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Chapter 4: Classifying Manichaeism

Mani is not of Christian origin, for God’s sake!
Nor was he like Simon cast out of the Church.
(Cyril of Jerusalem)?*

4.1 Introduction

The previous chapter outlined that although the CTh classified Manichaeans among Christian
heretics, it treated them as a distinctive religious category, differentiating them from intra-
Christian heresies. The question of this chapter is how the rest of the sources, both Christian
and pagan, classify the Manichaeans in their heresiological accounts (treatises, catalogues,
lists, etc.).

Recently, an increasing number of researchers, such as Berzon, have adopted
Cameron’s critique on modern scholars who consider “heresiology as sterile or boring, as mere
scholastic exercises”.? In his Classifying Christians: Ethnography, Discovery, and the Limits of
Knowledge in Late Antiquity, Berzon interprets “heresiology as a Christianized mode of
ethnography”.® “The heresiologists,” he argues, “devised and ordered a Christian
epistemological system that thrust two competing realities into contention: knowledge of the
heretical world and the rejection of that knowledge”.* Through the taxonomy of a great
variety of different groups, beliefs, practices and concepts, the heresiologists provide
“information through an organized system or principles, by which readers locate and retrieve
data readily (the reference function) or grasp meaning through the fact of arrangement (a
specific impression)”.> The heresiologists’ goal with their “quasi-scientific” classification and
cataloguing of heresies is to make sense of their world and of the world’s history. In order to
answer the question ‘how and why were Manichaeans classified in the way they are classified’,
we must first ask what kind of options were available to the authors in order to make sense
of the Manichaeans? In other words, we have to take into account the categories that existed
on their mental map by which they could classify and make sense of Manichaeans. These, it
can be argued, were Hellenism (paganism), Judaism and Christianity (all in the broad sense,
including Gnosticism).

The aim of this chapter is to examine not only the Catholic perspective on the
classification of Manichaeans, but also the corresponding perspective of all other Christian
denominations as well as that of the pagans. In other words, how did the followers of other

1 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. 6.20-1. For the original text in Greek see section 4.2.1.

2 Cameron 2003, 484; Cf. Berzon 2016, 14-16; Flower 2013, 172-74.

3 Berzon 2016, 42, 27-57.

4 Berzon 2016, 18.

5 Berzon 2016, 224. Cf. Foucault (2005/1966) esp. his discussion on “Mathesis and ‘Taxinomia’” (79-85). As
Berzon (2013, 37 & 145-46) states: “The heresiologists’ codification of differences of praxis and theology, from
cosmology to Christology to dietary practices and clothing preferences, became metrics of heresy as a name and
thus a charge—and the tools by which Christians could try to excise and limit the profusion of diversity [...] The
ethnography of heresy at once narrows the order of the world to its Christian aegis and yet defines the world by
its Christian (theological) governance. [...] The ethnographic impulse of heresiology emerges out of a desire to
impose a fixed order on its world. Christianity can, above all else, explain the conditions, both past and present,
of the world”.
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religious groups regard Manichaeans? To pagans, were Manichaeans just one Christian heresy
alongside others? For the adherents of the several Christian parties was Manichaeism a rival
Christian version? Or was it regarded as not Christian at all, what we today would call a
different religion?

Methodological ruminations

The investigation of the above query touches upon some hermeneutical and methodological
questions which are quite problematic. For this reason, a further illumination of some vital
concepts and terms, already discussed in the introduction, is necessary at this point.

First of all, it has to be clarified that, although the query itself is interconnected with the
debated issue of the origin of Manichaeism (the same question in the etic discourse), our
analysis here concerns only the emic level of the discourse. In this context, it is worth
mentioning Gardner’s theory of stratigraphy, which is based on the textual Manichaean
tradition. By comparing texts attributed to Mani himself (Epistles) with the (later) texts
ascribed to the community of the faithful (Kephalaia), Gardner argues that Mani’s
‘Manichaeism’ was radically different from the ‘Manichaeism’ of his followers. While Mani’s
point of departure was a Christian tradition, later (for Gardner possibly quite fast, even during
Mani’s lifetime),

The development of [...] [the] scholastic tradition in the [Manichaean] community altered
[fundamentally] [Mani’s] presentation.

It was his followers, and a peculiar trajectory of development, (which would in many ways
have astonished its originator), that led to the carving out of a discrete identity called
‘Manichaeism’ (similarly) ‘Christianity’, and so on.®

Regardless of whether we agree with Gardner’s view concerning Mani’s religious point of
departure, for the question of the current chapter, this separation of Manichaeism at an
earlier and a later stage of development is important. The issue here is not Mani’s religious
identity, but that of the (much) later Manichaeans.

The second issue pertains to the ‘insider-outsider’ problem.” The sources of
information for the religious profile of East-Roman Manichaeans are ab extra and, indeed,
distinctly polemical. For an explanation of the religious profile of the Manichaeans (which is
the ultimate goal of this chapter), the ab intra self-understanding of the Manichaeans is of
vital importance. Unfortunately, real evidence, such as Augustine provides for the West (his
anti-Manichaean works preserve theses and attitudes of his Manichaean opponents) do not
exist in the relevant repertoire of East-Roman authors.® Besides, as pointed out in the
introduction, even the Manichaean testimonies themselves are contradictory regarding the
use of autonyms by the Manichaeans.® Whereas for the Latin Manichaeans the use of the

6 Gardner 2010, 147.

7 According to Jensen (2011, 46, 30) “the insider-outsider distinction is really a ‘pseudo problem’ in epistemic
and interpretive terms [which ...] obscures more than it discloses.”

8 Similar Manichaean texts might have been preserved in AA but they do not provide evidence for this particular
question.

9 Cf. Introduction, 5.3 (Defining Terms: Manichaeism in relation to Christianity). Manichaeans distinguishing
themselves from Christians: IKeph. 105. According to Brand (2019, 185) this text is an exception of the
Manichaeans of Egypt; 1keph. 151: 370.16—375.15 (On the ten advantages of the Manichaean religion), Cf.
Gardner and Lieu (2004, 265-68 [no 91]). Manichaean self-identification as Christians: 2PsB 7.11-9.1 (A bema
psalm no 222 in the Medinet Madi Psalm-Book codex, cf. Allberry 1938), Cf. Gardner and Lieu (2004, 238 [no
78]): “It is worth reiterating that the Manichaeans regarded themselves as the true church of the saints”.
Augustine, Faust. 5.1: The famous pronouncement of Faustus claims for the Manichaean Elect the status of true
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CLASSIFYING MANICHAEISM

autonym ‘Christian’ is central, “we have no clear evidence for any use of the name ‘Christian’
as an autonym” by the Egyptian Manichaeans.'C It is also worth noting that the Egyptian texts
(Coptic) were written for internal use, while the Latin was “with a view to outsiders”
(Christians).!* Nevertheless, in order to reconstruct the religious profile of Byzantine
Manichaeans, | consider equally important the opinion of the non-Manichaeans of the time,
for whom Manichaeans were a lived and daily reality. Despite the fact that they were their
religious opponents, these individuals were their interlocutors in the religious discourse of the
era. Furthermore, it is important that these opinions come from followers of different religious
groups who were rivals to each other. The fact that there was a variety of Christian parties
within Christianity serves as a valuable tool which helps us to construct a more comprehensive
picture. This is because it enables us to compare how different Christian ‘sects’ saw the
Manichaeans, as those different sects did not perceive the Christian doctrine and faith in the
same way. Of particular importance is the view of the pagans (clearly outsiders) on the issue,
as it sheds light on Manichaeism from a third more neutral angle. While this does help to
complement the general picture, unfortunately the relevant evidence is scant.

The last thorny issue is the clarification of the content of the terms heresy and religion
(briefly discussed in the introduction). The ancient Greek word aipeaic (heresy) means ‘choice’
and thus also in antiquity it was used to mean ‘school of thought’ or a ‘philosophical tendency’.
Gradually, the term acquired a pejorative connotation (i.e. the wrong choice); since the mid-
second century it could (additionally) indicate the ‘deviant doctrine and the team that
supported it’.*2 However, during the period under examination, the term still had a broader
connotation. Thus, apart from meaning ‘choice’, the relevant literature used the word aipeaic
as a technical term to denote different religious choices, especially the rival ones (i.e. those of
the opponents). The concept and criminalization of heresy as an intra-Christian religious
choice which deviates from the ‘correct’ Christian dogma first appeared and was gradually
established after the Cunctos Populos (CP) of 380.13 Thus, especially before the CP, the term
‘heretic’ was attributed by Church Fathers to every opposing religious group, not only within
Christianity but also to pagans and Jews. Athanasius of Alexandria, for example, in his Historia

Christians. For more on the self-designation of Manichaeans, see: Lieu 1998b, 205-227; Pedersen 2013a and
2013b; Gardner 2010; Brand 2019; Lim 2008; Baker-Brian 2011, 15-24. According to Brand (2019, 185), the
textual evidence from Kellis “stands against the otherwise stimulating argument by Richard Lim that “the people
whom we have grown accustomed to calling Manichaeans mainly represented themselves as Christians”. See
also Brand 2017, 105-119.

10 pedersen 2013b, 192. Cf. Brand 2019, 185.

1 pedersen 2013a, 1. Researchers also remark that the use of the name and adjective ‘Manichaean’ in both Latin
and Coptic texts is very rare. In particular, Egyptian Manichaeans used to express their religious self-
understanding through many different autonyms (e.g. ‘the Holy Church’, ‘Sons of the Living Race’, etc). As Brand
(2019, 186) concludes, these “Self-designators used by Kellites cannot indisputably support the hypothesis of a
Manichaean self-identification as Christians”.

12 For the meaning of the term in antiquity and the evolution of its content, see: Chadwick 1998, 561; Kazhdan
1991, 918; Mango 1980, 94-104; Lampe Patristic lexicon, 51; Young 1982, 199. Cf. LSJ, s.v. Aipeatc as inclination,
choice: Polybius, Historige 2.61.9 (81 tAv mpdg Toug Axaloug aipeow); Plutarchus, Quaestiones convivales
2.708b. Aipeatc as system of philosophic principles, or those who profess such principles, sect, school: Polybius,
Historiae 5.93.8 (v 6¢ 6V émpavdv avspdv £k Tod MepumdTou Kol TavTng Tic aipéoewc); Polystratus, Mepi
aAdyou katappovioews (P. Herc. 336/1150) (p.20 W.) (kai A t@v &mabeig kal KuvikoUg auTtoug
npooayopevoavt[w]v aipeoig); Dionysius of Halicarnassus, De compositione verborum 2 (kat paAiota ot Tfig
STWIKAG aipéoewg nyepoveg); Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum 7.191 (Alpeoig npog MNopyunidny, title of
work by Chrysippus). Aipeotg as faction, party: Appianus, Bellum civile 5.1.2 (£ ZikeAiav kai TAv ioxUuv Mounniw
F€€otw ouvijPav, ol 8¢ katépewvav rapd AnvoBapBw kai tv’ aipeowv €d’ aut@®v kabiotavro).

13 CTh 16.1.2 (February 28, 380).
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Arianorum, tells us that the Arians surpass (in deviance) all the other heresies, and as examples
of these he lists pagans, Jews, Manichaeans, and Valentinians.** The leading ancient authority
in the field of heresiology, Epiphanius, presented his genealogy of heresy by enumerating
Hellenism and Judaism among the first heresies.’> On the other hand, pagans themselves
considered the Christians as heretics. The Emperor Julian, for example, asserted that heresies
were the doctrines of the ‘Galilean’ and not those of the Greeks or the Jews.® Apart from the
term heresy, however, the term dpnokeia (religion) was also used by the authors.!” Didymus
the Blind, for example, exhorts believers to stay away from the Manichaean Ypnokeia and
walk away from places that Manichaeans frequented.'® The church historian Socrates, in his
Historia Ecclesiastica, uses alternatively both terms (8pnokeia and aipeotg) to refer to
Manichaeism.® Further, another term which was used by the writers as an alternative
expression for the terms 9pnokeia and aipeoig, was the multivalent word 6oyua/dogma
(belief, doctrine, tenet etc.). As we read in the SC, Aristocritus in his Theosophy “tries to
demonstrate that Judaism, Paganism, Christianity, and Manichaeism are one and the same
doctrine 86yua/dogma” .2’ Mani proclaims in his epistle to Edessa, (quoted in the CMC), that
he will offer “the truth and the secrets” that his Father disclosed to him to those “who were
prepared to be chosen by him from the dogmas (religions)”.?

Recapitulating, it could be argued that the use of the term ‘heresy’ in the relevant
literature is inclusive (and broader in content) of both the modern meanings attributed to the
terms heresy and religion. For this reason, it should always be interpreted contextually.
Further, as noted, all three terms, aipeoic, Spnokeia and &oyua are interchangeably
attributed to what we would today define as religion.

14 Athanasius, H. Ar. 66.4: UtepBdMouct [Apelavol] tag dAAag aipéoelc. [...] kai "EAAnveg pév, [...] louSaiol 6&
[...] Mavixaiot yap kai Ovolevtivol [...] ol 6& Apeslavol TV Mév GAAWV aipéoewv elol TOAUNPOTEPOL Kol
UIKPOTEPAG EQUTAOV ASeEADAC dnedelfav ékeivag.

15 Epiphanius, Pan. pr. 3.1-2: év 6£ £KAOTW TOUW APLOUOG TG aipéoewv kal oxlopdtwy €ykettal, opod 8¢ ndocal
eiowv oySonkovta, Qv ai dvouacial kal ai mpoddoelg abtar MW BapBaplopdc, Seutépa Tkubloude, Tpitn
‘EAANVLIOpGG, TeTApTn TouSaiopdg, MEUMTN ZAUAPELTLONOG. As Young (1982, 199-200) comments: “for Epiphanius
the word is by no means confined to Christian deviations; such things as Greek philosophical schools and the
various Jewish parties like the Pharisees and Sadducees are described as aipéoelg. Of course, the word aipeotg
simply means 'division'. Long before it acquired the technical sense of 'heresy', the word was the classical
designation for different philosophical schools [...] In very general terms, then, we may say that what Epiphanius
meant by heresy was everything outside the one, holy, catholic and orthodox Church”. Cf. Cameron 2003, 471:
“Judaism was regarded as a heresy by Epiphanius, Islam by no less a person than John of Damascus”.

16 Julian quoted by Cyril of Alexandria, c. Jul. (lib. 1-10), 2.9.5: o0te"EA\nvag olte louSaioug, dAAA TH¢ MaAaiwy
6vtag aipéoswe, Avd’ dTou Tpd TV AUETEPWY elhovto TA tap’ EKEivoLg.

17 And | dare to say in its current meaning. Cf. Tolan 2014, 58; See Introduction 5.3 (Defining Terms: Religion).

18 [Pseudo-Didymus], Trin., 42.33-36: £k TGV AexBnoopévwy otoxdlecBal T CLWMWUEVA, Kal HAKPAV BeVYELY
ve Tfig Bpnokeiag anwAelay, kat 16 moté cuvaulilecBatl toloUToLg TalTny EmttnSelouoty.

19 Socrates, HE 1.22.76: 1) Mavixaiwv mapsdpin Bpnokeia; 6.9.10-12: yuvaikd tiva Mavixaiav thv 8pnokeiav (a
woman, Manichaean in religion) ig td iepad puotipla npocdefapevog, pn mpotepov ¢ Mavixaikig aipéoswg
anootioag altny; 5.2.1: vouw te €é0€omioev HeTd Adeiag EkAotnv TV Bpnokel®v adloplotwg £v TOTG eUKTNPLOLg
ouvayeoBat, povoug 6¢ tv ékkAnolv eipyecBat Ebvoptavolg, Qwtewviavolg kat Mavixaioug.

