hence, Adimantus’
objection that the Lord said, A good tree produces good fruit, but a bad
tree produces bad fruit, is not contrary to this. For, though hell is evil
for someone damned, the justice of God is good, and this fruit comes
from a good tree [...]. And yet these two trees were most clearly pre-
sented as a likeness of two human beings, that is, of someone just and
of someone unjust, because, unless someone changes his will, he cannot
do what is good. In another passage the Lord teaches that this is placed
in our power, where he says, Either make the tree good and its fruit good,
or make the tree bad and its fruit bad [...]. A bad tree, therefore, cannot
produce good fruit; but it can become a good tree from a bad one in
order that it might bear good fruit. The apostle says, For you were once
darkness, but now you are light in the Lord (Eph 5:8[a]), as if he had said,
“You were once bad trees and for that reason you were able to produce
only bad fruit. But now you are light in the Lord, that is, now that you
have become good trees, bear good fruit.” He says the following: Walk

% Aug., C. Fort. 22, trans. Teske, The Manichean Debate, 158. CSEL 25/1,
p- 105.4-17: “ex quo illae duae arbores, bona arbor et mala arbor, quas commemorasti,
uerissime dictum est a domino quod suos fructus habeant, id est neque bonam posse
dare malos fructus neque malam bonos, sed malos quamdiu mala est. Accipiamus
duos homines: bonum hominem et malum hominem; quamdiu bonus est, malos fruc-
tus dare non potest; quamdiu malus est, fructus bonos dare non potest. sed ut intelle-
gas istas duas arbores sic esse a domino positas, ut ibi significaretur liberum arbitrium,
non naturas esse istas duas arbores, sed uoluntates nostras, ipse ait in euangelio: aut
facite arborem bonam aut facite arborem malam. quis est, qui possit facere naturam?
Si ergo imperatum est nobis, ut faciamus arborem aut bonam aut malam, nostrum est
eligere, quid uelimus.” For the underlined bad Teske has good.

¢ He calls him theologus noster (Aug., Contra Faustum 1.2). On Adimantus see
Tardieu, “Principes,” 133-34.

% On Adimantus’ agenda see Baker-Brian, “‘... quaedam disputationes,” 187; also
194: “For Adimantus the passage from Amos was yet another example of the Law’s
attempt to conflate the two natures (good and evil) in the one God and thereby mis-
lead humanity over the true nature of its being. Adimantus demonstrated that the
antidote to the passage was the knowledge taught by Jesus, who had been sent by God
the father to enable believers to recognise the dualistic origins of good and evil.”
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like children of the light, for the fruit of the light is found in all righteous-
ness and truth. Give your approval to what is pleasing to the Lord (Eph
5:8[b]-10) [...]. For the Lord says there what Adimantus also quoted:
Every tree that does not bear good fruit will be cut down and cast into
the fire. These are the evils that God produces, that is, punishment for
sinners, because he casts into the fire the trees that persevered in their
wickedness and refused to become good, although this is the evil for the
trees themselves. But God, as I have often said, does not bear evil fruit,
because the punishment of sin is the fruit of justice.®

In his public debate with Augustine in 404, the Manichaean doctor
Felix”® was even more succinct than Fortunatus, yet more direct, easily
providing the most explicit link we have yet seen between the Synoptic
image (Matt 7:17) and Manichaean dualism:

Mani says that there are two natures, and now he is blamed because
he said that there are two, a good nature and a [sic] evil nature. In the
gospel Christ says that there are two trees: The good tree never produces
bad fruit, and the bad tree never produces good fruit. There you have two
natures.”!

% Aug., Contra Adimantum 26, trans. Teske, The Manichean Debate, 219-20.
CSEL 25/1, pp. 185.3-186.12: “Itaque ipse, quantum ad se pertinet, bonum facit,
quia omne iustum bonum est, et iusta est illa uindicta, et ideo non est contrarium,
quod Adimantus obicit dixisse dominum: arbor bona fructus bonos facit; mala autem
arbor malos fructus facit. quamuis enim malum sit gehenna damnato, iustitia tamen
dei bona est et ipse fructus est ex arbore bona [...]. quamquam duae istae arbores
manifestissime in similitudine duorum hominum positae sint, id est iusti et iniusti,
quia nisi quisque uoluntatem mutauerit, bonum operari non potest. quod in nostra
potestate esse positum alio loco docet, ubi ait: aut facite arborem bonam et fructum
eius bonum; aut facite arborem malam et fructum eius malum [...]. mala ergo arbor
fructus bonos facere non potest; sed ex mala fieri bona potest, ut bonos fructus ferat.
fuistis enim aliquando tenebrae, inquit, nunc autem lux in domino. tamquam si diceret:
fuistis aliquando arbores malae et ideo tunc non poteratis nisi malos fructus facere;
nunc autem lux in domino, id est iam facti arbores bonae date fructus bonos; quod
sequitur dicens: sicut filii lucis ambulate—fructus enim luminis est in omnia iustitia et
ueritate—probantes quid sit beneplacitum deo [...]. ibi enim ait dominus, quod etiam
iste commemorauit: omnis arbor, quae non facit fructus bonos, excidetur et in igem
mittetur. haec sunt mala, quae deus facit, id est peccatoribus poenas, quod in ignem
mittet arbores, quae in malitia perseuerantes fieri bonae noluerint, cum hoc ipsis
arboribus malum sit. deus autem, ut saepe dixi, non dat fructus malos, quia iustitiae
fructus est uindicta peccati.”

7% On Felix and the debate see Decret, Aspects, 71-89.

