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Chapter 5: Manichaean Beliefs and Practices?

“If anyone is able to demolish the unbegotten dualism [...] he would at the same time
cut down the entire forest of his words”. (Acta Archelai)?

5.1 Introduction

As the previous chapters underlined, both the anti-heretical legislation and Byzantine
literature (Christian and Pagan) regarded the Manichaeans as the ‘worst of the worst’ heretics.
Manichaeism itself constituted the worst heresy par excellence. But what, exactly was the
nature of their crime according to Christian and pagan authors?

Unlike the laws, which targeted the Manichaean gatherings, the main object of both
Christian and pagan anti-Manichaean literature were Manichaean doctrines. This is to be
expected, since that was the work of the teachers, i.e. the “priests of God”? and the
philosophers. References to the Manichaean assemblies, testimonies concerning the
Manichaean rituals, or allusions to what was happening during them, are quite rare in reality.
The three main doctrinal issues that predominate in the discourse are: (1) Manichaean
(ontological) dualism, namely the idea of two first principles, one good (the light/spirit) and
one evil (darkness/matter); (2) docetic Christology, which is seen as a consequence of that
same dualism. Since matter is identified with the principle of evil, Christ could not have
acquired a material (physical) body; and (3) the Manichaean attitude towards the Bible and
the use of the Christian Scriptures, a theme connected with missionary practices.

The biggest part of the discussion in literature concerns the Manichaean tenet of the
two principles; the authors found this unacceptable and absurd and saw it as the source of a
series of contradictions in Manichaean dogma, ethos, and praxis. They placed great emphasis
on the theoretical discourse because, as Hegemonius argues, if the unbegotten ontological
dualism would be demolished, then at the same time the whole Manichaean edifice would be
deconstructed.* However, the discourse regarding dualism, for both Christian and pagan
authors, was not just a theoretical discussion at a theological level, but also focused on the
implications that dualism had on cosmology and anthropology. In turn, this formed an ethos
that for the authors entailed problematic behaviour. It is exactly the latter which is the focus
of this chapter: this behaviour had an obligatory character for the Manichaeans and also had
serious religious and social consequences for the Christian and pagan anti-Manichaean
authors. Thus, the target of this chapter is not the contradictions of dualism and its ‘fatal’
consequence on dogma (e.g. docetic Christology, etc.), but the effect dualism had on the
Manichaean ethos, and on the observable behaviour on everyday Manichaean life.

1 This chapter relies on the excellent work of Jason BeDuhn with regard to the collection of original Manichaean
sources (Syriac, Arabic, Coptic, Iranian, Turkic, Chinese, etc.) that he provides in his The Manichaean Body in
Discipline and Ritual, a reworking of his doctoral dissertation. Without these sources this work would have been
much more difficult. Of course, the interpretation and argumentation are entirely my responsibility.

2 AA 68.2 (Vermes, 150-51).

3 As is emphasized in Sirm. 12 (Pharr, 482): “The heretics [Donatists, Manichaeans, Priscillianists] and the
superstition of the pagans ought to have been corrected by the solicitude alone of those religious men, the
priests of God [...] by their sedulous admonition and by their authoritative teaching”.

4 AA 68.2 (Vermes, 150-51).
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CHAPTER 5

In order to reconstruct a more comprehensive and reliable picture, | consider it
necessary to conduct a comparative examination per subject of all the sources at our disposal
(Greek, Semitic, Latin). So, the information and argumentation culled from the East-Roman
anti-Manichaean sources will be complemented and compared to the influential anti-
Manichaean writings of Augustine, without whose detailed observations little would be
known about Manichaeism in the West. Finally, both the Greek sources and Augustine will be
assessed in light of the authentic Manichaean sources. In this way, three different
perspectives on the same issues will be presented and compared.

5.2. Manichaean Beliefs and their Implications in Religious Everyday Life
5.2.1 The Manichaean Cosmogonic Myth

The two first principles

There are numerous versions of the Manichaean cosmogonic narrative, which vary according
to time and place.> Yet, the core of the myth remains common in all versions and in all
narrative means through which it is expressed (e.g. writings, sermons, hymns). Before
proceeding to examine the implication of dualism, | consider it appropriate to present very
briefly the core of the myth.