20 5¢, ch. 7.223-26 (Lieu 1994, 252; 2010, 125): netpdtat Ssikvivar Tov louSaiopdv kal tov EAANVIopdV kat Tov
XpLoTiaviopdy Kai tov Mavixaiopdv v eivat kai t aito Soypa.

2L CMIC 64.1-65.22: to<i>G £toipolg ékAeyfval aTdL £k TV Soypdtwy Cf. 68.8-9: £k Te TGV SoyudTwy Kai TAOV
€0vQv, [...]. On the content of the terms religion, sect and supertitio see also Linder 1987, 58: “‘Secta’ is another
term applied to the Jews in the legal texts, but, unlike the pair ‘religio-superstitio’, it did not evolve in the religious
sphere. Originally it signified a philosophical school, a group distinct from others by a specific set of customs,
mores, and opinions. Nevertheless, when the chancellery applied it to the Jews, it carried unmistakeably religious
connotations which emerged whenever the Jewish ...”.
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CLASSIFYING MANICHAEISM

Thus, after the above clarifications, the question to be asked here is whether the
Manichaeans constituted a distinctive religious category to their contemporary Christians and
pagans, one that was distinguished from other Christian parties: in other words, a different
Ypnokeia.

In order to answer this question, | will examine the opinion of the Manichaean
specialists of the era. These are authors who have either written long treatises against the
Manichaeans (Catholics and one pagan), or writers who, as reflected in their texts, were highly
preoccupied with Manichaeans.

4.2 Manichaean Religious Profile According to the Christian Authors
4.2.1 Manichaeans as ‘Heretics’ (Real Manichaeans)

The opinion of the Manichaean specialists

Were Manichaeans regarded by Church Fathers as Christian heretics, that had lapsed from the
correct Christian dogma, or were they not regarded as Christian at all??2 The majority of the
texts characterize Manichaeans as heretics. However, as we saw, everyone except the
Catholics were considered heretics; yet, although the same term is used, the distinction
between heretics and infidels (aAAodpnokog) still exists.

Serapion, bishop of Thmuis and author of the oldest Christian treatise against the
Manichaeans (326), makes clear from his introduction that the main aim of his work is to stress
the danger of the most recently appeared heretics, the Manichaeans. According to him they
surpass previous heretics (Valentinians, Marcionites) in deceiving the faithful, invoking the
name of Christ, and presenting themselves as Christians while they were not.??

In the middle of the fourth century (348-350), Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem, introducing
the Manichaean heresy in his sixth lecture to the catechumens, gives the religious stigma of
Mani: “Mani is not of Christian origin, for God’s sake! Nor was he like Simon cast out of the
Church”.?* It could be said, that in this statement, Cyril distinguishes the meaning of Christian
heretic from that of the ‘infidel’ (outsider of the Christian faith). Cyril emphasizes that Mani
was never a Christian heretic, as was Simon who was excommunicated from the Church.?
Mani is a heretic, but not a Christian heretic. At the end of the presentation of Manichaean
doctrines and practices, Cyril, aiming to point out that there is nothing in common with
Christianity, asks his students to consider what agreement there can be between ours
(doctrines and practices) and theirs.2®

Titus, the bishop of Bostra and author of a more extensive treatise against
Manichaeans (367—-374), seems to answer the above question with clarity:

22 On this question see also Coyle 2004, 224-26. According to Aubineau (1983, 64), Greek theologians and writers
had no personal experience and contact with Manichaeans, as happened in the case of Augustine.

23 Serapion, ¢. Manichaeos 3.5-27. Serapion also in his treatise sometimes uses the term aipeotg with the
meaning of choice (9.8, 10.2) and at others with the meaning of heretics (alpecitaL: 37.23, 49.4; aipeclwt@v:
40.5, 46.42).

24 Cyril, Catech. 6.20-1: OUk #oTwv &md xploTiaviv 6 Mdvng, U yévolto' o08E katd Tov Zipwva £6eBARON Tfig
‘EkkAnoiag.

25 Contra Cyril, the author of De Trinitate (PG 39:989.39-41, previously attributed to Didymus, ca. 380) regarded
Manichaean doctrines as stemming from Simon and the Gnostics (To0to toivuv t0 8dypa ékpold tig éott To0
£€eNBbvToc BopBopou Ao Zipwvog, tol €k apapeiag Mdyou).

26 Cyril, Catech. 6.35: tig cupdwvia TV o®v TMPOS T& Ekeivwy; T TO PO TPOG TO oKATOC, Ti TO ThG EKKAnoiag
OEUVOV, TTPOC TO [tWV] Mavixaiwv puoapdyv;
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Mani’s teachings differ on nearly every point from what Jesus’ apostles taught" [...] The teaching
of the two opposite principles, for instance, comes from the Persians, and the concept of
‘matter’ is from Aristotle, [...] The doctrine of the transmigration of souls is from Plato, and it is
common for both barbarians and pagan Greeks to call the sun ‘God’ and to believe in fate and
horoscopes. [...] Like the pagan Mani worships many gods, the only difference being that he
gives them barbarian names.?”

Thus, according to Titus, Manichaeism is a synthesis of Persian and Greek elements.
Moreover, Titus makes the comparison between Manichaeans and Arians, which is
particularly illuminating for our question.

The division [Arian controversy] is not about the existence of the hypostases or their properties
as such, but only about in what manner these properties exist. [...] For all are agreed in their
belief in the one principle that has no beginning, and the important thing is that all honour the
Son, just as they honour the Father [...] Against this, the heretics who are completely outside the
Church, including the Manichaeans, have introduced non-existing principles and new properties;
they are not Christians at all [...]”.28

Titus is very clear when he distinguishes between Arians whom he considers as Christians and
Manichaeans whom he did not consider to be Christians at all.

As can be noticed, while these authors call the Manichaeans heretics, at the same time
they are clear that Manichaeans are not Christians. We also note that these Catholic authors
avoid characterizing the Arians as heretics, or they do not regard them as such. They attribute
the term ‘heretic’ mainly to Marcionites, Manichaeans and Gnostics. Among them, the
Manichaeans were their contemporary heresy.?

Apparently, before the CP defined the content of the term heresy by the law, there
would have been intense discussions about who is or is not a heretic, a query linked to several
other questions related to practical and canonical issues. In this context, Basil, the bishop of
Caesarea, in a letter he wrote in 374 answering questions of Amphilochius, the young bishop
of Iconium, defines the meaning of the term ‘heretic’, distinguishing it from that of a
‘schismatic’ and ‘parasynagoge’. This letter later became church canon. According to Basil,
who Augustine notes had also written a treatise against Manichaeans,3° a heretic is one who
is completely estranged and alienated in terms of faith, because his perception of God is
completely different. | would say that this meaning is closer to the concept of infidel
(aAA69pnokog). It is also noticeable, that Basil, like the previous authors, makes no reference
to Arians or even to Eunomians who were his main adversaries, but he does consider as
heretics Manichaeans, Valentinians, Marcionites and Montanists.3!

As stated in the previous chapter, when Manichaeans were classified with other
heretics, the laws addressed to the Prefects of the East mainly categorized them with the
Montanists.3? Basil provides the religious interpretation for this classification. He considers
that Mani’s claim that he is the Paraclete, and Montanus’ belief that he is the mouthpiece of
the Paraclete are both blasphemies against the Holy Spirit; according to the Church Fathers,

27 Titus of Bostra, ¢. Manichaeos 4.16-21, in Pedersen 2004, 52-53.

28 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 3.73-74, in Pedersen 2004, 47.

29 An exception to this was Athanasius of Alexandria who called Arians heretics, but this was due to his personal
adventure with them.

30 According to Augustine’s c. Julianum, Basil wrote a work Adversus Manichaeos which is now lost.

31 Basil of Caesarea, Ep. 188: Aipfoeilq uév tolg mavieAd¢ dmeppnyuévoug kai kat avthv Thv miotv
annAotplwpévoug [...] Alpéoetg 62 olov fj TV Mavixaiwy, kol OUakevtivwy, Kal MapKLwvoTdY, Kai avtdv
ToUTWV TV Memoulnviv: eDOUG yap mept alTHG Tfig elg Oedv mioTtewd ) Stadpopd.

32See ch.[3], 3.3.1.
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CLASSIFYING MANICHAEISM

this was the only unforgivable sin. In addition, as Basil explains, the Montanists had
inaugurated a different type of baptism, which he considers invalid and for this reason they
had to be re-baptized. However, as is reflected in the letter, Church Fathers were not
unanimous in considering Montanists as heretics, which shows that—compared to
Manichaeans—they were regarded as a less divergent type of heresy.33

In practice, however, the theoretical clarity of Basil’s definitions was blurred and this
was intensified by the fact that Manichaeans identified themselves as Christians.3* As
Epiphanius complains, even in his own age the Manichaeans—although heretics—are called
by the people and call themselves Christians.

Even today in fact, people call all the heretics, | mean Manichaeans, Marcionites, Gnostics and
others, by the common name of “Christians,” though they are not Christians. However, although
each sect has another name, it still allows this one with pleasure, since the name is an ornament
toit.®

Two remarks are necessary at this point. Firstly, for Epiphanius, ‘all the heretics’ were [mainly]
the Manichaeans, the Marcionites and the Gnostics.3¢ Secondly, Epiphanius’ testimony clearly
illustrates that simple people considered Manichaeans as Christians; the latter explains why
Church Fathers insisted so much on pointing out that the Manichaeans were not Christians
but merely pretended to be.?”

For the Church Fathers (as opposed to simple people), it is neither sufficient that
Manichaeans are self-proclaimed Christians, nor that Christ is a central figure in
Manichaeism.3® As Gregory of Nyssa (381) critically comments:

| know that Manichaeans refer to Christ’'s name. So what? Because the name of Christ is
respected by Manichaeans, is that a reason for counting them among Christians? *°

Along the same lines is Augustine’s criticism of Manichaeans, stating in his Confessions:

33 Dionysius, for example, argued that Montanists did not need baptism, which reveals that he considered them
a Christian heresy.

34 An example is Didymus the Blind who in his Comm. Zach. (4.124.1-3) ranks Manichaeans among Christian
heretics: OU povol 8¢ ol melpaotk®G T® IwTfipL mpoaotovteg loudaiotl ASokLpov Exouatv Aoyov, AAAA Kal ot év Th
xplotlaviop® Pevdodofoiivieg aipetikol.

35 Epiphanius, Pan. 29.6.6 (Williams, 128): kal ydp kai viv OpwvOuwg ol GvBpwrol mdoag TG ailpéoelc,
Mavixaioug té dnut kalt Mapklwviotdg MNwotikoug Te kal GAloug, XpLotiavolg Toug pn évtag Xplotiavoug
kaAoUot kal 6UwWG EkGotn aipeaotg, kaimep GAAWG Aeyopévn, katadéxetat tolto xaipouoa 6t 51d T00 GVOUATOG
KOOUETTAL.

36 In the same manner Chrysostom states (Hom. Gal. 2:11, PG 51.379.26-33) that at the time of the apostles all
over the world there were no heresies, but only two dogmas (religions): Greeks and Jews; neither Manichaeus,
nor Marcion, nor Valentinus existed. And he wonders: Why should | enumerate all the heresies? The same
taxonomy appears in his De sacerdotio (Sac.4.4.28-32) where Greeks, Jews, and Manichaeans besieged the
Church. However, in a later work (c. 404, Hom. Heb. 63.73.53-54) he adds the Arians to his list of heretics; yet as
constituting a new category of heresy, distinct from the old ones of which Manichaeism is the newest: mpwtn
pev mavtwy aipeots | Mapkiwvog [...] Etta ) Maviyaiwy: alit yap nootv vewtépa. Met ékeivag, f Apeiou.

37 On this see also Gardner and Lieu 2004, 9: “For the lay faithful in the Roman Empire it was a kind of superior
Christianity, and the metaphysical details that attract the attention of scholars (and the higher echelons of the
elect) had little profile”.

38 Accoring to Pedersen (2004, 9) it is “proven misunderstanding that the Jesus-figure was seen as a secondary
element in Manichaeism for tactical missionary purposes. [..] Jesus was not merely one among many
Manichaean saviours. Jesus was at the centre of Manichaeaism, the saviour par excellence”.

39 Gregory of Nyssa, Adv. Macedonianos 3.1, 101. 22-25: Oia Koi Maviaioug Tt Svopa tod Xplotod
neptdépovtac. T olv; Eneldr) oePAcuIOV Tapd TOUTOLS TO Tap’ AUGV TPOSKUVOUEVOY BVopa, S ToUTo Kol
aUToUC £V XpLoTLavoic AplOuroopey;
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[...] your name [God], and that of the Lord Jesus Christ, and that of the Paraclete, [...] were never
absent from their lips; but it was no more than sound and noise with their tongue. Otherwise
their heart was empty of truth.*

In 383, Gregory of Nyssa wrote a letter to Letoius, the bishop of Melitene, which later became
a canon of the Church, like the abovementioned letter of Basil. In it, he ranks Manichaeans
among the atheists, along with Jews and pagans.*! Since, according to the CP a heretic was
now anyone who deviated in the slightest detail from the Nicene faith, Arians, Macedonians,
Eunomians were counted as heretics too. Thus, Gregory distinguishes Manichaeans from the
noble heretics by moving them into the category of atheists.

It is relevant to recall at this point that the edict against apostates to Judaism, paganism
and Manichaeism was also issued (21 of May 383) exactly at the same period during which
Gregory composed his letter (Easter of 383).42 According to this law, anyone who at anytime
preferred to frequent Manichaean congregations was an apostate. We note that just as in the
law, Gregory ranks only the Manichaeans in the same category with Jews and pagans. This is
an indication that, for both the State’s laws and for the Church’s canons, Manichaeans were
closer to the meaning that the word ‘infidel’ has today, than the word ‘heretic’.*3

Authors of the following centuries share the same opinion, that the Manichaeans were
not Christians but were self-proclaimed Christians.** Severianus of Gabala, wondering in what
way Manichaeans could claim to be called Christians, since their teachings have nothing in
common with Christianity, echoes Cyril of Jerusalem:

Where did you hear in the Gospel of Jesus Christ, that the Sun and the Moon are creators?

Where did Christ say that they draw up the souls, and lead them upwards? Where did you read
this? 4
In his biography of the life of Porphyrius (437-449), Mark the Deacon considers the
Manichaean ‘mythologies” worthy of ridicule and laughter. He focuses his criticism on the
Manichaean Christ, and declares in a clever play of words of his argumentation:
And they also confess Christ, but say that he only incarnated in appearance; thus, they can only
be said to be Christians in appearance as well.*

It is worth noting here that the introductory paragraph of the SC emphasized the distinction
between the ‘others’ (the Manichaeans and their heresy) and the ‘we’ (the Christians):

40 Augustine, Conf. 3.6 (10), 44. Cf. Gardner and Lieu 2004, 131.

41 Gregory of Nyssa, Ep. Letoium (PG 45:221-236 [225]): &l g Apviicato THv eig¢ Xplotdv miotv, A mpodg
TouSaiopov, f mpog eildwAolatpeiav, A TpdC Maviyaiopov, i Tpdc &Ao Tt tololtov dOstag £160¢ avTtopolioag
€bavn .... As Sllvas (2010, 463) notes: “Scarcely any other of Gregory’s writings survives in so many manuscripts,
some 150 in all”.

42 Klaus Fitschen dates the letter later, to around (390), cf. Silvas 2007, 213.

43 CTh 16.7.3. On thisissue, see also Lieu, 1992, 146: “The Roman state, in meting out the same penalties to those
who became Manichaeans with those who apostasised to Judaism and paganism, placed Manichaeism in a
different category from heresies within the main body of the church like Donatism and Arianism”.

4 See for example Cyril of Alexandria’s De incarnatione Domini 9 (PG 75:1428); Macarius of Magnesia, Apocriticus
3.151.25-28 (§25).