7' Aug., Contra Felicem 2.2, trans. Teske, The Manichean Debate, 299. CSEL 25/2,
p. 829.13-17: “Felix dixit: Manichaeus dicit duas esse naturas et modo inde culpatur,
quia dixit duas esse, bonam et malam. Christus in euangelio duas dicit esse arbores:
arbor bona numquam facit fructum malum, et arbor mala numquam facit fructum
bonum. ecce duas naturas.”
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Once again Augustine replies that the gospel citation in question refers
to proper and improper use of free will. And again he invokes Matt
12:33:

Listen first, then, to the Lord himself concerning free choice, where he
speaks of the two trees, of which you yourself made mention. Listen to
him as he says, Either make the tree good and its fruit good, or make the
tree bad and its fruit bad. When, therefore, he says, “Either do this or do
that,” he indicates a power, not a nature. After all, only God can make
a tree. But each person has it in his will either to choose what is good
and to be a good tree or to choose what is evil and to be a bad tree, not
because the evils that we choose have some substance in themselves but
because God created all the things that he created in their different ranks
and distinguished them in their kinds. He created heavenly things and
earthly things, immortal things and mortal things, all good, each in its
own kind, and he placed the soul that has free choice under himself and
above other things. In that way, if the soul served what was above it, it
would rule what was beneath it. But if it offended what was above it, it
would experience punishment from what was beneath it. And so, when
the Lord said, “Either do this or do that,” he showed that what they
would do was in their power, while he was secure and certain in himself
as God, and that, if they chose the good, they would receive a reward
from him, while if they chose evil, they would feel punishment from
him. But God is always just, whether he rewards or condemns.”

This is reminiscent of Fortunatus’ radical division between light and
dark, and so on, except that Augustine attributes everything with real
existence and that is not God to God’s creating power. But evil has
no real existence, and does not, therefore, originate with God or any
other uncreated power. It is, so to speak, the creation of a human (and

72 Aug., C. Fel. 2.4, trans. Teske, The Manichean Debate, 301. CSEL 25/2, pp.
831.26-832.16: “Audi ergo de libero arbitrio primo ipsum dominum, ubi duas arbores
commemorat, quarum mentionem ipse fecisti, audi dicentem: aut facite arborem
bonam et fructum eius bonum aut facite arborem malam et fructum eius malum. cum
ergo dicit ‘aut hoc facite aut illud facite,” potestatem indicat, non naturam. nemo enim
nisi deus facere arborem potest; sed habet unusquisque in uoluntate aut eligere, quae
bona sunt, et esse arbor bona, aut eligere, quae mala sunt, et esse arbor mala, non
quia mala ipsa, quae eliguntur, aliquam habent in se ipsis substantiam, sed quia deus
omnia, quae condidit, gradibus suis condidit generibusque distinxit, calestia atque ter-
rena, inmortalia atque mortalia et omnia bona in suo quodque genere condidit, ani-
mam habentem liberum arbitrium sub se ipso et supra cetera collocauit: ut si seruiret
superiori, dominaretur inferiori; si autem offenderet superiorem, poenam ex inferiore
sentiret. hoc ergo dominus dicens ‘aut facite illud aut facite illud’ ostendit esse in
potestate quid facerent, ipse securus et certus in se tamquam deus, et quia si bonum
eligerent, praemium eius acciperent, si malum eligerent, poenam eius sentirent; sem-
per autem ille iustus est aut remunerator aut damnator.”
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therefore created) choice; and that is what the good and bad trees are
meant to symbolize.

Finally, in Contra Secundinum 2 (written after 404), Augustine
appeals to Matt 12:33 to speak of wills culpably perverted from the
good.” It is interesting that in his letter to Augustine (1), Secundinus
refers to Matt 7, but skirts around the ‘two trees,” employing instead
the ‘two houses’ of verses 24-28, as well as verses 13 and 14.”* This may
be why Augustine pays no further attention to the image in his reply.

5. CONCLUSIONS

1. My conclusions begin with another remark from the article I cited
at the beginning: that “If Manichaeism was not overly given to con-
ceptualising either good or evil, it is clear that the tree image serves for
both. The fact that it is found so widely in Manichaean literature indi-
cates that it belongs to the earliest stratum of the system””>—probably,
I would now add, to Mani himself.

2. From this study a definite pattern has emerged, wherein the
Manichaean use of the ‘two trees’ image is meant to demonstrate the
fundamental difference between good and bad, and to trace that dif-
ference all the way back to the two eternal principles. But the ‘two
trees’ imagery not only serves to mediate Manichaean teaching on the
two eternal principles, the trees are even identified with them. On the
ethical plane, the objective is to argue that the good (i.e., God) is in
no way responsible for anything, including moral evil, that may be
deemed bad.

3. A corollary is that the image is meant to drive home the disparity
between the claims of the Old Testament (Law and Prophets) and New
Testament (Gospel and Apostle) to revealed status. The latter unveils
evil’s true origin in the world, while the former seeks to cover it up.

4. A second corollary is the moral lesson: the good and bad trees,
since they stem from the two principles, teach about the presence of
virtue and vice.

5. In areas where the Christian scriptures would have a strong fol-
lowing (such as Egypt, Syria, and North Africa), the image serves as

7# CSEL 25/2, p. 907.3-11.
7 CSEL 25/2, pp. 893-96.
75 “The Idea of the ‘Good’ in Manichaeism,” above, 63.
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a (perhaps the) major vehicle to mediate this. Thus, while there may
not be enough evidence to support Baker-Brian’s claim that in the
two trees image we have “one of the most important sayings of Jesus
for the Manichaean community,”’® there is enough to temper Arnold-
Dében’s remark” that in Western Manichaeism the image is mostly
found in the Manichaean Coptic library.

6. The Manichaean application of the image is not intended as an
exegetical justification of doctrine (the two principles) but rather as
mediating doctrine arrived at independently of the New Testament.

7. The anti-Manichaean response consists of (a) the argument that
the application of the image to cosmogony is inappropriate; (b) the
invalidation of the cosmogony behind it; and (c) a rebuttal that either
(i) focuses on the absurdity of trees as eternal or infinite; or (ii) insists
on the value of the New Testament image as symbolizing the two fun-
damental paths of the moral life, between which each person must
choose.

76 Baker-Brian, 184. He does not expand on this affirmation.
77 Both authors are cited near the beginning of this article.



CHAPTER SIX

HANDS AND IMPOSITION OF HANDS IN MANICHAEISM*

Little firsthand information is available regarding Manichaean rituals,
and still less on the place and meaning Manichaeism ascribed to spe-
cific ritual gestures. Studies on the history of one of these gestures, the
imposition of hands, pay virtually no attention to its employment by
Manichaeans,! while the two chief authorities on Manichaean ritual
have on the whole focused elsewhere.? This article aims to carry con-
sideration of the gesture in Manichaeism a little further. It is recog-
nized that, as for other religions (including Christianity),’ any research
of ritual practices and gestures in Manichaeism, whose thorough study

* In honour of Professor Dirk van Damme, of the University of Fribourg, with
whom I studied Syriac and Armenian, and who was also a reader of my disserta-
tion. .noar hmin (ools: ((lis ,wamin teari pim aa sl wlawa DN
~sima

' J. Behm, Die Handauflegung im Urchristentum nach Verwendung, Herkunft und
Bedeutung in religionsgeschichtlichem Zusammenhang untersucht, Leipzig: Deichert,
1911 (repr. Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1968), 144-45, makes a
single mention, but in regard to medieval ‘Manichaeans.’

? Henri-Charles Puech published a series of reports on courses given between
1952 and 1972, in Annuaire du Collége de France, vols. 58 (1958) to 71 (1971), repr.
together as “Liturgie et pratiques rituelles dans le manichéisme,” in Sur le manichéisme
et autres essais, Paris: Flammarion, 1979, 235-394. This contains (359-89) the most
thorough treatment to date of our subject, but concentrates on a single document (the
ninth Kephalaion). See also “Le manichéisme,” in Idem, ed., Histoire des Religions 2
(Encyclopédie de la Pléiade, 34), Paris: Gallimard, 1972, 592-628. The publications
of Julien Ries on liturgical themes and practices in Manichaeism include: “La Gnose
manichéenne dans les textes liturgiques manichéens coptes,” in U. Bianchi, ed., Le
origini dello gnosticismo. Colloquio di Messina, 13-18 aprile 1966 (SHR, 12), Leiden: E.
J. Brill, 1967, 614-24; “La féte de Béma dans I'Eglise de Mani,” REA 22 (1976): 218-33;
“La priére de Béma dans I'Eglise de Mani,” in H. Limet et J. Ries, eds., L’expérience
de la priére dans les grandes religions: Actes du Colloque de Louvain-la-Neuve et Liége
(22-23 novembre 1978) (HR, 5), Louvain-la-Neuve: Centre d'Histoire des Religions,
1980, 375-90; and “Sacré, sainteté et salut gnostique dans la liturgie manichéenne
copte,” in J. Ries et al., L’expression du sacré dans les grandes religions 3 (HR, 3), Lou-
vain-la-Neuve: Centre d’Histoire des Religions, 1986, 257-88.

* See P. and R. Lerou, “Objets de culte et pratiques populaires: Pour une méthode
d’enquéte,” in B. Plongeron, ed., La religion populaire dans I’Occident chrétien.
Approches historiques (Bibliotheque Beauchesne, 2), Paris: Beauchesne, 1976, 195-237,
esp. 219.
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has yet to be done,* is hampered by geographical and chronological
variations,® and by a dearth of clear data.

The early Christian view of external rites (including imposition
of hands) is, as Tertullian expressed it, that they take place over the
body because of its close attachment to the soul.® Such a view flies
in the face of Manichaeism’s profound suspicion of all matter.” And,
indeed, the North African Manichaean leader Faustus of Milevis inti-
mates that his religion repudiated all trappings of external cult.® Still,
as Puech observed, one should not take this claim at face value.” There
are, for one thing, the examples from Gnostic circles.”” The Acts of
Thomas—undoubtedly adapted to Manichaean use—present the apos-

4 On connections with Buddhism see H.-J. Klimkeit, “Manichiische und buddhis-
tische Beichtformeln aus Turfan: Beobachtungen zur Beziehung zwischen Gnosis und
Mahayana,” Zeitschrift fiir Religions- und Geistesgeschichte 29 (1977): 193-228. For
some parallels between Manichaean and Christian liturgies, see A. Bohlig, “Christ-
liche Wurzeln im Manichdismus,” in Mysterion und Wahrheit: Gesammelte Beitrige
zur spdtantiken Religionsgeschichte, Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1968 (repr. from Bulletin de la
Société d’Archéologie copte 15 [1960]: 41-61; repr. in G. Widengren, ed., Der Man-
ichdismus [WDF, 148], Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1977, 225-46),
217-18.

* For aspects of this problem see L. H. Grondijs, “Analyse du manichéisme numi-
dien au IVe siécle,” in AM 3, 391-410, esp. 391-5; Idem, “Numidian Manicheism
in Augustinus’ Time,” Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift 9 (1954): 21-42; Idem, “La
diversita delle sette manichee,” in Silloge Bizantina in onore di Silvio Giuseppe Mercati
(Studi Bizantini e Neoellenici, 9), Rome: Associazione Nazionale per gli Studi Bizan-
tini, 1957, 176-87; D. McBride, “Egyptian Manichaeism,” Journal for the Society for
the Study of Egyptian Antiquities 18 (1988): 80-98; and R. Lim, “Unity and Diversity
Among Western Manichaeans: A Reconsideration of Mani’s sancta ecclesia,” REA 35
(1989): 231-50.

¢ Tert., De resurrectione mortuorum 8:2-3 (CCL 2, p. 931.5-13).