4 Severianus of Gabala, De Spriritu Sancto (PG 52:825.30-33): NMo0 fikouoag év 1@ ELayyeliw Inool Xpiotol, 6Tt
6 fiALoc Kol /) oeAfvn Snpoupyol siot; mod elnev 6 XpLotdg, St tadta Avtholiol Tag Puxas, Kol Avayousty avuTdc;
nol Avéyvwkag tolto; See also a parallel argument in Homiliae Cathedrales cxxiii of Severus of Antioch: “From
where did the Manichaeans, who are more wicked than any other, get the idea of introducing two principles,
both uncreated and without beginning, that is good and evil, light and darkness, which they also call matter?”
46 Mark the Deacon, Vit. Porph. 86: Opoloyodotv 6¢ kai XpLotov, SokAoel ydp altov Aéyouaoty évavBpwnfical
kat avtot yap Soknost Aéyovral Xplotiavoi. For an English translation see Lieu 2010, 96-101.
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Below are seven chapters [...] against [...] Manichaeans and their [...] heresy, [...] showing how
they [...] must anathematize their former heresy and inform us Christians.*”

Of particular importance for our question is the opinion of two authors, who—unlike the
previous—were not ecclesiastical authorities, namely: the Nestorian geographer Cosmas
Indicopleustes and the historian Agathias. Both of them lived in the time of Justinian I.

The Egyptian geographer and later monk Cosmas Indicopleustes, in his Topographia
Christiana (536-547) uses the terms religion and heresy in the same way that one would use
them today:

No religion therefore, neither the Judaic, nor the Samaritan, nor the Pagan, nor the Manichaean,

believes or hopes that there is a resurrection [and] an ascension into heaven for men; but such

of these religions as think that heaven is a sphere, namely the Pagan and the Manichaean, are
consistent with themselves in holding their unbelief. For, where are they able to find a place in
the sphere for the kingdom of heaven? [...]

And, in like manner, every heresy among the Christians can be refuted; 8

Regardless of Cosmas’ knowledge concerning cosmo-geography and his views on the spherical
heaven, it is clear that for him Manichaeism is another religion; it is in a class with the religions
of pagans, Jews and Samaritans, which he distinguishes from the heresies within Christianity.

Agathias, as it seems, shared Cosmas’ classification of Manichaeism as a distinct religion.
Presenting in his Historiae the Persian Zoroastrians of his era, Agathias finds that they have
much in common with the Byzantine Manichaeans. As he says: (1) they believe in two
principles, the one is good (and the cause of all good things in the world), and the other is
against it. Both the Zoroastrians and the Manichaeans attribute barbarian names to the two
principles; (2) the faithful bring offerings to their priests; (3) they honour the water to the
point that they may not wash, and are allowed only to drink and water plants.*® Regardless of
the degree to which the information provided about Zoroastrians is accurate,® Agathias’
testimony is important for our inquiry because it reveals the image that a secular historian of
the era had of Manichaeans.

As can be deduced, for all authors we examined, the Manichaean heresy was not one of
the many ‘factions’ within Christianity. On every occasion it is emphasized that Manichaeans
pretended to be Christians for tactical reasons. It is repeatedly stressed that this was not a

47 SC pr. (Lieu 2010, 116-17, altered): Kedbdhata émtd [...] katd tdV [...] Mavixaiwv kai th¢ [...] adt@v [...]
aipéoewg, [...] maplotdvra kg 8et Toutoug [...] dvabepartilewv thv yevopévnv alTt@V aipeowv kal AUECG TOUg
Xplotiavoug mAnpodopeiv.

48 Cosmas Indicopleustes, Top. 6.30.1-7 & 6.33.1 (Grindle 259-60, slightly altered): 008 pia toivuv Bpnokeia, ouk
loudaioc, ol apapeitng, oY “EAANV, oU pavixalog, motevel fj €Amilel dvdotaotv avBpwnwv kat dvodov alTtihv
yiveoBal év T® oUpav®. AN\ ai pév altdv 6oat TOv oupavov Sofdlouot odaipav, Toutéotv “EAAnveg Katl
paviyaiot, appodiwg gautoig kat thv dmotiav kéktnvtat. Mol yap €xouct Solval €v Tf odaipa témov T
BaotAeiag TV oLpavV; [...] Opoiwg 6€ kal mdoa aipeoig v xpLoTLavoig:

49 Agathias, Hist. 72.9: vOv 8¢ (g T ToAA& TOTG kadoupévolg Mavixaiolg Eupdépovtal, £ doov 500 TG MPWTOS
nyelobat apxag kal TNV pév ayadnv te dua Kat td KAAALoTa TV Gvtwy Armokunoacay, évavtiwg 6& kot audpw
€xouoav TV £tépav: OVOUATA Te aUTalg Emdyouot BapBaptkd Kal tfj opeTépg yAWTT) MEMONpéva. (73.) TOV Lév
yap ayabov eite Beodv ite dnuioupyodv Opuioddatnv amokadoloy, Aptudvng 8¢ dvopa T kakiotw Kai OAeOpiw
[...] €opTriv Te mac®V peilova THY TV KakGV Aeyopévnv dvaipeoty ékteholow, &v [ TGV Te pretiv mAeiota kal
TV GAAwv {wwv Omoca Gypla Kal €PNUOVOUA KATOKTEIVOVTIEG TOIG LAYOLG T(POCAYOoUCLY WoTtep G EMibely
eboeBelag. Tautn yap olovral T pév ayab® kexaplopéva SlamoveloBal , avidv 6& kal AupaivesBat tOV
Apudvnyv. yepaipouot 8¢ £¢ ta paAota 0 U6wp, W UNdE T& mMpoocwna avT® évamovileoBal pAte GAwG
€mByyavety, 6 TL un motod te Ekatt Kal T TV Gutdv émtpeleiag.

50 On this see de Jong 1997, 229-250; Cf. Cameron 1969/1970.
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matter of ignorance, but instead was a tactic which served their missionary strategy.” As
Chrysostom warns his contemporaries:
And if you hear that somebody is not a Greek or a Jew, do not rush to conclude that he is a

Christian, [...] because this is the disguise the Manichaeans and all heresies use, in order to
inveigle the naive.>

According to Serapion, when Manichaeans claim that they honour the Gospels and Christ they
are merely pretending; they feign in order to convert those who honour them sincerely.>?
According to Mark the Deacon, when the Manichaean missionaries aimed to proselytize
among the pagans, they foregrounded common elements with Hellenism.>* Titus, who
addressed the first two books of his treatise to the pagans and the other two to the Christians
of his city (Bostra), explains this attitude thoroughly: “Next to the Christians they behave as
participating to the Christian tradition”.> “However, towards the pagan Greeks, [they]
abandon the Christian material and instead set out to prove that his [Mani’s] message accords
with their traditions”.>® The latter Manichaean attitude is also criticized by Alexander, which
will be discussed in the subsequent section.

Lists of heretics by ecclesiastical authors
That the Manichaeans constituted a distinct kind of heretics (outside Christianity) for the
Church Fathers and ecclesiastical writers is also illustrated by the classification of Manichaeans
in the lists of heretics that abound in Byzantine literature. These lists also present the rationale
which lies behind the classification, namely the common type of ‘failure’ of the heretics who
were co-classified.

A similar investigation referring to the laws was carried out in the previous chapter.
There, it was observed that the CTh usually categorized the Manichaeans along with
Priscillianists, Montanists, Donatists and ascetic groups. Although pagans and Jews were
allocated special chapters in the laws, there were some laws (e.g. De Apostatis) in which
Manichaeans were categorized together with these groups. The CJ categorized Manichaeans
with pagans, Jews, Samaritans and Montanists.

In the corresponding lists of the Church Fathers, the Manichaeans are usually
categorized either together with docetic, dualistic, Gnostic sects, specifically with Marcionites

51 Chrysostom, Hom. 1 Tim. (PG 62:558.27-36): OU niepi louSaiwv Aéyetl tadta: [...] GAAG mept Mavi-xaiwv, kai
TV ApxNYeT®OV TouTWV. Mvelpata §& mMAdvng EKAAeoev aUTOUG, eiKOTWC: [...] Tl €0y, Ev Umokpioet YeuSodywy;
AUTA & Pevbovral, oU katd dyvolav o08E oUk £i60teg, AN Umokpvopevol Pevdovtal. John of Caesarea, Adv.
Manichaeos | 274-75: “invoking Christ’s name they deceive the simple-minded (tfj to0 Xptotod npoonyopiq tolg
Aanm\ouotépoug Egamatiot)”.

52 Chrysostom, Hom. Heb. 8.4 (PG 63:9-236, p. 73): Kali un, £&v dkolong, 6t oUk £otv “EAARV, o08E loudalog,
g0BLWE XpLoTlavov ivat vopion, [...] émel kai Maviyaiot kai méoat aipéoelg oito Unéducay T TPocwWREiov,
TPOC 1O 0UTWC Amatdyv Tolg ddeectépouc.

53 Serapion, ¢. Manichaeos 36: dmodéxecBat yap vevopikaot o gvayyélov, péudecBal 5¢ éomouddkact T
VoUW Kal tolg mpodntalg [...] Twfoar 8¢ Umovevornkaot & gbayyéAa, oxnpati{opevol PdAAovV TNV TGV
evayyeliwy Ty, (va tov oxnuatiopov Séleap tov dnatwpévwv AaBwoly. oUsE yap €meldn ouvtéBewvtal Tolg
gvayyeliolg, Tiudv opoloyodot ta evayyehla, GAN £meldn tetipntal t© évoua tol Inool, mpoonotobvrat thy
Ty, iva tolg Tidvrag Hetanotjowvtal, weg BovAovtat.

54 Mark the Deacon, Vit. Porph. 85 (Lieu 2010, 97): “In fact the Manichaeans say that there are many gods, wishing
in this way to please the Hellenes (i.e. pagans); besides which, they believe in horoscopes, fate, and astrology
55 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 3.1.18-20: Napd 6¢ xpLoTiavolc, Td xplotiaviyv Sf0ev peTlwv.

56 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 4.2, in Pedersen 2004, 50. Cf. French translation CCT 21, 385.
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and Valentinians, with Greeks and Jews, with ascetical groups, and in some rare cases with
the Montanists.

By comparing the two kinds of classification, certain remarks can be made. What is
missing from the lists of the Church Fathers are the Priscillianists and the Donatists, which is
understandable since these two religious groups were active in the western part of the
Empire. In the lists of the laws, the Marcionites and the Valentinians are missing; this is also
explicable since these sects were active at an earlier stage, thus they did not constitute a
threat to the state at the time the CTh was composed (fifth century).

Together with docetic, dualistic, Gnostic sects

In general, the lists of the Church Fathers categorized the Manichaeans together with the
docetic, dualistic, and Gnostic sects, when the focus of the classification is the genealogy of
the Manichaean heresy.” In specific, the common topoi of their ‘crime’ are: the complex
theology and cosmogony (parallel conflicting powers); the belief that emanations of the divine
forces are entrapped inside the cosmos;>® the docetic Christology (a consequence of dualism),
according to which Jesus was never incarnated, had never assumed the flesh, but instead
appeared as if he had a phantasmal body;>® and the belief in reincarnation and
metempsychosis (uetayytoudv t@v Yuxwv).® Finally, like the Marcionites, the Manichaeans

57 [Pseudo-Didymus], Trin. 6.19.2: &mo 8¢ thig mpoaipéosws tol ££0BArATOU Kal AmeppLupévou OValevtivou Tol
paviyaioavrtog. Theodoret (Haer. PG 83:337.39-41) divides heretics into four groups, each one occupying one of
the books of haer. The first book begins with Simon and ends with Mani: ToUtwv 6& TV Soyudtwy MPOTOG PEV
€VPETNG ZiHWV O Hayog 6 Tapapeitng, £oxatog &€ Mavng 6 yong o Népong.

58 Basil of Caesarea, Hom. Hexaem. 2.4.17-22 (370): "Euduxog épa 1y yf; kal xwpav £xoucLy ol patatdodppoveg
Mavixotot, Yuxnv évtubévreg tfj vii; Chrysostom, Hom. Gen. A’ Logos (PG 54:584.55-57). Epiphanius, Pan.
42.11.17 (Sch.24.d): toic oUtw ppovolaoty OTL A auTh Puxn €v Tolg AvBpwroLg kail {wolg UTapxeL. ToJTo yap mapa
moAalg TV memlavnuévwy aipéoswv pAatnv UroAapPdavetal. kai yap kot Ovaleviivog kai KoAdpBaooc,
I'vwotikol Te mavteg kat Mavixaiot [...].

59 Severianus of Gabala, c. Manichaeos 16-23; Chrysostom, Hom. Matt. 49 (PG 58:498.33-37): Eudpdttwyv 0
Mapkiwvog kai Maviyaiou otopa, T@v TV Ktiowv dAAotplovvtwy altol; Hom. 82 (PG 58:739.35-39): Opdg 6on
yéyove omoudn, Wote del avaptuviokeaBal, 6t anéBavev Umep AUMV; Emeldn yap éueAov ol mept Mapkiwva
kat OUaAevtivov kai Mavixaiov puecBat, taltnv apvoUpevoL TV oikovopiav, StNVEKRDG AVOULUVACKEL TOU
ndBoug kat 51 Twv puotnpiwv. Chrysostom, Hom. 2 Tim. (PG 62:607.9-13):"Opa yoUv Mapkiwva kat Mdvnv kat
Ovalevtivov [...] T& tol Oeol petpricavteg foxuvonoav émi tfj oikovopiq. Cyril of Alexandria, Inc. 9-10 (PG
75:1428-1433); Comm. Isaiam (PG 70:253): Moudiov 6& Aéywv yeyewijobat, Stehéyxel cad®g TFig TV Mavixaiwv
86&ng 10 adpaveg, ol mapattodvral Aéyely, OtL yéyove odpf 6 Aoyog; Comm. Jo. 2.318: petd 6¢ thv
évavBpuwnnoty, el oUTwg eipijodat drcopey, eikwv AV dpa, Kal S0KNGLG, kai okid, kai ol Kotd GARBelav
GvBpwrog, katd tov &Beov Mavnv. In illud: Pater, si possibile est, transeat (against Marcionites and
Manichaeans), attributed to Chrysostom but according to Severus of Antioch is a work of Severianus of Gabala
(PG 51:37.61-38.5): otépa S1a Mapkiwvog tod Movtkod kai Ovalevtivou, kai Maviyaiov tod Mépoou, kai
ETEPWV MAELOVWV ALPECEWV ETIEXELPNOEV AvaTpEP aL TOV ePL TFiG oikovouiag Aoyov, Aéywv, OTL oUSE EcapkwOn,
0U8¢ odpka meplePAAeTo, AAAG SO6KNGLS ToUTO AV Kal davtasia, Kl oknvh Kol UIOKPLOLS, Kaltol TV Tabdv
Bowvtwy, T00 Bavdtou, tol tadou, tfig neivng. Theodoret, Eranistes 66: BaAevtviav@v alitn kat MapKlwviot@v
kat Mavixaiwv ) §6€a. HUelS 6€ opoloyoupévwg £518axON eV capkwBijvat tov Bedv Adyov, 117:Eyw tolto £pd.
Sipwv kot Mévavdpog kat Képdwv kat Mapkiwv kai Balevtivog kat Baotheidng kal Bapdiodvng kai Mavng
ApviBnoav Avtikpug TV dvBpwrdtnta Tl Xptotod, 128: Toug obv dpvoupévout Tol kupiou THv dvBpwrdtnta,
MapKlwviotdg dnut, kai Mavixaioug, kai toug ANoug, 6ool tadtnv vocoliol thyv vooov, tig v neioalg. SC, ch.4:
XpLotovIncolv kal dpéyyog mpocovopdlouoty év oxnuatt avBpwrnou davévra.