7 Expressed in e.g., Middle Persian Turfan fragments M 9 (W. B. Henning, “Mittel-
iranische Manichaica aus Chinesisch-Turkestan. Von F. C. Andreas,” 2, in SPAW, Jhg.
1933: 297-300, repr. in W. B. Henning: Selected Papers, I [Al, 14], Leiden: E. J. Brill /
Teheran: Bibliothéque Pahlavi, 1977, [194-7]); and S 9 (Idem, “Ein manichiischer
kosmogonischer Hymnus” in Nachrichten von der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften
zu Gottingen, Philosophisch-historische Klasse, Jhg. 1932: 215-16, repr. in Selected
Papers, [50-1]; English in J. P. Asmussen, Manichaean Literature: Representative Texts
Chiefly from Middle Persian and Parthian Writings, 2nd ed. (UNESCO Collection of
Representative Works, Persian Heritage Series, 22), Delmar, NY: Scholars’ Facsimiles
& Reprints, 1977 [1975], 133-34); and Kephalaia 83 and 91, published in H. Ibscher,
H. J. Polotsky and A. Bohlig, Kephalaia. 1. Hilfte (Lieferung 1-10)(MHSMB, 1), Stutt-
gart: Kohlhammer, 1940, pp. 200-04 and 228-34.

8 In Augustine, Contra Faustum 20:3-4 (CSEL 25/1, pp. 537-8).

® Puech, “Le manichéisme,” 592.

1" According to D. Roché, Le catharisme 2, Narbonne: Cahiers d’études cathares,
1976, 10, the Gnostic Pistis Sophia mentions three uses of laying on of hands; but the
single expression “accomplished over the head” is too vague to support the theory: see
Pist. Soph. 97 (GCS 45, p. 173; GCS 45°, p. 153).
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tle as curing a woman, then laying hands upon her after she requests
‘the seal of baptism."' Clement of Alexandria claims that Valentinian
Gnostics linked the laying on of hands to the idea of deliverance."
And Hippolytus reports that the Marcosians celebrated an initiation
rite which included laying on hands."”

THE HANDS AND ‘THE RIGHT

A second reason for qualifying (if not disregarding) Faustus’ claim is
evidence that Manichaeism, “le plus parfait exemple qui se puisse trou-
ver d’une religion du type gnostique,”'* inculcated external symbols and
rituals, at least in fourth-century Egypt. Among these symbols was that
of the hand, important to virtually all ancient cultures."” Particularly,
the right hand bore positive connotations of power, justice, protection,
and so forth, while the left was associated with contemptible qualities
and behaviour.'® These ideas are reflected in Egyptian Manichaeism:

W Acta Thomae 49, in R. A. Lipsius and M. Bonnet, Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha,
11/2, Leipzig: H. Mendelssohn, 1903 (repr. Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesell-
schaft, 1959), p. 165.10-17). See also 54 (p. 170.15-18). On the use of these Acts in
Manichaeism see G. Bornkamm, Mythos und Legende in den apokryphen Thomas-
Akten: Beitrige zur Geschichte der Gnosis und zur Vorgeschichte des Manichdismus
(Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments, 49),
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1933, passim; W. Schneemelcher, New Testa-
ment Apocrypha, 2nd ed. (trans. of Neutestamentliche Apokryphen, 6th ed., Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1989), 2, Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1992, 337-38; and
P. Nagel, “Die apokryphen Apostelakten des 2. und 3. Jahrhunderts in der man-
ichdischen Literatur: Ein Beitrag zur Frage nach den christlichen Elementen im
Manichédismus,” in K. W. Troger, ed., Gnosis und Neues Testament: Studien aus Reli-
gionswissenschaft und Theologie, Berlin: Mohn, 1973, 171-73.

2 Clem. Al., Excerpta ex Theodoto 22:5 (GCS 3, p. 114.8-9), on which see J.-M.
Sevrin, “Les noces spirituelles dans I'Evangile selon Philippe” in Le Muséon 87 (1974):
151 n. 25.

" Hippolytus, Elenchus V1,41:4 (GCS 26, p. 173.3-5). See H. Sdderberg, La religion
des cathares: Etude sur le gnosticisme de la basse antiquité et du Moyen Age, Uppsala:
Almqvist & Wiksells, 1949, 226.

14 Puech, “Le manichéisme,” 523. See also Ries, “La Gnose manichéenne.”

15 See H. Focillon, “Eloge de la main” in Idem, Vie des Formes, cinquiéme édition,
suivie de I"’Eloge de la main”, Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1964, 103-28.

!¢ See the important essay of R. Hertz, “La prééminence de la main droite: étude sur
la polarité religieuse,” originally published in Revue philosophique 68 (1909): 553-80,
repr. in Idem, Sociologie religieuse et folklore, 2nd ed., Paris: Presses universitaires de
France, 1970, 84-109; English in Idem, Death and The Right Hand, Aberdeen and
Glencoe, Ill: Cohen & West, 1960, 89-113.
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“He appointed him [Mani] to three powers, to tribulation, to a right
hand (oynem), to bliss”"’

To Manichaeans, though, ‘hand’ and ‘hands’ on their own could
also symbolize wrongdoing, i.e., doing violence to the Light trapped
in matter. Thus the Primal Human (primus homo, npartog évBponog),
from whose hand none of the Sons of Darkness can escape,'® is “freed
from the hands of enemies.”” It follows the signaculum manuum,
though sometimes referred to in connection with ‘rest’ or ‘peace,’
carries the same note of avoiding harm to the imprisoned Light. An
Iranian text, for instance, accuses Hearers:

Like a highwayman [who] killed [those] sons, so also are all of you, who
lay hands on the earth with... and torture (it) in every way. And with
your whole [body] you move over the earth and wound... And this
Living [Self] from whom you were born, you violate and injure. And
over your hand it always weeps and complains.

Manichaeans also occasionally ascribed a positive symbolism to
‘hand(s). A Chinese document (probably in reference to the Primal
Human) speaks of “the compassionate hand which delivers from the
pit of fire”*' In Turfan fragment M 99 an Eon maintains the bottom-
most heaven “over his head with his hand”* In another Turfan docu-

7 Bema-psalm 228, in C. R. C. Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, Part II
(MMCBG, 2), Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1938, p. 23.4-5.

18 Keph. 17 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hlfte, p. 55.30-1).

¥ Keph. 26 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hdlfte, p. 77.10). On the identity of the
Primal Human see W. B. Henning, “Geburt und Entsendung des manichéischen
Urmenschen” in Nachrichten (see p. 90, n. 7), Jhrg. 1933: 306-18, repr. in Selected
Papers, [261-73]; H. H. Schaeder, “Urform und Fortbildungen des manichdischen
Systems,” in Vortrige der Bibliothek Warburg, Vortrige 1924-5, Leipzig: Teubner,
1927, 110-12, repr. in C. Colpe, ed., Studien zur orientalischen Religionsgeschichte,
Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1968, 60-2; and I. Scheftelowitz, “Der
gottliche Urmensch in der manichéischen Religion,” in Archiv fiir Religionswissen-
schaft 28 (1930): 212-40, who remarks (227) that Augustine “kennt nur die man-
ichdische Lehre, daf Christus der Sohn des géttlichen Urmenschen ist.”

% Turfan Parthian fragment M 580, in W. Sundermann, Mittelpersische und
parthische kosmogonische und Parabeltexte der Manichder (BT, 4), Berlin: Akademie-
Verlag, 1973, lines 2024-030; English in Asmussen, Manichaean Literature, 34. Puech,
“Liturgie,” 309-13, gives numerous examples. See also 314-19, 340-2, and 349-53,
esp. regarding the meaning of ‘seal’ in Manichaeism.

2 E. Waldschmidt and W. Lentz, “Die Stellung Jesu im Manichdismus,” APAW,
]hg. 1926, Abh. 4: 125.

2 F. W. K. Miiller, “Handschriften-Reste in Estrangelo Schrift aus Turfan, Chine-
sisch-Turkestan,” 2, APAW, Jhg. 1904, Abh. 3: 42.
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ment the Manichaean prays to be held in God’s hand.”® The ‘Great Holy
One, described in a Chinese document as “the great physician-healer
for all who possess a soul,’* is called upon in another Chinese source
to “extend the hand of compassion and hold your hand over the radi-
ant head of my Buddha-nature,”* to lay a hand “upon my thrice-pure
Law-body, banish and destroy all fetters of past times,” and “swiftly
extend your hand of compassion and light”*

The ‘Great Holy One’ is probably Mani himself. Often referred to as
a healer, in a Coptic psalm Mani descends upon the ceremonial chair
(béma), there being given “into his hands the medicine of life that
he might heal the wounded.” His powers (of healing?) have come
“through the hand” of a heavenly power:

[From] the waters [the face] of a man appeared to me, showing with his
hand the Rest... In this way, from my fourth year until I attained my
bodily maturity, by the hands of the most pure angels and the powers of
holiness I was protected.?®

Whenever the right hand is specified, the tone is positive, as in a Coptic
homily: “Salvation to the Elect and the Catechumens, that they have
joined to the right (oynem) and... to the good”

Jesus is occasionally referred to as ‘hand™ or ‘right hand.”" In
Bema-psalm 219 the Living Spirit is “our first Right Hand” (Thw@apit

» M 67, in W. B. Henning, “Mitteliranische Manichaica aus Chinesisch-Turkestan.
Von F. C. Andreas” 3 in SPAW, Jhg. 1934: 888; repr. in Idem, Selected Papers, [315].

2 H. Schmidt-Glintzer, Chinesische Manichaica (SOR, 14), Wiesbaden: Harrassow-
itz, 1987, 101; also E. Chavannes and P. Pelliot, “Un traité manichéen retrouvé en
Chine,” Journal Asiatique, X série, t. XVIII (1911): 586.

25 Schmidt-Glintzer, Chinesische Manichaica, 14; Waldschmidt and Lentz, “Die
Stellung”™: 104.

% Schmidt-Glintzer, Chinesische Manichaica, 17; Waldschmidt and Lentz, “Die
Stellung”: 107-08.

7 Bema-psalm 228 (Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, pp. 22.28-23.7). See the
following chapter.

3 CMC 12.1-15, in L. Koenen and C. Rémer, eds., Der Kélner Mani-Kodex. Uber
das Werden seines Leibes. Kritische Edition (ARWAW, Sonderreihe Papyrologica Col-
oniensia, 14), Opladen: Westdeutsche Verlag, 1988, 8. In this respect, it is significant
that “by the hands” of angels are also purified the faithful Elect: Keph. 90 (Ibscher
et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 225.29).

¥ In H. J. Polotsky, Manichdische Homilien, (MHSCB, 1) Stuttgart: Kohlhammer,
1934, p. 13.8-9.

¥ Waldschmidt and Lentz, “Die Stellung”: 39-40.

' Turfan fragment M 36 (Henning, “Mitteliranische” 2: 326 [223]): “the right hand
of health.” See also the link of the “right hand” to healing in an address to Jesus in the
Coptic YoApol ZapokwTonv (Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 153.2-4).
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noynen).*> And the Acts of Archelaus depicts a “right hand of light”
(8e&on 100 pwroc—dextera lucis) as a luminous power sustaining all
souls which in matter struggle against evil.*® The same ‘light-hand’ idea
appears in a Chinese Manichaean hymn of praise to Jesus.* Though all
these references appear to be purely figurative, other sources indicate
that physical hands are excluded neither symbolically nor ritually.
The clasp of right hands may have been a conventional salutation
in contemporary cultures and religions;”” but to Manichaeans it was
undoubtedly more. Besides the associations already noted, there is
a rich liturgical significance, an act recognizing those filled (hence,
saved) by the Living Spirit (the ‘first right hand’). The ninth chapter of
the Coptic Kephalaia stipulates that “when he (the candidate) receives the
right hand, the Light-Nous draws him to itself and places him in the
Church. Through the right hand he receives the Kiss [of Love] and
becomes a Son of the [Church].”** We will return to this idea shortly.