80 Epiphanius, Pan. 29.6.6, 42.11.17 (Sch.24.d): mdoag tag aipéoelg, Mavixaioug Té dpnut kai MapKLwvioTag
M'vwoTtkoU ¢ te Kat dAAoug [...] OLaAevTivog kat KoAopBaoog, N'vwoTtikoi Te mavteg kat Mavixaiol kal LETayYLoOpOV
gival PuxGV GAoKOUGL Kal HETEVOWHATWOELS TS PUXAG.
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were accused of rejecting the OT and of making only fragmentary use of the NT, and
misrepresenting it (e.g. Paul’s letters and similes like the parable of two trees).®!

Together with Greeks (pagans) and Jews

The Manichaeans are classified together with the pagans and the Jews when it is necessary to
empbhasise their atheism.®? They were seen to be of the same type of religious deviancy and
severity. Further, the common topoi with the Greeks (pagans) were many. According to the
church historian Socrates, Manichaeism is a camouflage of the religion of the Hellenes, a
Hellenized Christianity (a pseudo-religion).®? In specific, the Manichaeans are paralleled to the
Greeks for: their mythologies and sophisms;®* because they believe in many gods
(polytheism);® for worshiping the sun and the moon;® because they support the view that
matter is eternal (aidto¢: without beginning, not generated by God) and that the souls are pre-
existent;®” because they deny the resurrection® (like Gnostics and Jews), whereas they accept

61 Serapion, c. Manichaeos 39: kal OvoAevTviavol pév 8e, Mavixalot (8, £TépwOi 6& Mapkiwv TTucHoTa Kal
o0 pripata katd tol vopou paptupodot. Athanasius, Ep. Aeg. Lib. 4.(1): Enel méBev Mapkiwvt kat Mavixaiw to
gvayyéllov dpvoupévolg tov vopov; Chrysostom, Hom. 2 Cor. 21 (PG 61:545.33-36): Kaitot ye moM\oi
Katatépvely autov [Mavlo] énexeipnoav aipetikol: GAN Ouwg katd péAog Wv TOAANV Embeikvutal TV toxov.
Kéxpntat pév yap aut® kat Mapkiwv kot Mavixoiog, GAAQ katatéuvovieg:; Pseudo-Chrysostomus, In sancta
lumina sive In baptismum et in tentationem 3.7: MapKiwviotv kai Mavixaiwv [...] ol aipetikol oUtot
TEPLTPWYOVTEG TAG YPAPAC, T HEV TTEPIKOTITOVTEG, T 6£ €QVTEC, vouilouot duyelv tov Eleyxov.

52 Gregory of Nyssa, Ep. Letoium (PG 45:221-236, 225): el Ti¢ Apvrioato TAV €i¢ XpLoTtov mtiotwy, A mpdgloudaiouov,
A Tpoc eldwAolatpeiav, A tpdc Mavixaiopdy, i tpdc &Ao TL Tolodtov aBeiag eldoc. Chrysostom, Sac. 4.28-30.
63 Socrates, HE 1.22: Mapedun yap Uikpdv EunpocBev TV Kwvotavtivou xpovwv t@ AANBel XpLoTlaviop®d
EMnvilwy xplotlaviopog, déypa 6w 1ol Mavixaiou xplotiaviopov Unekpivato [...] 3. 6 Mavixalog [...] tThv
EpneSokAéouc kat MuBaydpou 6€av i TOV XpLoTtlaviopov mapetonyayey [...] 8. Tdv BBAiwv toivuv TouTwy at
UmoBéoelg xpLotiavilouot pev T dwvii, Tolg 8¢ Soypactv ENAnviouaotv.

4 Nilus of Ankara, Ep. 321 (to presbyter Philon): toU¢ pataioug cuMoyLlopoUg T, Kat 6odLopoUs ThG TV EAARVWY
codiag, olomep elodppfioat TetdOAUnKag tfj oentii EkkAnoiq [...] Mémavoo toivuv év mpoormotrjoetl &fibev (10)
SidaokaAiag mveupatikiic T Maviyaiwv pubedpata.

85 Mark the Deacon, Vit. Porph. 85: @goU¢ y&p moAhoUg Aéyouaty, tva "EAAnov dpéowalty; Socrates, HE 1.22: kal
yap Bgolg moAoU¢ o£Belv 6 Mavixaiog mpoTpénetal <aUTOG> AB0g (Wv.

56 Alexander of Lycopolis, Tract. Man. 5.1-8: “Such are their chief tenets, Sun and moon they honour most of all
. (ta pév kedbolawséotepa Mv Aéyouoiv oty Tadta. Tu®ot 8¢ pdAtota fAtov Kol oehivnv). Cyril, Catech.
15.3: nawdevécbwoav oi £k Maviyaiwv emotpéPavieg, kal ToUg Gwothipag UNKETL Beomnoleitwoay, unde tov
oKoTLoBNo6EVOY TodTov AAlov TOV Xplotov elvat SucceBic vouétwoay. Chrysostom, Hom. Gen. 1 (PG
54:58148-59). Theodoret, Haer. (PG 83:380.12-14): cuvtopwe £pd Th¢ SucoePoic aipéoew Td keddAata. OUToL
Tov fAlov kai tv oeAvnv Beol¢g dvopdlouat; Socrates, HE 1.22: kai tOv fjAlov mpookuvelv Stédoket. SC, ch. 5:
ToUG TOV AoV AéyovTag elvat avtov kail T fAiw sbxouévoug i T oeAfvn f Tolg oTpolg kal BoUg GavoTdToug
autou¢ amokaholvtag i moAoU¢g 6AwG eiodyovtag Beoug Kal toutolg ebxopuévout. [John of Caesarea or of
Damascus?], Disputatio cum Manichaeo 45-46: Anokpvat 8¢ pot, 6ud ti Tov fiAlov pookuvelte; 46. MAN. "Otu
dwothp €otlL ol kOopou, To0 dyabol Beol yévvnua. From this excerpt of the dialogue Bennett (2009, 33-34)
concludes that the text is addressed to the Manichaeans rather than to Paulicians or other dualists.

87 Gregory of Nazianzus, De filio (orat. 29), 11.4: 6 6& udévou Beod kali (Stov, tolto oloia. olk &v pév
OUYXWPNCALEY ElvVaL LOVoU B0l TO dyévvnTov ol kal TV UANV Kol Thv i8éav cuVELGAYOVTEG (g AyévvnTa. TO Y
Maviyaiwv moppwtépw pidwuev okdtog. Chrysostom, Hom. Gen.*® 1 (PG 54:581. 48-51): Ei mepl ktioewg
fibelcav dhocodelv Mavixaiot kah®dg, oUK Gv thv €§ oUK Ovtwv, TAV bBelpopévny, TNV pgoucav, TV
AaM\otoupévny toig ti¢ dyevvnoiag mpeoPeiolg étipnoav. Ei mepl ktiocewg fidetoav EAANveg dthooodelv [...]; Hom.
Gen.™®7 2 (PG 53:29.55-57): Kav y&p Mavixaiog mpocéAdn Aéywv thv UAnv mpolmndpyetv, kv Mapkiwv, Ké&v
OvaAevtivog, k&v EAAAVwV matldeg.

8 Epiphanius, Pan. 78.3.2 (3: 453). Cosmas Indicopleustes, Top. 6.30.1-7: O08epia Toivuv Bpnokeia, olk
loudaioc, oU Zapapeitng oux“EAANV, ol pavixoiog, miotevel fj €Amiel dvdotaoly avBpwnwv. Chrysostom, Hom.
Gen.*?7 (PG 54:613.38-614); Hom. 1 Cor. (homiliae 1-44), 38: ti Aéyouaiv évtadifa oi t& Mavixaiwv vocoilivieg
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the reincarnation of Empedocles and Pythagoras;®® because they hold pantheist views and
argue that the one universal soul of the cosmos is divided and exists in every part of the natural
world;”® because they believe in fate (invoke the siuapuévn); because they highly esteem
astrology;’* and because they apply magical practices.”?

The Manichaeans are also classified along with Greeks and Jews because they both
(each one for their own reason) challenge the incarnation of Christ.”?> At some times, the
problematic Christology of Manichaeism is paralleled with the docetic views of Gnosticism,
and at some others with the denial of the divinity of Christ by the pagans and Jews.”*

The Manichaeans are often grouped or even identified with several ascetical sects, like
the Encratites, Apotactites, Hydroparastates, or Saccophori for their extreme asceticism,
which is considered a social threat.” The same classification is reflected also in the laws.”® In
some laws Manichaeans were identified with these extreme ascetics, and in some other laws
they coexisted as separate groups. The rationale behind their persecution was the fear of a
disturbance to civil communities. Manichaean asceticism was criticized heavily by many
Christian authors (Catholics, Arians, etc.), who pointed out its side-effects on anthropology,
ethics, and social life (these will be further examined in ch.[5]).

Finally, as in the laws, Church authors sometimes rank Montanists and Manichaeans
in the same category.”’

[...] ®@avatov évtaiba, ¢nolv, o0EEv dANo Aéyel O MalAog, R TO év apaptig yevéobal, Kol Avaotacty 0 TV
apapTdv anaAayivat.

% Theodoret, Haer (PG 83:380.39-41): Wux®v 8¢ peTevoWUATWOELG Aéyouot yiveoBay, kal TaG pév gig vy,
Tag 8¢ eig KTNVQY, Kal Bnpiwv, kal épretdv owpata katanéuneobat. SC, ch. 6: kal ToUg peteppuxwaoty, v avtol
KahoUoL LeTayyLopdy, elonyoupévoug, kal Toug TG Botdvag kai T Gputd Kai to U8wp Kal té dAa dPuxa davta
guuxa eivat UrtoAopuBdvovrog.

70 Basil of Caesarea, Hom. Hexaem. 8.1: 'E€ayayétw / yA Yuxhv (Goav. Epduxog dpa i yi; kal xwpav éxoucly
ol patatodppoveg Mavixaiot, Yuxnv évtbévieg tij vij; Chrysostom, Natal. 1 (PG 49:358.55-359.50). Chrysostom,
Hom. Gen.® 1 (PG 54:581.48-582): kticewg [...] dyevvnolag mpeoPeiolg étiuncav. Theodoret, Haer (PG
83:380.42-43): Mavta &¢ vopilouowv éuduya, kai to np, kai 1o U8wp, kal TOvV dépa, kal T& Gutd, Kal T
onéppata. SC, ch. 6: kat tolg Tag Botdvag Kat T GpuTd Kat T V8wp kat T EAAa &puxa mdvto Eupuxa elvat
UmoAapBdvovrtag.

7t Mark the Deacon, Vit. Porph. 85.13-19: Ek Stadpopwv yap aipécewv kal Soypdtwv EAAnVik®V cuvéotnoav
Taltnv alt®v TNV Kakodotiay, [...] kal elpapuévny kat aotpoloyiav ddaokouaty, v ASe®G AUAPTAVWOLY, WG UN
6vtog év UiV tol apaptdvely, GAN €€ Avaykng thig sipappévng. John of Caesarea, Adv. Manichaeos, hom. 2:
Aaotpovouiav yap 6fiBev dondlovral kai kivnotv tod mavtog UmotiBevtal.

72 Mark the Deacon, Vit. Porph. 85.2-6, 88.22-23:louAia, fitig Unfipxev tfig puoapds aipéoewg TMV Aeyouévwv
Mavixaiwy, [...] UiédBeLpev altoUg SLa Thig yonTikic authic SibaockaAiag, moAa 8¢ mAgov 65L& 600w XpnHATWY
[...] dappakoglouAia.

3 SC, ch. 4: cUV'ENAnoL kai Toudaiolg dmiotodvreg T puotnpiw thg Beiag EvavBpwnroswc.

74 Severianus of Gabala, On the Nativity of Our Lord. Theodoret, Eranistes 143.20-23: Ey®w thv Bgdtnta Aédyw
pepevnkéval, katamoBfjval 6& unod tavtng tv avBpwrnotnta. {OPO.} EAAMAvwy tadta pibot kat Mavixaiwv
Afipot. Chrysostom, Anom. 7(PG 48:759.48-53): OUk akoUeLg £TL Kol vV MapKiwvog Apvoupévou TnVv olkovopuiay,
kat Mavixaiou, kat O0aAevtivou, Kal TTOAAGDV ETEpwV;

75 Chrysostom, Hom. 1 Tim. 12 (PG 62:557.47-49): Mepl Mavixaiwv, kal Eykpatit®dv, kai Mapkiwviot®dv, Kai
Tovtog AUtV tod épyaotnpiou ta toladita dpnowv. Macarius of Magnesia, Apocriticus 25: ToloUtot 6¢ Mavixaiwv
naibeg é€edoitnoav- [...] Eykpatntal yap kai Amotaktitat kai Epnuitat kaAolvral, ol Xplotiavol TLVEG.
Theodoret, Haer. 1.20 (PG 83:369.35-372): K'. Nepl Tatiavod kal'YSpomapaotat®v, Htol Eykpatitiv.

76 CTh 16.5.7 (381); 16.5.9 (382).

77 As Basil explains in his letter to Amphilochius (ep. 188), the Montanists, as the Manichaeans, blaspheme against
the Holy Spirit, a crime identical to infidelity to God. See above in 4.2.1 and ch.[3], section 3.3.1 (Grouping
Heretics). Didymus the Blind, Trin. 18.
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The worst of the worst
The Manichaeans usually either lie at the top of such lists or are the last ones in them, in order
to emphasise that they are the worst of the religious groups with which they are classified. As
the Church authors explain, the Manichaeans are worse than Gnostics, docetics, dualists,
pagans and Jews not because they are the last heresy to appear, but because their system is
a synthesis of all the deluded dogmas and practices of all previous heresies. The
newfangledness (katvotouia), which they are accused of by the authors, is their unoriginality,
their ‘copy-paste’ assemblage of the worst doctrines and practices of the other religions.”®

Compared to the Gnostics, docetics, and dualists, they are the worst in deceiving the
faithful, pretending that they are Christians,”® as well as for their blasphemy against the Holy
Spirit. During his debate with Mani, bishop Archelaus argues before the pagan judges that
Marcion, Valentinian and Basilides are saints in comparison to Mani, who claims that he is the
Paraclete.®°

Compared to the pagans (Greeks), the Manichaeans are considered to be worse: not
only did they not reject the Greek myths, but they also fabricated myths that were far worse.8!