IMPOSITION OF THE HAND

In Turfan Parthian fragment M 47, Mani heals the brother of King
Shapur by laying his hand on the unconscious man’s head. Recovered,
the man grips the healer’s right hand—presumably the one whereby
he was cured.” Certainly Mani’s hands held special meaning for his

2 Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 2.5.

3 AA 5 (GCS 16, p. 5.27). See also Augustine, Cont. epist. quam uocant fundamenti
11 (CSEL 25/1, p. 207.18); Contra Felicem 1.16 (CSEL 25/2, p. 819.12).

* Waldschmidt and Lentz, “Die Stellung,” 108.

* H. Jonas, The Gnostic Religion: The Message of the Alien God and the Beginnings
of Christianity, 2nd ed., Boston: Beacon Press, 1972 (1958), 223 n. 25, remarks that
“clasping hands had been in use in antiquity as a symbolic act on certain legal occa-
sions (conclusion of contracts), but not as a salutation” (author’s emphasis). Thus in
Galatians 2:9 an agreement between apostles is sealed by giving “the right hand of
fellowship.” On the joining of right hands in Mithraism and Mandaeism see C. Giuf-
fre Scibona, “Gnosi e salvezza manichee nella polemica di Agostino. Contributo alla
definizione della specificita dei concetti di gnosi e salvezza e del loro funzionamento
nel sistema manicheo” in J. Ries, Y. Janssens and J.-M. Sevrin, eds., Gnosticisme et
monde hellénistique. Actes du Colloque de Louvain-la-Neuve (11-14 mars 1980) (Pub-
lications de I'Institut Orientaliste de Louvain, 27), Louvain-la-Neuve: Institut Orien-
taliste, Université Catholique de Louvain, 1982, 187.

* Keph. 9 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 40.31-34).

7 Miiller, “Handschriften-Reste” 2: 84; M. Boyce, A Reader in Manichaean Middle
Persian and Parthian (Al, 9), Leiden: E. J. Brill/Teheran: Bibliotheque Pahlavi:, 1975,
37-8; Asmussen, Manichaean Literature, 20; and W. Sundermann, Mitteliranische



HANDS AND IMPOSITION OF HANDS IN MANICHAEISM 95

followers: according to a Turfan Parthian fragment, after Mani’s death
his hands were kept as relics, along with his Gospel, his picture-book
(Ardhang), and his robe.*®

Perhaps it is to his power to heal that Mani alludes in the Cologne
Mani-Codex: “The truth and the secrets which I speak about—and
the xelpoBecio which is in my possession—not from men nor car-
nal creatures nor book-learning have I received it.”* Specific allusions
like this to imposing hands, already implied in a Chinese text quoted
earlier,” are frequent enough to be more than merely figurative, or,
for that matter, more than a peculiarity of Manichaeans of Central
Asia. Augustine of Hippo, the former Manichaean, informs us that
“ipsi auditores ante electos genua figunt, ut eis manus supplicibus
inponatur non a solis presbyteris uel episcopis aut diaconis eorum sed
a quibuslibet electis.” It is hard to know the precise context to which
Augustine alludes, or to draw from it any details; but it seems clear
that a single hand is imposed (inponatur) and, from foregoing pas-
sages and what follows, it may be inferred that it is always the right
hand which is imposed.

Augustine also informs us that Manichaeism’s central feast, the
Béma, “pro pascha frequentabatur,”* and Ries has demonstrated par-
allels between the Béma-feast and the Christian Easter celebration.*’
A major feature of the latter, of course, was the baptism/confirmation
of converts, to the accompaniment of avowals of sin and gestures of
forgiveness. Ries suggests that “le sacré du Béma est un sacré fonction-
nel du fait de sa mission, d’une part dans le pardon des péchés, d’autre
part dans I'initiation gnostique.”* Pardon of sins is much in evidence
in Manichaeism and, if we can believe the Coptic sources, goes back

manichdische Texte Kirchengeschichtlichen Inhalts (BT, 11), Berlin: Akademie-Verlag,
1981, 103.

¥ M 5569 (= T II D 79), in Henning, “Mitteliranische” 3: 862 [289]; Boyce, A
Reader, 48; and Asmussen, Manichaean Literature, 56.

¥ CMC 64.8-15 (Koenen and Rémer, Der Kilner, 44). See also 20.3-6 and 70.3
(ibid., 12 and 48).

0 See above, p. 93.

4 Aug,, Epist. 236 2 (CSEL 57, p. 524.14-17).

2 Aug., Contra epistulam quam uocant Fundamenti 8 (CSEL 25/1, p. 203.2).

4 Ries, “La féte,” 218, 220-21, and 227. On the Béma-feast see also “Sacré,” 282-85;
“La priére”; Puech, “Liturgie,” 389-94 (essentially repeated in “Le manichéisme,” 625—
28); and C. R. C. Allberry, “Das manichéische Bema-Fest” in ZNW 37 (1938): 2-10.

# Ries, “Sacré,” 284.
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to Mani himself.*” It may also have figured largely in the celebration of
the Béma,* though it cannot be said with any certainty that it involved
the imposition of a hand.

A clearer use and context emerge from the ninth Coptic Kephalaion
(“la piece essentielle du dossier”),” which lists five ‘mysteries’ or
‘signs,” among them ‘the right’ (oynemn) and the ‘laying on of hand(s)’
(xelporoma).® These five ‘signs’ appear to form a single series of
acts in the ceremony of initiation. In the first step, the candidate is
greeted with a sign of peace, then clasps with his/her right hand that
of each Elect present. Of these the one presiding is greeted last, and
this individual then leads the candidate to the centre of the ceremonial
space, called the ekklésia and representing the universal Manichaean
Church. There the candidate exchanges with the attending Elect a ‘kiss
of love’ and a gesture of veneration. Finally comes “le rite essentiel de
I'initiation,” the xepoTona, whereby a grace or power is transmit-
ted from ‘ordainer’ to ‘ordained,” and the latter is confirmed in his/her
status as an Elect.”

This rite is essentially the same for promoting Manichaean Elect
to hierarchical rank. Augustine says that Manichaean episcopi are
‘ordained’ (ordinantur) by magistri, and the presbyteri are ‘ordained’
ab episcopis.® In the tradition inherited by the bishop of Hippo, ordin-
are would imply laying on hands,** and so the attribution of this term
to a Manichaean ritual appears deliberate. In fact, it is Manichaean
terminology. The ninth chapter of the Kephalaia also informs that ‘the

* See Ries, “La féte,” 229-30. J. P. Asmussen, X“astvanift: Studies in Manichaeism
(Acta Theologica Danica, 7), Copenhagen: Prostant, 1965, 124, affirms that “the Man-
ichaean [confessional] texts must be considered and studied as an exclusively Central
Asian phenomenon, created in Central Asia and enforced by religio-historical condi-
tions there.” This does not, of course, exclude confession elsewhere, even if no precise
formulae were prescribed.

 Ries, “La féte,” 222-26 and 229; and “La priere,” 381-85. See Puech, “Liturgie,”
301-03.

¥ Puech, “Liturgie,” 359.

8 Keph. 9 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, pp. 37.29-30 and 38.1).

¥ Soderbergh, La religion, 226.

%0 Puech (“Liturgie,” 387) disagrees with D. Roché (Etudes manichéennes et
cathares, Paris-Toulouse: Librairie Vega—Institut d’Etudes Occitanes, 1952, 166) that
the imposition of hand(s) was also employed to admit neophytes to the rank of hear-
ers/catechumens.

1 Aug., De haeresibus 46:16 (CCL 46, p. 318.172-174).

52 See P. van Beneden, Aux origines d’'une terminologie sacramentelle: Ordo, Ordi-
nare, Ordinatio dans la littérature chrétienne avant 313 (Spicilegium Sacrum Lovani-
ense, 38), Leuven: Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense, 1974.
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great xelpoTona’ is the rite for admitting Elect to the rank of ‘master,’
‘deacon/bishop,” or ‘presbyter.”

The ninth Kephalaion itself explains that the choice of the term
xewpotovia is deliberate. It draws a parallel between the five ‘signs’
of this rite and the five steps whereby the Primal Human is rescued
from the prison of Darkness by the Living Spirit and received into the
Kingdom of Light. Thus “the first ‘right hand’ is that which the Mother
of Life gave to the Primal Human when he was about to go forth into
battle,”* and “the second ‘right hand’ is that which the Living Spirit
gave to the Primal Human when he led him up out of the battle. In
the image of the mystery of that right hand originated the right hand
that is in use among men in giving it to one another.”

Puech opines that the ninth Kephalaion could have better chosen
xewpobecia, since the purpose of the gesture expressed by the term
xewpotovio is to ‘confirm’ the candidate in his/her dignity as an Elect or
someone in the higher ranks of the hierarchy.* This is to overlook that
xelpoBecio was probably unknown to Coptic-speaking Manichaeans,
since it appears nowhere in Coptic literature. Still, both terms have
the sense of ‘election,” and we have seen that xetpoBeoia does appear
in Greek Manichaean usage: in the Cologne Mani-Codex it indicates
the act whereby Mani receives from God the revelation of his calling
and is set aside for his mission.”

Like the clasp of right hands, the imposition of hands arises from
the Manichaean cosmogonical myth. “The first xelpoToma is that
which the Mother (of Life) laid upon the head of the Primal Human.
She armed him, made him strong, laid her hand(s) (xeipoTom) on

53 Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 42.2-6. On these hierarchical terms see J. K.
Coyle, Augustine’s “De moribus ecclesiae catholicae™ A Study of the Work, its Composi-
tion and its Sources (Paradosis, 25), Fribourg, Switzerland: The University Press, 1978,
350-51; and Puech, “Liturgie,” 383-85.

** Keph. 9 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 38.20-21).

> Keph. 9 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 39.20-23). Essentially the same
idea is found in Acta Archelai (7.4-5, GCS 16, pp. 10.24-11.15): “T'unc ibi uehementer
adflictus est deorsum pater et misisset alteram uirtutem, quae processerat ex se, quae
dicitur spiritus uiuens, et descendens porrexisset ei dexteram et eduxisset eum de
tenebris, olim primus homo periclitaretur. Ex eo ergo deorsum animam reliquit, et
propterea Manichaei cum sibi inuicem occurrunt, dant sibi dexteras huius signi gra-
tia, tamquam ex tenebris liberati.” Greek in Epiphanius, Panarion 66.25 (GCS 37, pp.
55.5-56.7).

% Puech, “Liturgie,” 382-83.