78 Eusebius, HE 7.31.2: 86ypatd ye uAv Yeudi kal @Bsa £k pupiwv tév mpdnaial drneoBnkdtwy dbéwv aipéoswv
ouunepopnuéva Kattvoag. Pseudo-Athanasius, Sermo contra omnes haereses (PG 28:513.1-2): Einwpev kat
TpOG ToU¢ doeBeotdtoug Mavixaioug, Toug Tpuylolg TV kak®v. Cyril, Catech. 6.20-21: Kal pioel pev mavrog
alpeTikoug, EEatpétwe 8¢ TOV TG paviag Emwvupoy [...] AAN oly 8TLmpd 6Aiyou Xxpdvou v, St Ttodito picet GAAL
S1a T Suooefii Soypata piceL TOv TH G Kakiag €pydtnv, O Soxelov mavtog pUnou, TOV naong aipéosws BopPBopov
Umode€duevov. Ootipolpuevog yap £v kakolg £€aipetog yevéoBal, t@ maviwv AaBwv, kal piov aipeov
nemAnpwpevny BAaodn LV Kal mdong napavouiog cuotnodpevog, Aupaivetal TNV ékkAnaiav [...] KAémtng ydap
€0tV AMoTpiwy Kak®v, EEL8Lomololpevog td Kakd.; 16.9: Mdvng 6 Td Tiv aipéocwv Mac®v Kakd cuvelAndwe.
kat 0UTog TeAeuTaiog BOOPog dnwAeiag Tuyxdvwy, Td avtwy cuMEEag; Epiphanius, Pan. 67.1.1 (v.3 p. 132-133,
Williams, 316): “After the savage onset of this rotten, poisonous teaching of Mani, the worst of all heresies and
like that of a snake [...]"” (Meta thv poxBnpav tadtnv kat lofoAov Unép ndcav alpeotyv kat Epretwdn tod Mdvn
BapBapikiv Bnplofoliav tiig StbaokaAiag). Basil of Caesarea, Hom. Hexaem. 2.4: ) B6eAukth TV Maviyaiwv
aipeoig, fiv onmedova T TV EKKANOLOV Tpooemwy ol apaptiostal to0 mpoorikovtog; Amphilochius of
Iconium, c. Haer. 715: A\ kal tfig B&eAupdg kal dkabaptou aipéoswg TV Mavixaiwv. Cyril of Alexandria, Inc.
Cyril of Scythopolis, Vit. Euth. 39: dneotpédeto, e€atpétwe 8¢ tag £€ taltag aipeoslg téAelov pUioog Epioet. TV
e yap Mavixatkrv Bdehupiav €puodtteto. Severus of Antioch, Homiliae Cathedrales cxxiii: “the Manichaeans,
who are more wicked than any other”. Oecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin 60: T Kotdpatov Kal
B&eAupoOV TV Mavixaiwv ¢OAov. Peter of Sicily, Hist. ref. Man. (iotopia xpetwdng éAeyxog te kal avatponn tijg
KeVIj¢ kai pataiac aipéosws t@v Mavixaiwv, T@v kai MavAikiavwy Aeyouévwy) ch. 33: 'H € éokotiopévn katl
BopPopwéng kai otaclwdng kai mappiapog kail aioxpoupydg T@v Mavixaiwv aipeotg, UTO MAVTWY EBVRV
Sltwkopévn Sl TO aviatov alTthv LIApXeLY Kail taong BdeAupiag dvdaueotov [...]. The same opinion about the
Manichaeans expressed in the laws: CTh 16.5.65 (428): “and the Manichaeans, who have attained to the lowest
villainy of crimes [...]".

7% Serapion, c. Manichaeos 3: teAeutaiov 8¢ Ektpwpa tfig movnplag mdoag T thv &Awv novnpiag éhattwoaca
Kat peifovi movnpiq tag TV GAAwv ovnpiag Ssutépag anodeiaoca ) ol Mavixaiou mpofiAde pavia.

80 AA 42.1-3 (Vermes, 108): “Indeed | would beatify Marcion, Valentinian and Basilides and other heretics, in
comparison with this fellow”. See Gardner and Lieu 2004, 10: “It seems certain that Mani himself came to
understand his Twin to be the Paraclete, foretold by Jesus, the ‘comforter’ and ‘Spirit of Truth’ who would be
sent afterwards according to the divine will. Since Mani asserts that with the Paraclete, ‘I have become a single
body, with a single Spirit! (Keph. 15: 23-24)’, he himself came to be proclaimed as the Paraclete. This then
became one of the most characteristic assertions of the Manichaeans, and one of the most offensive to their
catholic opponents; however, it was not intended to mean that Mani was the Holy Spirit, as that equation is part
of catholic not Manichaean tradition”. About Mani as the Paraclete in the Manichaean sources, see ch.[2], 2.2.2,
fn.51.

81 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 3.1: Map’ ‘EAAnGL pév o0 T& ékeivwy dvatpénwy, [...] kakonBéotepov ENnviouoV
Uonyettat.

154



CLASSIFYING MANICHAEISM

Manichaeans surpassed even the pagans in idolatry. With their theory that the divine
substance is entrapped in every plant and in every animal, they came to honour everything;
deifying all creatures, “they became more Greek than the Greeks (EAAnveg EAARvwv
yeyovoteg)” .82 They are worse than pagans, who do not accept, hence they are not occupied
with the Christian Scriptures; unlike them, the Manichaeans use the texts of the Gospels
selectively while distorting their meaning; they also say that some Gospel passages belong to
matter (i.e. Evil).83 A typical example, and the repeated target of harsh criticism by Christian
authors, was what Augustine claimed to be the favourite passage of Manichaeans: “For our
knowledge is imperfect and our prophecy is imperfect; but when the perfect comes, the
imperfect will pass away” (1 Cor 13:9-10). According to the ecclesiastical writers, Mani claimed
that he himself and his apocalypse were the ‘perfection’ that Paul was referring to. In other
words, as the authors criticize with irony, Paul left room for Mani to complete the knowledge
that Paul did not possess.8*

For the Church Fathers, Manichaeans were worse than Jews because while Jews
considered some foods as unclean, the Manichaeans abhorred the whole creation.®® The
Manichaeans were considered worse than pagans, Samaritans, Jews and fornicators (!) for
their occult rituals, which were considered as an insult to the divine and a sacrilege.8

The extent to which Manichaeans were demonized is well illustrated in the following
narrative of Athanasius. The Arian bishops Leontius, George, and Narcissus, realizing that the
majority of clergymen took Athanasius’ side, visited the Emperor Constantius, to persuade
him to persecute (by issuing an edict?) the Catholic faith (and of course Athanasius);
otherwise, as they emphasized, there was a fear that both the Arians and the Emperor would
be accused as heretics, and “if this come to pass”, in their words, “you must take care lest we
be classed with the Manichaeans” 8’

Taxonomical lists in the canons for the converted heretics

The taxonomical lists of the converted heretics organized according to the procedure for their
reception into the Church are also illuminating for our inquiry into the status of Manichaeism
as a Christian heresy or not.

The church canons entitled “How to receive those who return from heresies”
determine the procedures to be followed for the reception of the converted heretics into the
Church. Depending on the type of heresy to which the former heretics belonged and the
degree of its deviation from the official religion, the converted heretics were classified into
separate categories. The procedure to be followed was different for each of these categories.
The closer a heresy was to the official faith, the simpler the procedure was. Respectively, the

82 Serapion, c¢. Manichaeos 42.17.

83 Serapion, c. Manichaeos: £8eL ydp adToug, elye T& ebayyéAla ETiHWY, U TEEPLTEUVELY TA eVayyEALD, Uh pépn
v evayyehiwv é€udeleilv. Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 4.33-38 (That John participated in Matter!). Cf.
Augustine, Conf. 5.11.21 (the same aspect supported by Faustus).

84 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 3.10-11 & 4.86-89. Epiphanius, Pan. 66.61.2 (Williams, 285): “And he claims that
what St. Paul said leaves room for him”. Cf. AA 15.3 & 41.

85 Chrysostom, Hom. 1 Tim. (PG 62:558).

8 Cyril, Catech. 6.33:'0 8¢ Maviyoioc Buctaotnpiou péoov, ob vopilet, TiBnot tadta, Kal pLaivel Kat T otdpa
Kat v yAdooav.

87 Athanasius, H. Ar., 30.2: fuelc 8¢ épeivapev pdvol. kal oog pn kai ) aipeotc ywvwobf kat Aourtdv fUETS Kal
oU xpnuatiowpev aipetikol. k&v TOUTO yévntal okomel WA WeTd Mavixaiwv AoyloB®uev (trans.:
http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/28154.htm, altered). Did Constantius finally issue an edict? Could that be
one of the edicts issued by ‘heretic’ emperors, which were not included in the CTh? About whether Constantius
was finally associated with Manichaeism by his Catholic opponents, see Rohrbacher 2005, 326.
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more a heresy deviated from the official faith, the more complex and time consuming the
procedure was.%8

The oldest known source which makes reference to the corresponding procedure for
converted Manichaeans is the letter of Basil of Caesarea to Amphilochius of Iconium in 374.8°
Basil’s letter was very soon recognized as canonical, and as such, it was incorporated into the
body of Eastern Church canons. In this letter, Basil, as an authoritative senior bishop, responds
to the questions of the new and inexperienced bishop Amphilochius; he treats issues
concerning the administration of penance, including the procedure for the reception of
repentant heretics into the Church. In this context, Basil defines the content of the term
heresy, differentiating it from the corresponding meaning of the terms schism and
napaocuvaywyn (conventicle). In the category of heretics Basil incorporates Manichaeans,
Valentinians, Marcionites, and Montanists (old heretics). According to the canon, the
converted heretics had to be baptized, unlike schismatics and participants in conventicles, for
whom it was sufficient to repent.

After the CP (380), according to which heretics were considered to be all those whose
faith differed from the faith of Nicaea, the situation changed dramatically with regard to
heretics. Thereafter, the state used its carrot-and-stick policy (i.e. privileges to Catholics and
penalties to heretics) to press the heretics to convert, and the Church systematized the canons
and the procedures for the reception of the converted. These church canons were also
sanctioned by the decisions of the Ecumenical Councils.

Thus, the new (noble) heretics were added to the old heretics, and separate
procedures gradually formed for the converted from the various kinds of heresies. So, in the
seventh canon of the second Ecumenical Council in Constantinople (381), apart from the
procedure for the old heretics, a second one for the heretics of the Trinitarian debate was
added; later, after the Ecumenical Council of Chalcedon a third category for the heretics on
the Christological dogma was further added. As depicted in the 95t canon of the Quinisext
Council (692), which recapitulates the previous canons, the converted heretics were
categorized into three groups, which corresponded to three different procedures: *°
(1) the first procedure, the simplest, was applied to the heretics (according to the Synod of
Chalcedon) who had appeared after the Christological debate (e.g. Nestorians, Eutychians,
Severians, and the like). For them it would suffice to anathematize their previous heresy and
its heresiarch.

88 The Greek title: Nepl 1ol ndG Sel SéxecBal ToUG &€ aipéocwg émotpédovtac. The latin title: “Quomodo
recipiendi sint qui ex haeresibus accedunt”.

89 Basil of Caesarea, Ep.188, cf. Joannou 1963, 2: 92-99. Although according to Gelasius of Cyzicus and Evagrius
the Scholastic, Manichaeism was condemned at the first Ecumenical Council, the only relevant canons that have
survived concern Cathars and Paulicians (followers of Paul of Samosata). Cf. Gelasius’ HE 2.27.8: AUtn €oTiv 1
miotg, [...] &v Nwkaiq ... katd Apeiou ... kal katd ZapeAiov kat Pwtewol kai MavAou tol Zapocatéws Kat
Mavixaiou kai OvaAevtivou kal Mapkiwvog kat katd maong &€ aipéoewg. According to Evagrius’ HE (2.88.17-
23) Manichaeism was condemned in both the first and fourth Ecumenical Councils. As the bishops of Egypt in the
fourth declare: ®povoilpev kabwg kai ol £v Nikaiq tplakoctol Seka Oktw £€EBevTo Katl O pakdpLog ABavaolog
Kal 6 év ayiolg Kupi\\og, avaBepartilovteg ndoav aipeoty, thv te Apeiov, kai EUvopiou, kalt Mdvou, kal
Neotopiou, kal v Aeyoviwv €€ oUpavol TtV odpka tol Kuplou AUV Umdpxelv, kol pn €k tfg ayiog kat
Beotdkou Kkal detmapBévou Mapiag, kab’ opoloTnTa MAVIWY RU®V, XWPLG auaptiag. The seventh canon of the
second Ecumenical Council (381), entitled “How to receive those who return from heresies”, does not refer by
name to the Manichaeans neither to Marcionites nor to Gnostics.

% ACO (Constantinopolitanum quinisextum 691/2). Cf. Joannou 1963, 1.1: 230-33.
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(2) the second procedure was applied to the heretics of the Trinitarian debate (e.g. Arians,
Macedonians, Apollinarians), Sabbatianoi and Cathars, who apart from the anathema had to
be anointed with holy oil on their forehead, eyes, nose, lips and ears.®!

(3) the third procedure, the strictest, was applied to two categories of heretics. The first
comprised the Eunomians,®> Montanists, Sabellians and many other unnamed heretics which
sprung from Galatia. The second comprised the Manichaeans, Valentinians and Marcionites.
The procedure—identical for both—was strenuous and long-lasting. As the canon postulates,
these heretics should be received into the Church as if they were Greeks/pagans. In brief, the
stages of the procedure were as follows: first they had to anathematize their heresy and its
heresiarch, then they had to be exorcized, and then to be anointed with holy oil. Thereupon,
after a long period of attending Christian catecheses to be instructed in the Christian doctrine,
they had to be baptized (or re-baptized).

The same procedures (and classification) are also attested at the turn of the seventh
century by Timothy the Presbyter (of Constantinople). Timothy categorizes converted heretics
into three groups: (1) those who had to be baptized (he ranks Manichaeans here), (2) those
who had to be anointed with holy oil, and (3) those for whom it would suffice to anathematize
their previous fallacy and any other heresy. Presumably, those in the first category had to pass
through the other two steps before being baptized.*

That the procedure for the repentant Manichaeans was long-lasting is illustrated by
Mark the Deacon in his Life of Porphyry of Gaza. The converted Electi and Electae who
accompanied the Manichaean missionary Julia (after her bitter defeat during the debate with
Porphyrius, the bishop of Gaza), first confessed their repentance and anathematized Mani
and, after being catechized for many days by the bishop Porphyrius, were baptized.®*

However, as early as the time of the Second Ecumenical Council, Gregory of Nyssa, in
his letter to the bishop of Melitene Letoius (383/390), seems to add a new procedure for the
reception of the converted apostates to Judaism, paganism and Manichaeism. Gregory’s letter
was a response to Letoius’ letter which raised a series of issues (similar to those asked by
Amphilochius to Basil) concerning the administration of penance in the Church. In his letter,
Gregory is indeed especially severe in arguing that for the apostate to Manichaeism (or to
Judaism, or to paganism) who converts to Christianity, the duration of penance should be the
whole of his life, and that he would be permitted to receive the Holy Communion only at the
moment of his death.®>

In conclusion, as is reflected in the canons of the Church, the converted Manichaeans
are always placed in the group for which the most austere and time-consuming measures are

9 Saying: 'Signaculum doni spiritus sancti’ (obpayic Swpedg nvevpartog dyiou).

92 As one can observe, the heresy of the Eunomians—though new—was the only one classified among the old.
The same harsh treatment was also given to Eunomians by the law. This is because, first, they had a different
type of baptism (one immersion instead of three) and, secondly, because it was considered as the most
threatening of the new heresies (in the eastern part of the Empire).

% Timothy the Presbyter, Recept. Haer. (PG 86A.11-74 [13, 69]).

9 Mark the Deacon, Vit. Porph. 91 (Lieu 2010, 101): “Now all those who heard about what happened were seized
with great astonishment, not only those of our faith, but also the foreigners, and the two men and two women
who accompanied Julia and all those who had been beguiled by her, rushed to throw themselves at the feet of
the most blessed bishop, crying: “We have been led astray!” And they asked for pardon. The blessed one made
all of them anathematize Mani, the founder of their heresy, the one after whom they were called Manichaeans.
And, having duly instructed them for very many days, he admitted them to the holy catholic church”.

9 Gregory of Nyssa, Ep. Letoium 225. The letter, written a few years after the Council of Constantinople, seems
like a commentary on and completion of the seventh canon of the Council. For this letter see also Silvas 2007,
211-25.
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postulated. The rationale of the whole procedure for their reception into the Church can be
reduced to two words: converted Manichaeans had to be received ‘as Greeks’ (w¢ EAAnveg).

To recapitulate, as has been demonstrated by the examination of (1) the opinion of
the specialists, (2) the ecclesiastical lists of heretics, and (3) the taxonomical lists of the
converted heretics, although Manichaeans are often named by the authors as heretics, it
seems they constituted for them a distinctive heretical category entirely outside of
Christianity. Furthermore, the fact that the Manichaean issue and doctrines had never been
addressed in any of the ecumenical synods (beyond its mere inclusion in the lists of
anathematized heretics) shows that the Church’s authorities in no way regarded Manichaeism
as a form of Christianity. Neither relevant synodic tomes, nor epistles, canons, or definitions
clarifying the failure of the Manichaean doctrine were ever issued. Wherever there is a
reference to Manichaeism in the proceedings of the Synods, it is to emphasize that the
adversaries of the conflicting parties think as puaviyaifovreg or paviyatdgppoveg, something
that would advocate for the condemnation of their views.

It is also important to note, that in all the above cases, the word Manichaean concerns
real Manichaeans because it exists in parallel with and is distinguished from other heresies,
either new/noble or old.

4.2.2 Heretics as ‘Manichaeans’ (Imagined Manichaeans)®

How did noble heretics see Manichaeans? What was the relationship between them? Many
patristic texts give the impression that there was a close relationship between Manichaeism
and the noble heresies of the era. To be specific, Manichaeism is often presented as the root
of all Triadological and Christological heresies.

For example, Athanasius of Alexandria links Arianism to Manichaeism due to the notion
of subordinatio. According to him, the Arians introduce two Logoi as the Manichaeans
introduce two Gods.' This is because, as for the Manichaeans the creator of this world is not
the one God but another whom their imagination invented, similarly for the Arians the Logos
of God (Word, Wisdom) is different from the incarnated Logos (Son).?”

For Basil of Caesarea and his brother Gregory of Nyssa, the doctrine of the Anomians
(extreme Arians) is verging on Manichaeism because they could not distinguish between
yevntoc (‘created’) and yevvntoc (‘begotten’), introducing likewise two first principles: the
ktiotov (‘created’) and the dktiotov (‘uncreated’). As Gregory argues, Eunomius (Anomoean)
premising that the terms dysvnaoia (ingenerateness) and yévvnon (generation) signify two
different substances, and identifying the essence of God as ayevnoia (ingenerateness) and
the essence of the Son as yévvnon (generation), deduced that the Father and the Son are of
two different substances. In this way, he argues, the Manichaean doctrine of the two
principles intruded into the Church.?®

% This section is an extended version of Matsangou 2017b, 163-65.

97 Athanasius, c. Ar. (Oratio | 53. 3-4 and Oratio Il 39-41; Oratio Ill contra Arianos, (35. 2-3) [347]; Ep. Aeg. Lib.,
(16. 1-2) [55-56]; Ep. Adelph. col. 1073.

98 Basil of Caesarea, Adv. Eunomium, II. 34 (PG 29:652): Ei pév olv, 600 dpxdg avtutapesdywyv dAAAaLS, TadTtd
dnot, petd Maviyaiouv kat Mapkiwvog ocuvtpiBroetat. Gregory of Nyssa, ¢c. Eunomium Cap.1.35 (Book I, 1, §§503-
523): mpOG TOV HOVIXALioUOV pEMELY TO SOyua TV Avopoiwy [...] pn dvo étepoyevii mpayuata év @ THiG§ &pxfig
Aoyw UmoAapBdvotto kai 5td toutou mdpodov AdBot thv Mavixaiwv to 66ypa. TO yap KTLoToV Kal TO GKTloTov
K SLapéTpou TIPS BAANAQ THY KATd TO onpavopevov évavtiwoty éxet. el 00v T& Vo <év> Tolg dpxoaic tayBein,
Katd T AeAnBo¢ AUV O pavixaiopog sic v ékkAnoiav tol B0l siodpBapriostat. On this see also Lieu 1994, 107.
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Arius on the other hand, defending his faith in the one God, considers that, by attributing
the term ouoouotog (‘homoousios’) to the Logos, the Catholics introduced the Manichaean
emanations.?® Arians considered that the content of the term duooUaioc and the principle of
consubstantiality were analogous to the Manichaean tenet that Jesus was an “emanation of
the Father of Greatness”.1%° As some Arian clerics argued in a letter addressed to Alexander
(the bishop of Alexandria), the term ouoouatoc (Father’s emanation according to them), which
is used by both Catholics and Manichaeans, renders the essence of God composite, dividable,
and mutable, which in turn leads to polytheism.1®' According to the church historian
Philostorgius (who was himself an Anomoean), the Arian orator Aetios, whom he considered
a teacher par excellence, regarded Manichaeism as an overt polytheism, while seeing
Catholicism as a covert one.1%?

In the next step of the development of Christian theological debates, the Christological,
Manichaeans still remained the negative paradigm for all. According to Socrates the
Scholastic, representatives of the Antiochene School (dyophysites) dogmatized as did the
Manichaeans.'® In contrast, Theodoret of Cyrrhus (accused of being a dyophysite and
Nestorian by his Catholic and Monophysite opponents) systematically correlates Monophysite
Christology to Manichaean docetism.1%* As is reflected in his letter to Eusebius of Ankara, he
considered that the Monophysite theses strengthened and renewed the Manichaean
heresy.1% In general, testimonies linking Monophysitism and Manichaeism are many and from
all sides.1%¢ Theodorus of Raithou considered Eutyches as successor and defender of Mani’s
and Apollinarius’ dogma.'?” Nestorius, in an epistle he addressed to Cyril, bishop of Alexandria,

Chrysostom, Anom. (homilia 7) (PG 48:758-59): OUk &KoUELG ETL kKal vOv Mapkiwvog apvou Lévou TV oikovopiay,
kat Maviaiou, kat O0aAevtivou, kal TOAAGDV ETEpwV;

% Arius, ‘Epistle ad Alexandrus’, in Epiphanius, Pan. 69.7-8 (pp. 157.20-159.13), esp. 69.7.6 (158.11-14). See also
Lieu 1994, 102 and Edwards 2015, 141.

100 jay 1992, 126.

101 Athanasius, De synodis Arimini in Italia et Seleuciae in Isauria 16.3-5: w¢ OUaAevTivog TPoBOARV TO yéwnua
100 natpog édoyudtioey, [...] Mavixoiog uépog opoovatov tod matpodg T0 yévvnua eionynoaro [...] el 6€ 1o ‘€€
aUTol’ Kol TO ‘€K yaoTpog Kal T0 ‘€k Tol matpog €EfABoV Kal fikw’ wg Hépog altol dpoouciou Kat wg PoBoAn
Umd twvwv voettat, cUVOeTog Eotal O matnp Kal SLaLPETOS Kal TPemTog [...].

102 philostorgius, HE 3.15. Cf. Amidon 2007, xvii, 54 fn. 57. Philostorgius (who was Eunomius’ encomiast) in his
Ecclesiastical History (425-433), records a debate that took place in Alexandria ca. 356, between two mighty
orators, the Manichaean Aphtonius and the Arian Aetius. | will discuss this in ch.[7].

103 Socrates, HE 7.32.20.

104 Theodoret, Ep. Sirm. 82. 3-10.

105 Theodoret, Ep. Sirm. 82, in 449. According to his letter his religious opponents, who renew the Manichaean
heresy, calumniated him to the emperor as heretic because he combats them. Presumably by ‘those who renew
the Manichaean heresy’ he meant the Monophysites: Ot yap tv Mapkiwvog kai BaAevtivou kat Mdavntog kat
TV AMwv doknt®v alpeotv €Mt tol mapovtog dvaveoUpevol, Suoxepaivovieg OtL Thv aipeotv alTWV AVTIKPUG
otnAttevopey, egamatfioal Tag BactAlkag Enelpddnoav akodg, aipetikolg AUAG AmokahoDVTEC.

106 justinian, c. monophysitas 93: ot Akédalo [...] Sikaiwg kKAnpwaodpevol tpoonyopiav Té TV eipnuévwy d8éwv
dpovoiivieg avép®v [AmoAvapiou toivuv kal Mavixaiou], el kai T mpoonyopiag alTt®v Soepig dnwbodvrat.
According to Gardner and Lieu (2004, 174) since the above “fragments are all cited in polemics against
Monophysites by Orthodox writers [...] are very likely to be fabrications”.

107 Theodorus of Raithou, Praeparatio 2-7 (pp. 187-91). Ephraim of Antioch, Capita xii, 262: Katd mdong pév
aipgoewg tfj AAnBeia poxopévwy, é€alpétwe 8¢ kata tfg Neotoplaviig ftolloudaikiig aipéoswe kat Mavixaikfig
Tpuyiag tol memhavnuévou EVTUXEWC.
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blames Cyril and his clerics as Manichaean-minded (uaviyaiogpoveg), apparently due to their
Monophysite wording on Christology.%®

The case of Severus of Antioch, a moderate Monophysite himself, who “stigmatized his
extreme Monophysite opponents as ‘Manichaeans’ on Christological issues” is
characteristic.'%° For Severus, the Manichaeans were “more wicked [heretics] than any
other” .10 Severus in turn, “himself was accused by Antiochene monks of being a Manichaean
in the Synod of 536 for not believing that Mary was the Mother of God”.!!! For the seventh-
century author whose works have been passed on under the name of the (later) authority
Oecumenius of Tricca, the followers of Eutyches (extreme Monophysites) argue like the
Manichaeans since they support the docetic view of incarnation.'!?

Origenists of the meta-Chalcedonian controversy are also considered as Manichaean-
minded due to their protology (pre-existence of the souls) and eschatology (apocatastasis,
final restoration).!!3

As can be deduced from the above, not only the Catholics but also the noble heretics
compared their religious opponents to Manichaeans and considered that a fundamental part
of their theology connected them directly and substantially to Manichaeism.

Furthermore, the different Christian parties are (in most cases) not identified with, or
accused of being Manichaeans. Instead, it is their theology, Triadology, and Christology that is
compared to Manichaeism, and is underlined that they think as the Manichaeans do
(uaviyatoppoveg). | have the impression that the tone in many texts is more admonitory and
exhortative, rather than denunciatory. Their aim is pastoral (i.e. caring for believers), because
the correct wording of the dogma had soteriological dimensions. In such a context, Nilus the
bishop of Ankara addressed a letter to the presbyter Philon, in which he rebukes Philon
because he dissimulated the Manichaean teachings as Christian when preaching to his flock.14

Even in some cases where the word Manichaean is used, it seems from the context that
it is not used literally. Through their letters, many Catholic bishops, among them Pamphilus of
Abydus and Quintianus of Ausculanum, call the Monophysite bishop of Antioch Petrus
Cnapheus, to the correct Christology:

108 Nestorius, Ad Cyrillum Alexandrinum Il 180; ep. 5; ACO (Ephesenum anno 431), 1.1.1, 32°*%: yivwoke 6¢&
TEMAQVNLEVOV CQUTOV UTO TV TG ofi¢ lowg Slabéoewg kKAnpk®v, Mo TV évtadba anod thig ayiag cuvodou
Kabnpnuévwy, wg Ta Mavixaiwv ppovouviwy:.

109 | jeu 1994, 110.

110 | jeu 1994, 110. Severus of Antioch, Homiliae Cathedrales cxxiii, in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 161.

111 Acta Synodus (Constantinopolitana et Hierosolymitana anno 536), 3.72.9-10 & 16-17. Cf. Lieu 1994, 110 fn.
361.

112 0ecumenius, Commentarius in Apocalypsin 13.2 (p. 60) (Suggit, 46): “He has become a human being, without
discarding his divinity, and he is truly a human being [...] This has nothing to do with analogy, as Nestorians say,
nor with semblance or appearance, as Eutychians say and the accursed and disgusting tribe of the Manichaeans”.
About the identity of the author see Suggit 2006, 3-16.

113 cyril of Scythopolis, Vit. Sab. 124. Justinian, Epistula ad synodum de Origene 122-124. Evagrius, HE 188.28-
189.5:"louotwiavog [...] oulevgog kai tol ABEAAOU TO {oov dtdap Kal T tPOG BlyiAlov mept TOUTWVY EMECTAAUEVA.
E€ OV AmavTwy £oTv EAelV Bnwg £omoudaotn T6 Qplyével EAMANVIKOVY kat MaviyxaikGv {oviwy épmifioat Tdv
AMooTOAMK®V Soyudtwyv TO Atov. As Perczel (2004, 205-36) argues, the reason that the Origenists were
associated with the Manichaeans by anti-Origenist authors is that they used a common vocabulary, mythical
schemes and motifs. Originists of the sixth century, appealing to the same audience as Manichaeans, combat
Manichaean dualism using its own means. To his question of whether finally “this similarity of language testifies
to any direct influence of Manichaean thought on the Origenists”, Perczel answers “I think it does”.

114 Nilus of Ankara, Ep. 321 (book 2) (PG 79:356-57). Cf. Kyrtatas (2005, 67) on the Christian “belief that salvation
depended on orthodox dogma”.
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Pamphylos: [...] arguing likewise in your writings [...] wouldn’t | call you a Manichaean?

Quintianus: When you claim that Christ has only one nature, how do you mean this? Created as
Arius says, or phantasmal as Manichaeus does? 1%

Athanasius’ rhetorical question to Adelphius can be interpreted from the same point of view:

Why then, [Arians] who adopt their [Valentinian, Marcionite, Manichaean] beliefs, do not also
inherit their names? For it is reasonable, since they hold their misbeliefs, to also have their
names, so as to be called Valentinians, Marcionites and Manichaeans.'®

Athanasius’ question is revealing for the use of the term ‘Manichaean’ as a label, and as a
religious abuse in the Triadological debate during the fourth century.

A further illustration of how insulting it was considered for one to be called a Manichaean
is his next sentence:

Perhaps then they will become ashamed because of the bad odour of these names and so they
will be enabled to perceive into what depth of impiety they have fallen.*”

A corresponding question in the Christological debate during the fifth century is that of
Eutherius of Tyana, the leader of the Nestorian party at the third Ecumenical Council of
Ephesus in 431. Eutherius blames Monophysites as apostates to Manichaeism and wonders
“how not to call you Manichaeans since you have the same misbeliefs?”118

To sum up: in the above cases, even when the word Manichaean is used, it acquires the
meaning of uaviyaifwv or uaviyatogpwyv. Furthermore, for both Catholics and noble heretics,
Manichaeism constituted the worst heresy par excellence, which became the benchmark for
calculating the degree of heresy.!'® The latter indicates that Manichaeism was active as a
missionary religion and reflects the trouble that it caused. In the words of Serapion of Thmuis,
Manichaeism makes the rest of the heresies appear harmless.??°

Because the Manichaeans were considered the worst of the worst heretics by all the
Christian parties, the term ‘Manichaean’ with the meaning of uaviyaiZwv became a label of
abuse very early (i.e. during the Arian controversy) and continued to exist long after the period
covered in this study. Therefore, in the literature under examination, alongside the real
Manichaeans, there appeared the imaginary ones.

15 Acta Synodus (Constantinopolitana et Hierosolymitana anno 536), 3.9.31-33 (Pamphylos: A\’ év toig
ouyypdupaow €dng [...] o0 Mavixailov oe Aé€w;) & 3.15.23-24 (Quintianus: el 6¢ pUOEWC PLEC 0TIV O XPLOTOG
Kai o0 800, Tl 0U AéyeLg TOV XPLOTOV KTLOTOV WG 6 ApeLog fj BKTLoTOV W 6 Mavixalog;).

116 Athanasius, Ep. Adelph. col. 1073: Atd ti o0v, T ToUTwv bpovodvtec, oUXL Kal TGV dvopdtwy avtév yivovat
kKAnpovopot; EbAoyov yap Gv Thv kakoSofiav Exouat, ToUTwV EXeL Kal T ovopata, vo Aoutdov OVaAevTVLaVOL
kat Mapklwviotal kat Mavixotol KaA@vtat.

17 Athanasius, Ep. Adelph., col. 1073.20-30 (NPNF? 4:1381, altered): Tdxa k&v oUtwg SL& Thv TGOV dvoudtwy
Suowbdiav aioyuvdpevol katavoijcat suvnB®aly, eig boov Babog doeBeiag nemtwkaot. See also the episode with
Constantius and the Arian bishops (section 4.2.1), Athanasius, H. Ar. 30.4-7 (358).