7 Above, p. 95.
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him and sent him into battle.”® From his imprisonment in Darkness
the Living Spirit leads the Primal Human (by the right hand) to Light:
and “the second xelpoTona is that whereby, once the Living Spirit
had led the Primal Human on high from the war and had saved him
from every wave, he had him come to rest among the great Light-
Eons which belong to the house of his own (i.e., his family), and
placed him before the Father, Lord of All.”** Then the Primal Human
receives the xelpoTona which becomes the model for its use among
Manichaeans:

He received the great xeipoTonua, thereby becoming the chief of his
brothers in the New Eon. Appropriately this xeipoTonua is [re]produced
[in] the xeipoTonia which endures among men, that they may lay their
hand (xeipoTom) upon one another, and the greater thereby give power
to the lesser.®

The primary context for the imposition of the hand, as the essential
act whereby Hearers become Elect, or Elect advance in the hierar-
chy, is therefore eschatological: the gesture is a pledge that the Primal
Human’s destiny awaits the faithful Elect. Hence the self-appelation,
“Sons of the Right,”** which has a dual significance: Elect are carriers
of ‘the Right’ of which the Church is the earthly embodiment; and they
look forward to the Last Judgement when they will be welcomed by
the right-hand clasp (as was the Primal Human) and will join all the
righteous “at Christ’s right hand”®> Hence, with the imposition of the
hand the candidate becomes, as the Spirit’s dwelling-place, “part of a
great mystery, deserving of “honour” and “veneration”® Those who
refuse to recognize the sign of the laying on of hands (by refusing to

8 Keph. 9 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 39.3-5).
® Keph. 9 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 40.5-10).

% Keph. 9 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 40.15-19).

¢ As in Turfan fragments M 4 (Miiller, “Handschriften-Reste” 2: 58); and M 36
(Henning, “Mitteliranische” 2: 326 [223]).

6 See the allusions to the separation of the just on the right and sinners on the left
(Matthew 25:31-46) in a Psalm of the Wanderers and a Psalm of Heracleides (Allberry,
A Manichaean Psalm-Book, pp. 154.12 and 202.20); possibly also in the Manichaean
homily published by Polotsky, Manichdische Homilien, p. 38.2-3,12,17,24; and in the
ninth chapter of the Kephalaia (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 16.16-17). See
also M. Boyce, The Manichaean Hymn-Cycles in Parthian (London Oriental Series, 3),
London: Oxford University Press, 1954, 15-22.

¢ Keph. 9 (Ibscher et al., Kephalaia, 1. Hilfte, p. 41.5).
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recognize its effects in those who have received it) sin against God and
Mani.**

CONCLUSION

When Augustine speaks of the laying on of hands, he is obviously
referring to the gesture first and foremost as he knows it in the Catho-
lic tradition he represents; but it is more than plausible that he never
loses sight of its use in his former religion, which thus becomes the
foil (even if an invisible one) for all he wishes to say on the subject to
readers and listeners considered more orthodox.

Among Coptic Manichaeans, xepotovia belongs to the liturgi-
cal vocabulary, where it expresses the imposition of a single (right)
hand. In Greek usage, not xeipotovia, but xeipobeoia is the favoured
term, but its use may be non-liturgical. There are at least two contexts
wherein the gesture is a sine qua non in (Egyptian) Manichaeism: the
admission of Hearers to membership in the Elect, and of Elect to the
hierarchy. Other liturgical elements, such as anointing, if included,®
can only have been ancillary to the essential rite of imposing the right
hand.

Was an initiation rite celebrated on the great Béma-feast, in the way
Christian baptism was ordinarily celebrated at Easter? The rite—or at
least the cosmogony behind it—seems hinted at in a psalm sung at the
Béma-feast among Coptic Manichaeans:

From the beginning

the First Man is this way and

Jesus the Dawn and the Paraclete-Spirit, they have summoned you, o
Soul

that by it you may make your journey on high.

Receive the Holy Seal (c@payic) from the Mind of the Church

and fulfil the commandments. The judge himself that is in

the air will give you three gifts—the baptism (Barntiopo)

of the Gods will you receive in the Perfect Man; the

Luminaries will make you perfect and take you to your kingdom.*

¢ See Puech, “Liturgie,” 356-7, 379, and 385-7; also noted by Roché, Etudes, 166—
67 and 179, n. 43.

% See Puech, “Liturgie,” 238, 325-7, 332-5, 348-9, and 599-600.

% Psalm 227 (Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, p. 22.7-15). The “three gifts”
may be those described as given to Mani in psalm 228 (see above, p. 92).






CHAPTER SEVEN

HEALING AND THE ‘PHYSICIAN’ IN MANICHAEISM

[Make an inspection of] yourselves as to what your purity [really is.
For it is impossible] to purify your bodies entirely—for each day the
body is disturbed and comes to rest through the secretions of sediments
from it—so that the action comes about without a commandment of
the Saviour. The purity, then, which was spoken about, is that which
comes through knowledge, separation of Light from Darkness and of
death from life, and of living waters from turbid [...]. This is in truth
the genuine purity.

The profusion of medical terminology in Manichaean texts, as in this
address by Mani to the Elchasaites in the Cologne Mani Codex (CMC),!
poses what Jason BeDuhn calls a “discursive dilemma”—the kind that
results when medical terminology appears in a context that does not
immediately appear appropriate: “If this is a medical text, why the appeal
to a Savior? If this is a religious text, why is it so immersed in medical
language and concerns?”?

THE NOTION OF HEALING IN MANICHAEISM

BeDuhn is the only one so far to have engaged the medical language
in Manichaeism as a discursive problem; but where his focus is on the
terminology itself, mine is more thematic, as I first examine the signifi-
cance of the related motifs of sickness and healing in Mani’s religion,
and then its use of the title of ‘physician. This section will conclude
by dealing with the well-known Manichaean pessimism regarding the
physical body, and with BeDuhn’s claim that “the engagement with

! CMC 83.20-85.3, cited by J. BeDuhn, “A Regimen for Salvation: Medical Models
in Manichaean Asceticism,” Semeia 58 (1992): 111. Critical edition in L. Koenen and
C. Romer, Der Kolner Mani-Kodex: iiber das Werden seines Leibes. Kritische Edition
(ARWAW, Sonderreihe Papyrologica Coloniensi