118 Eutherius of Tyana, Confutationes quarundam propositionum 14.45-50: mpd¢ Maviyaioug nOtopoAroate, Kai
n&OC GeVYeTe TV EKelvwv poonyopiav, v dbaivesBe kKAnpovdpol Tic ddopritou KakoSofiag;

119 1t has been argued that both Arius and the Antiochian School developed their Triadology and Christology,
respectively, in response to the Manichaean docetism. See Lyman 1989, 493-503 (esp. 501-03); Perczel 2004,
205-36.

120 serapion, ¢. Manichaeos 3.21-23, p. 30.
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4.3 Manichaean Religious Profile According to the Pagan Authors

The most important testimony for the Manichaean religious profile which comes from the
pagan world is the work of the philosopher Alexander of Lycopolis, Contra Manichaei
opiniones disputatio. Alexander’s work is the oldest treatise against the Manichaeans. Around
300, at the time Alexander wrote it, the Manichaean missionary activity in Egypt must have
caused a general disturbance and alarm, as illustrated by the decree of Diocletian (302) and
the circular letter attributed to Theonas, the bishop of Alexandria (282-300).12!

The Manichaean religious identity, as depicted by Alexander, has been much discussed
by scholars. As the translators of the text (van der Horst and Mansfeld) commented in their
introduction, “very interesting for the students of Manichaeism is the fact that so early a
witness as Alexander presents Mani as a Christian heretic”.'?? This remark, which is also
important for the question of the origin of Manichaeism, has attracted a lot of attention and
has been repeatedly quoted in later works.'?

The opinion of the translators was based mainly on the two opening chapters of
Alexander’s text. Alexander starts his work on Manichaeism by presenting Christian
philosophy. He says that, although ‘simple’, it was effective in stimulating moral progress by
instigating people to desire what is good. According to him, this ‘simple’ Christian philosophy
was rendered decadent within the systems of thought of later heretics, worst of all Mani (gi¢
avnvutov mpdyua v amAijv tavtnv éuBeBAnkaotv @ilocopiav). Reading the two first
chapters this way, it could indeed be inferred that Alexander presents Manichaeism as a
Christian heresy. This thesis conforms also to Gardner’s theory. Alexander met Manichaeism
at an earlier stage of the religion’s development, earlier than the Church Fathers; hence it is
probable that the Manichaeism he faced was more Christian than the Manichaeism described
by later Church Fathers.

However, | believe that the importance attributed to this first image of Manichaeism
in Alexander’s introduction has been overstated. Furthermore, the thesis that Alexander
regarded Manichaeism as one of the Christian heresies is reinforced by the translation of the
text; it presupposes such an interpretation, and is in turn derived from the conviction of the
translators of the Christian origin of Manichaeism. They worked on the translation in the
period immediately after the discovery of the CMC, when the hypothesis of the Christian origin
of Manichaeism was convincing to most researchers. In the words of the translators “the
Christian origin [of Manichaeism] has now been definitely proved by the new codex of
Cologne”.'?* The new translation and the emphasis on the importance of this specific part of
Alexander’s discussion of Manichaeism led later scholars to regard it as highly significant for
the discourse concerning the origins of Manichaeism; this stimulated interpretations of the
text from this perspective. Thus, Alexander’s criticism (in another chapter of his text) that

121 All the three sources were firstly discussed in ch.[2], 2.2.1.

122 yan der Horst and Mansfeld 1974, 6.

123 Gersh 1976, 211: “but the writer [Van der Horst] draws attention to the important point that the pagan
philosopher presents Mani as a Christian heretic (p. 6 and n. 11)”. Lieu, 1994 158: “Alexander [...] regarded
[Manichaeism] as an eccentric form of Christianity”. Lieu (2010, 162), slightly modifying his previous opinion,
states: Alexander “saw Manichaeism as a ‘complex’ off-shoot of the Christian school”. van Oort 2013, 277: “In
modern research, Alexander’s Against the Doctrines of Manichaios is important for two main reasons. Firstly,
because it is a highly significant source for our knowledge of early Manichaeism. A major characteristic of
Alexander’s description is that he considers it to be a form of Christianity. In the past decades, this assessment
of Mani’s religion has been confirmed by several discoveries of Manichaean texts”.

124 yan der Horst and Mansfeld 1974, 6 fn. 11.
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Manichaean teachings relied on the voice of the prophets instead of being based on the
reason of the apodictic principles of the Greek philosophers, was interpreted as a criticism of
Christianity.1?> As Lieu argues, for “a pagan philosopher like Alexander [...] the Manichaeans
were no different from the Christians”, in that both relied on the prophets.’?® This
interpretation, however, is incompatible with his position on Christianity, as will be shown
below.

My thesis does not intend to challenge the translators’ opinion regarding the origin of
Manichaeism. As was made clear from the outset, the origin of Manichaeism does not fall
within the scope of my research. What | doubt is the suggestion that Alexander presents Mani
as a Christian heretic, or that Alexander’s whole treatise represents Manichaeism as a
Christian heresy. It is interesting to note here that the older translation by James Hawkins did
not stimulate relevant discussion concerning the origin.*?’ | quote below the two translations
of the same passage:'%®

The philosophy of the Christians is termed simple. [...] But this being divided into many questions
by the number of those who come after, there arise many, just as is the case with those who are
devoted to dialectics [...] so that now they come forward as parents and originators of sects and
heresies [...] wish to become the heads of the sects [...] 2. So in these matters also, while in
novelty of opinion each endeavours to show himself first and superior, they brought this
philosophy, which is simple, almost to a nullity. Such was he whom they call Manichaeus, Persian
by race [rest is missing from translation].}?

The philosophy of the Christians is a simple philosophy [...] Since this simple philosophy has been
slit up into numerous factions by its later adherents, the number of issues has increased just as
in sophistry [...] some of these men [...] wanted to be leaders of the sects [...] 2. as each of them
strove to surpass his predecessor by the novelty of his doctrines, they converted the simple
philosophy into a hopelessly complicated and ineffectual thing. An example of this tendency is
the man named Manichaeus, a Persian by birth, whose astonishing doctrines, in my opinion, far
surpass those of all the others.3°

What makes the difference is that according to the translation of Hawkins, Christian
philosophy was “divided into many questions by the number of those who come after [in life]
(émyevouévwv)”, 3! while, according to the translation of van der Horst and Mansfeld,
Christian philosophy was “split up into numerous factions by its later adherents”. The literal

125 Alexander, Tract. Man. 5.30-33 (Van der Horst and Mansfeld, 59): “The role attributed by the philosophers of
the Greeks to the postulates, namely the underived propositions upon which proofs are based is represented
among these people by the voice of the prophets”.

126 |ieu 1994, 170.

127 see ANF 6:411-35.

128 Alexander, Tract. Man. 1-2: 'H Xplotiav®dv dhocodia arAf kaAeital [...] Eig mAeiota 8¢ tavtng umd TV
€nyevopévwy PepLoBeiong {ntroelg cuvéotnoav mAeioveg kaBamep év tolg €plotikoig [...] kai twveg Adn kat
aipgéoewv npolotnoav: [...] TV aipéoewv Ryelobat n&iouy [...] oUtw &€ kal Mt TOUTWV Tfj KVOTNTL TV S0§MV
£KATEPOG TOV PO aUTod UMepPAaMecBal ormouddalwy i dvAivutov mpdyua TNV ArAfiv tavtnv €upeBAnkacly
d\ocodiav- Womep 6 Aeyouevog Mavixaioc, 6¢ Népong HEV TG 0TV TO YEVOG, KATA ye TAV EUAV §6Eav avtag
UmepBad®v T Bauvpdotla AéyeLy.

129 ANF 6:413-14.

130 yan der Horst and Mansfeld 1974, 48-52.

131 Translation of ‘myevopévwy’, émiyevopevoc= to be born after, come into being after, ol &mywdpevol
GvBpwrol posterity, 1d.9.85; ol émyevopevol toutw codlotal who came after him, the following, the next,
become or come into being afterwards.
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translation is the first. The second requires an interpretative proposal.'3? Thus, according to a
more literal and neutral translation, Alexander says that Manichaeism is a heresy, but he does
not say that it is a Christian heresy. The content of the term heresy during the period under
investigation, as has been indicated above, was broad and polysemous.'33 Especially at the
time Alexander wrote his treatise and in the context of pagan philosophy, the term still had
the meaning of ‘school of thought’, a ‘system of philosophical principles, etc. Indeed, in a
subsequent chapter of his treatise Alexander himself uses the term aipeoig in the sense of
philosophical school.13*

Consequently, | will argue that in the rest of Alexander’s treatise, comprising his whole
argumentation refuting the Manichaean doctrines, nothing suggests that he believes that he
is confronting a Christian heresy. | would rather say that he seems to consider it as a
‘pagan/Hellenic’ heresy.

The Manichaean missionaries that Alexander met, among them Papos and Thomas,
instead of using quotations from the Christian Scriptures (NT) in their propaganda, are said to
have used fables from Greek mythology as supporting arguments. For example, they invoke
the battle of the Giants to prove that the Greek poets were aware of the rebellion of matter
(= evil principle) against God. They present the dismemberment of Dionysus by the Titans as
supporting evidence for their doctrine of the dispersal of divine light particles in matter.’3®
Alexander is especially critical. Manichaeans, he writes, have surpassed the poets. Their
stories are of the same kind as those of the Greek poets; however, while for the poets they
were allegories aiming to teach moral lessons, Manichaeans meant them literally. Alexander
confesses that he himself knows such persons who mix together and quote material from
poetry in order to support their arguments and doctrines.’3® As he testifies, the Manichaean
missionaries, applying such methods, succeeded to convert even some of his fellow-
philosophers.

|, for one, do not wish to deny that these doctrines are capable of influencing the minds of those

who uncritically accept this theory, especially since deceitful expositions of this kind were
successful in making converts out of certain fellow-philosophers of mine. ¥’

132 Similar is the critique concerning the translation by Gersh (1976, 212): “in some ways the authors may be felt
to be prone to excessive diligence in this respect [trans.] [...] perhaps the interpretation of the sentence [...]
might well have been left to the reader's own ingenuity”.

133 See section 4.1 (Methodological ruminations).

134 Alexander, Tract. Man. 24.20: i 6& kat’ avTéV THYV kKaAliotnv aipeotv 6 volc kat adTtoug oty Td dvta mdvra.
The expression ‘kaAdiotnv aipeotv’ is translated by van der Horst and Mansfeld (1974, 93) as ‘best school’.
Moreover, the Catholic writers themselves, from the beginning to the end of the period under investigation,
repeatedly stressed that Manichaeism is a heresy that claims to be Christian. According to the testimony of
Epiphanius, even in the 370s there were people (Christians) who considered Manichaeans as Christians. It is thus
expected that when Manichaeism first appeared in Roman territories to be considered by the pagans as a form
of Christianity. John of Damascus (Haer.) also classifies Islam (the Ismailite religion, Bpnokeia t@v lopanAt®v)
as a Christian heresy, the last of his time. Was it?

135 Alexander, Tract. Man. 5 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 57): “The more cultivated among them, who are not
unfamiliar with Greek mythology, call to our memory parts of our own tradition. They quote the mysteries,
comparing the dismemberment of Dionysus by the Titans to the dividing up, in their own teachings, of the divine
power over matter. They also refer to the battle of the giants as told in our poetry, which to their mind proves
that the poets were not ignorant of the insurrection of matter against God”.

136 Alexander, Tract. Man. 10 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 70-71): “They surpass by far the mythographers [...]
Their stories are undoubtedly of the same sort, since they describe a regular war of matter against God, but they
do not even mean this allegorically, as e.g. Homer did [...]". For the presentation of the Manichaean mythology
in Alexander, see Widengren 1985, 830.

137 Alexander, Tract. Man. 5.15-19 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 58).
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In addition to Greek myths, according to Alexander, Manichaeans took ideas from Greek
philosophers (e.g. Plato, Aristotle, Pythagoras) which, however, they distorted. They talked
about matter, but they did not mean it as Plato and Aristotle, but as “the random motion
within each individual thing”, which is something completely different.’3® Elsewhere,
Alexander criticizes Manichaean pantheistic views!3® and the Manichaean misconception of
Pythagoras’ theory.?° Thus, Alexander’s work is a confirmation of the Church Fathers’ claim
that the Manichaeans in their propaganda to pagans/Greeks “set out to prove that [...] [their]
message accords with their traditions” .14

The Manichaean prophets, as described by Alexander, look like decayed Greek poets
and philosophers, rather than Christian prophets. Their teachings are presented as a parody
and a caricature of Greek mythology and philosophy. As Mansfeld comments, Alexander
“argues against the Manichaeans from a Platonist point of view, often treating his opponents
as if they were some sort of crypto-Stoics”.1#2 The latter is also illustrated in his presentation
of the Manichaean doctrines, which are recorded in “their old and new scriptures (ypagac
nadaudac te kai véacg)” .3 These are doctrines that had nothing in common with Christianity,
and were later combated by the Church writers. Both Alexander and Christian authors like
Titus of Bostra and Serapion of Thmuis developed the same rationale in their treatises against
Manichaeans. Apart from the main target of their criticism, which was dualism and its
consequences for anthropology and ethics, there are many other parallels in their rhetoric.144
For example, a recurrent target of both the Church Fathers’ and Alexander’s criticism is the
Manichaean theory of the construction of the salvific machinery for the pumping of the souls
from matter, through the sun and the moon:

The sun and the moon [...] continually separate the divine power from matter and send it on its
way toward God.**

They say that both sun and moon separate the divine power from matter bit by bit and transmit
it to God, the moon receiving it within itself from the time when it is new until when it is full,
and then giving it to the sun, which sends it on towards God.'#

138 Alexander, Tract. Man. 2.18-26 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 52-53).

139 Alexander, Tract. Man. 22.15-19.

140 Alexander, Tract. Man. 6.

141 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 4.2.

142 van der Horst and Mansfeld 1974, 47. Cf. Stroumsa and Stroumsa 1988 & Stroumsa 1992.

143 Alexander, Tract. Man. 5. Cf. ch.[2], 2.3.3.

144 see for example chs 13 and 14. As Alexander states (13.14-18), according to the Manichaean theory, natural
disasters should “belong to the domain of the good”, because they “would render possible the return to God of
a great part of the power which has been confined within matter”. Similarly Titus of Bostra (c. Manichaeos 2.24-
29), ca. 70 years later, points out that Manichaeans contradict themselves arguing, on the one hand, that
matter’s increase is harmful and that the birth of children increases matter, while, on the other hand, they
consider matter’s destruction through natural disasters as evil, and massive deaths through calamities as human
woes.

145 Alexander, Tract. Man. 3.30-33 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 55): fAwov kat oeAfvny Taic [...] Thv SUvauw Thv
Beiav tfig UANG anoxwpilovtag Kail mpog Tov Bedv napanéunovroag. For the whole procedure of the pumping of
light particles from matter, through the sun and the moon, see Ch. 4.4-12: “For at each increase the moon
receives the power which is separated from matter and during this time it is filled with it; and when it has become
full, it transmits it to the sun as it wanes. The sun, again, passes it on to God; and when it has done this, again
receives that part of Soul which has migrated towards it since the last full moon”.

146 Alexander, Tract. Man. 22.1-6 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 86): Aéyouot 8¢ &tLkal fjAlog kat oeAfvn Thv Belav
SUVOULY KOTA UIKPOV SLakpivavteg amod Tfig UANG mpog Tov Bedv dnonéunouaty, Thg oeAfvng év taig vouunvialg
uéxpl TG mavoehfvou eig gautnv Sexopévng TaUTV eita T® NAiw <S1>8olong, Tol 8¢ MPOG TOV Bedv
TP ATEUTTOVTOG,.
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This notion is denounced as absurd and a “scientific” explanation is provided:

They would not have been in this plight, had they, at least occasionally, attended the lectures of
astronomers; then they would not have been unfamiliar with the fact that the moon (which
according to some does not possess a light of its own) is illuminated by the sun.*¥’

For Alexander, the Manichaean idea that Man was created by matter according to the image
of an icon of Man that appears in the sun, is beyond any imagination.

Is it not more fantastic than any myth when they say that man is a product of matter copied
from the image which is visible in the sun?#

In general, Alexander’s whole argumentation does not give the impression that he refutes a
Christian heresy. On the contrary, in his argumentation, he commends and adopts Christian
theses to refute the Manichaean theories and doctrines, which is a surprising choice from a
pagan philosopher.'*® He juxtaposes the correctness of Christian teaching to the problematic
theses of Manichaeism, especially in the topics of anthropology and ethics (free will).

Our first question should be: what then, is the use of all the effort which is spent on education?
For we could become good even when asleep. Or what reason do these people hold out to their
own catechumens the highest hope for reaching the good? For these would be in possession of
their proper good even when spending their time in whoring.*>°

He criticizes the elitist division of the members of the sect into two classes and compares it
with the corresponding Christian teaching on the equality between all men.

This was, | believe, correctly understood by Jesus, and this is why, in order that farmers and
carpenters and masons and other skilled workers should not be excluded from the good, he
instituted a common circle of all these people together, and why, by means of simple and easy
conversations, he [...] helped them to achieve a desire for the good.*!

He is shocked, as Stroumsa comments, by the elitist approach of salvation in Manichaeism
only for the few Elect, and criticizes the closed Manichaean communities from a social
perspective.'>?

Finally, Alexander accuses Manichaeans of talking about Christ, while in fact, they do
not know him; they change even his name, instead of Xptotd¢ (the anointed, from chrism), he
says, they call him Xpnotdg (good).

147 Alexander, Tract. Man. 22.6-14 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 86-87): el & Aoav Kol KATd HIKPOV €ig
aotpovopwv BUpag dottioavieg, ovk Gv tadta menovBecav olte Ayvonoav &v OtL / oeAvn—KaTA Twvag
&uotpog oloa idiou GwTdc—UMS Tol AAlOU KataAdumeTaL.

148 Alexander, Tract. Man. 23.10-12 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 88): Tivag 8¢ puBoug oy UmepPEPnkey T®
aruBdvw Kol Tadta, 8Te Katd Ty OpOsioav v HAiw eikdva Tig DANG TOV dvBpwrtiov Snutolpynua eivot Aéywaotv.
See in 23.10-67 the whole section about the <The Origin of Man> (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 88-91).

149 This is one of the reasons why Edwards (1989 and 2015) challenged the pagan identity of Alexander. See
below in this section.

150 Alexander, Tract. Man. 16.12-17 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 79): np&tov pév tig xpeia tod mepl thv
naibeuotv moévou; yevoiueba yap Gv kabevdovieg onoudaiol. fi Sl Ti pdALoTa TOUG GKPOWMEVOUG aUTOV ol
tolodtol avdpeg eig EAnida dyouot tol kaAoU; kal yap kaAwvSoupevol ol Taig Etaipalg to oikelov €xotev &v
Aayabov.

151 Alexander, Tract. Man. 16.29-35 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 80): & Sokel pot katavevonkévat 6 'Incodc kai
fva ) dneAnAapévol ot tod dyaBol yewpyol Te kail TEKTOVEC Kol 0ikoSOpoL Kol ol GAAOL ATO TGV TEXV®V, KOOV
ouveSplov kabBical mavtwv Opod Kol SLd AmA@v kai gUkOAwv Sladé€ewv kal eic¢ Beol &vvolav altoug
amnevnvoyxéval kot tod kahoD eig émBupiav éAOelv motijoat.

152 Stroumsa and Stroumsa 1988, 50.
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Christ (Christos) however, whom they do not even know, but whom they call chrestos (good),
introducing a new meaning instead of the generally received one by changing the ‘i’ into ‘e’, they
hold to be the Intellect.’>

Alexander’s testimony that Manichaeans use to call Jesus Chrestos instead of Christos is
attested by an original Manichaean letter found in Kellis (probably Mani’s canonical epistle?).
In the greetings in the introductory paragraph of the epistle we read: “Manichaios, apostle of
Jesus Chrestos, and all the brothers who are with me... Peace through God the Father, and our
lord Jesus Chrestos”.1>* Moreover, Alexander’s testimony shows that he had access to original
Manichaean texts, since the difference in the pronunciation between the vowels ‘U (i6ta) and
‘n’ (eta) did not exist in his time.'>

In any case, Alexander’s statement is impressive for a pagan, who seems to defend the
Christ of the Christians. For Alexander, even the Christ of the Manichaeans, a figure who is
supposed to be the crucial point for ranking Manichaeans among Christians, is completely
different from the Christ of the Christian Churches.'>® Alexander’s assertion is reminiscent of
remarks made by Gregory of Nyssa and Augustine, that the name of Christ on the lips of the
Manichaeans was just a sound, empty of meaning.>”’

Continuing his critique, Alexander wonders why then, if they mean the same Christ as
the Churches do, they do not accept the Old Testament.>® Here, unlike his previous criticism
that Manichaean missionaries rely on their prophets’ voice, he seems to reproach them
because they reject the OT. It is really astonishing that Alexander’s arguments seem to
become an advocate of Christianity against Manichaeism. As Edwards points out, it is strange
that a pagan philosopher adopts and supports so many Christian theses. Edwards considers it
unexpected that Alexander uses the Greek term éxkkAnaoia, which has a political meaning, with
the religious content that the Christians ascribed to it. “We should not, however, expect a
pagan author to designate the concourse of the faithful by the name which they [Christians]
had stolen from the vocabulary of political affairs”.1>® According to Edwards, what Alexander
is trying to prove is that the doctrine of Manichaeans is self-contradictory, in that they
contradicted themselves in claiming that they were Christians. Edwards, however, does not
exclude the possibility that such parts of the text could be a later addition, by the hand of a
Christian author.1®°

153 Alexander, Tract. Man. 24.1-4 (Jesus as Nodc¢) (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 91-92): Tov 6¢ xpLotdv oU6e
YLYVWOKOVTEG, GAAL XpNOoTOV alTOV TPOoayopeVOVTES Tfj TPOG TO N oToLXEToV HETAAAYPEL ETEPOV ONUALVOUEVOV
Qvti Tod Kupilwe mept avTol Venupévou elodyovteg vodv elval daoty.

154 Gardner and Lieu 2004, 167. According to Pedersen (2013b, 190) “it is highly probable that” this spelling “is a
Manichaean self-designation”.

155 Suetonius also calls Jesus Chrestos.

156 Alexander, Tract. Man. 24.4-8: €l uév 16 yvwoTov Kal to yyviokov kal thv codiav aitdv Aéyovteg, dpddwva
oUtwg ToTg Ao TV €kkAnol®v rept altod Aéyouot Slatattopevol oltw ye dAwaoovtal. See fn. 38 in this chapter,
for Pedersen’s opinion about the Manichaean Jesus.

157 Augustine, Conf. 3.6 (10) (Chadwick, 44). See also Gardner and Lieu 2004, 131. Cf. ch.[4], 4.2.1.

158 Alexander, Tract. Man. 24.4-9.

159 Edwards 1989, 484. As Edwards also states (1989, 484): “only political senses of ékkAnoia and ékkAnotaotikég
are attributed by Liddell and Scott to any pagan source”.

160 Edwards 1989, 486: “The difficulties of the passage are more readily discernible than their causes, but we
have ample reasons for doubting its integrity in its present form unless we believe that the author was a pagan
who adopted Christian assumptions and vocabulary at points where the argument moved him to more than
ordinary passion”. In a later publication Edwards challenges, more decisively the prevailing view that Alexander
was a pagan (justifying likewise the tradition of the Church and Photius). After examining the arguments that
Alexander draws from the Platonic tradition, Edwards (2015, 140) characteristically states: “In short we cannot
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Summarizing the basics of the Manichaean religious profile as presented by Alexander,
it is clear that apart from the initial link he makes between Manichaeism and Christianity, in
the remaining twenty-four chapters of his treatise, the Manichaeism he presents is a heresy
that one cannot seriously argue was considered as Christian. It is a heresy which in its
missionary propaganda used Greek fables instead of the New Testament, and whose doctrines
are grounded on an erroneous understanding of Greek philosophy. It was a heresy, moreover,
which had no moral rules unlike Christianity, and was a heresy which did not speak about the
Christ that Christian Churches proclaim.

Some other brief pagan testimonies concerning the religious profile of Manichaeans
must be discussed here. Around the middle of the fourth century (364), the famous orator
Libanius, in a letter addressed to Priscianus (governor of Palaestina Prima under Constantius),
pleaded for the Manichaeans, requesting their protection from [Christian] abusers. It is
notable, that this is the only testimony we have that speaks in favour of Manichaeans. In his
brief description, nothing suggests that he saw Manichaeism as a Christian heresy.

Those who venerate the sun without (performing) blood (sacrifices) and honour it as a god of
the second grade and chastise their appetites and look upon their last day as their gain are found
in many places of the world but everywhere they are only few in number. They harm no one but
they are harassed by some people. 2. | wish that those of them who live in Palestine may have
your authority for refuge and be free from anxiety and that those who wish to harm them may
not be allowed to do so. 162

In his Commentary on the Manual of Epictetus, the pagan philosopher Simplicius (sixth
century, ca. 530) echoes Alexander’s criticism of the Manichaean myths. In a much more
derogatory tone than Alexander, he states that these kinds of myths do not even deserve to
be called mythology.

Why do | quote their views at length? For they fabricate certain marvels which are not worthy
to be called myths. However, they do not use them as myths nor do they think that they have
any other meaning, but believe that all the things which they say are true.162

As Simplicius confesses, a Manichaean teacher had informed him that the Manichaeans
interpret these myths literally, something which coincides with Alexander’s testimony.®3 In
refuting the Manichaean doctrines, Simplicius uses neo-platonic argumentation, just as
Alexander does.'®* Pedersen argues for an influence from Alexander on Titus and from Titus
on Simplicius. As he notes, this would be interesting because it shows that “it was not only
Christian writers of Late Antiquity who were influenced by the Platonists, but that the opposite

maintain, without a battery of ancillary hypotheses, that our author was a pagan. More probably he was a
Christian who had been to school with the Platonists, and was resolved to defeat the Manichees by a priori
reasoning without appeal to any contested word of revelation”. Cf. ch.[2], 2.2.1, fn.32.

161 ibanius, Epist. 1253 (Lieu 2010, 43): (t.) NMptokiav®. (1.) Ot tov fAlov oUtot Bepamneovteg Gveu aiportog Kat
TOVTEG BedV TIpoonyopiq Seutépa Kal THV yooTépa KOAALOVTEG Kal &€v KEPSEL TTOLOUUEVOL TRV TFG TEAEUTHC
nUépav oAaxol pév elot T yiig, mavtaxol 6& dAiyol. kai adikolot puév o06€va, Aumolvtal € UTU éviwv. (2.)
BoUAopat 8¢ ToUg év MaAatotivy TouTwv SlatpiBovtag TV onv ApeTHv Exelv kataduyny Kal sivai odiow ddestav
Kat pr €€elvat toic Boulopévolg eig auTolg UPpPILeLy.

162 Simplicius, Comm. Man. Epict. 35 (105-07) (Lieu 2010, 105): Kai ti talta unkdvw; tépata yip MAGTTOVIEG TIva,
Arep un6é puBoug Kahelv GElov, ol WS HUBoLg xpvtal, oVSE évbeikvuoBai tt GANo vouilouatyv.

163 Simplicius, Comm. Man. Epict. 35 (90-92): o0 y&p d§lolot puBIK&G TVOG TV Aeyopévwy akoVEewy AAN, ortoiag
TG TV Tap’ auTol codiv EEdbnvey, ék kpatatol AiBou kal avayAudoug autag vouilouot (“they do not think it
right to listen to any of the things they say allegorically, but they are thinking of those things which are made or
solid stone and carved, as one of their wise men informed me”, in Lieu 2010, 105).

164 Cf. Lieu 1994, 193 and 2010, 162.
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was also now and again the case”.1%> Along the same lines of criticism, full of irony, moves
another philosopher of the sixth century, Asclepius of Tralles.6¢

4.4 Conclusions

The examination of a variety of sources (treatises, lists, canons, Synod’s minutes, etc.) has
shown that although Manichaeans are often called heretics by the authors, both Christian (of
all denominations) and pagan sources regarded Manichaeism as a religious category distinct
from Christianity. This is also illustrated in some of the Manichaean texts, especially in the
Kephalaia. Apart from the term heresy, the authors describing and classifying Manichaeism
used the terms ‘religion’ and ‘dogma’. Furthermore, the term ‘heresy’ itself had a broad
meaning during the investigated period and also signified religion. However, in the process of
time, it becomes gradually more and more apparent that our sources treated Manichaeism as
another religion, this being also reflected in the increased use of the term religion. A
corresponding evolution is also noted in the legal codes (from the CTh to CJ).

Thus, it seems that for the specialists (Christian writers of different confessions and
pagans) the ‘Manichaean Church’ was not one of the many Christian Churches. However,
simple people considered Manichaeism as a Christian heresy, and it was therefore an option
for those who searched for an alternative choice within Christianity. As Edwards remarks,
Manichaeism probably survived for centuries in the Roman Empire in contrast to Persia where
it was extinguished, “because it had the status of a heresy and not a new religion, so that those
who wished to escape the hegemony of the Catholic Church could adopt it without divorcing
themselves entirely from the faith in which they were reared”.'®” The latter explains why
Church Fathers insisted so much on pointing out that the Manichaeans were not Christians
but merely pretended to be. Indeed, the high appeal of Manichaeism to ordinary people, in
combination with the fact that the autonym Christian was mainly used by the Manichaeans
for their communication with the surrounding Christianized world, partly explains the claim of
Christian authors that their self-designation as Christians served tactical and missionary
reasons.

Because the Manichaeans were considered the worst of the worst heretics by all the
Christian parties, the term ‘Manichaean’ with the meaning of uaviyaiZwv became a label of
abuse very early (during the Arian controversy), and continued to exist long after the period
covered in this study. So, in the literature under examination, imaginary Manichaeans
appeared alongside the real ones.

In his treatise, Alexander challenges the Christianness of the Manichaeans to the same
degree as ecclesiastical (Christian) authors. It is true that the first two introductory paragraphs
of Alexander’s treatise initially give the impression that he regards Manichaeism as a form of
decadent Christianity. However, when one reads the whole text, it becomes clear that
Alexander mainly juxtaposes Christianity with Manichaeism, treating Manichaeism and
Christianity as two different religious categories which he compares. The emphasis of

165 pedersen 2004, 68.
166 Asclepius of Tralles, In Aristotelis metaphysicorum 292: ot &tuxetlc Mavixaiol, £netSn Amopouv mOBev Td Kakd,
ur loxvoavteg émAloacBat TauTnV TNV anopiav eipikacty OtL 0TV dpxn TV Kak®v, Womep Kal Tv dyadidv
[...] Tl €é0TL TO Aeyopevov U altdv we OTL TolauTn €0ty 1) GUOLS TV BVTWY, WOTE CUVIPEXELWV TNV KATAdAOLY Tf
anoddoel, kabdmnep paociv ol BeoxdAwtol Maviyaiot; TOUTW Yap TG OVOUOTL TTPOCNYOPEVCEV AUTOUC O NUETEPOG
dW\O6c0dOg AUUWVLOG.
167 Edwards 2015, 142.
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Alexander’s critique is that whereas Manichaeans are self-identified as Christians, they differ
radically from Christians on a number of substantial issues. At this point, his aspect coincides
fully with that of the Christian specialists.
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