All start from the Manichaean premise that there are two distinct co-eternal principles:
the good (identified with the light) and the evil (identified with darkness and matter). In ‘pre-
cosmic’ time they combated each other and this led these two separate principles to be
mingled; in specific, a part of the light was swallowed by /trapped in matter, or according to
some, the light ‘sacrificed’ itself for this very purpose. At an ontological level, a consequence
of this mixture was the cosmological and anthropological mixture. Since the primordial
mixture took place, the two principles conducted a series of stratagems on a macrocosmic and
microcosmic scale, in order to gain control of the situation and of the universe; the good trying
to free itself from the mixture, and the evil trying to maintain its sovereignty through the
mixture.®

At the macrocosmic level, the stratagem of the powers of light was to create the
cosmos (from the mixed material, i.e. matter containing divine particles) which operates “as
a huge machine” that liberates the captured light from the mixture with evil.” On the other
hand, the stratagem of evil was for the powers/archons of Darkness, to ‘engineer’ the creation
of man. Man, as cosmos, is also a product of a mixture of matter with the encapsulated divine

5 According to BeDuhn (2000b, 72-73), this testifies on the one hand that “the details of Manichaean cosmogony
were negotiable in the Manichaean proselytization process” and, on the other hand, the “inability or disinterest”
of the “centers of Manichaean authority” to control the modifications of the myth.

6 Sources for the narrative of primordial combat between good and evil and primordial mixture: (1) Greek
Sources: (a) CMC 132.11-13, (b) Epiphanius, Pan. 66.25 (Turbo’s narrative) (c) Abjuration formulas, SC 1.9-25, 3,
4; (2) Latin Sources: (a) AA 7.1-2, (b) Augustine: (b1) Faust., (b2) Ep.236 to Deuterius 2, (b3) Nat. bon., (b4) Duab.,
(b5) Haer. 46.114-132, (b6) Mor. Manich., (b7) Fund.; (3) Semitic sources: (a) Theodore bar Konai (Scholia), (b)
Al-Nadim (Fihrist), (c) Ephrem (Prose Refutations cxii), (d) Severus of Antioch (123 Cathedral Homily, esp. pp.
164.10-166.15); (4) Coptic Sources: 1Keph. 7 (concerning the Five Fathers 34.13-36.26), 1Keph. 63 (156.29-30),
1Keph. 72 (177.6 - 178.23), 1Keph. 85, 1Keph. 109. (262.25-27), 1Keph. 59, 2PsB 155.20-39, 2PsB 86.27-30, , 2PsB
54.8ff. (Psalm 246), 2PsB 9.3—11.32 (Psalm 223); (5) Iranian Sources: M801, Turfan treatises, M442 + M555 +
M5361, M33 (6) Turkic Sources: TlIK2a.l.R, (7) Chinese Sources: Compedium. See BeDuhn 1995b. Cf. Boyce 1975,
3-10.

7 Indicatively see: 2PsB 9.3-11.32 (Psalm 223); Al-Nadim, Fihrist ch. 9 (Dodge, 782); Augustine, Haer. 46. See also
BeDuhn 2000b, 76.
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MANICHAEAN BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

element. Thus, both the cosmos and humans consist of a mixture of matter (evil/darkness)
and divine particles (good/light). Until the end of time, which is the third moment according
to the eschatology of Manichaean myth, two parallel and opposite processes are in progress.
On the one hand is the liberation of light and thus the destruction of matter through the
draining of the light imprisoned in it, and on the other hand is the counter-attack by matter,
which aims to keep light contained within it.

Despite the variety of versions of the narrative of primordial combat (between good
and evil) and the resulting primordial mixture, these differ only in their details; what exists in
all versions, and must be kept in mind given its direct relevance to the question of the present
chapter, is the presence of the divine element (sometimes referred to as the Soul or Living
Self) in both man and the material world, as a consequence of the primordial mixture. Further,
there are two additional key features of the narrative attested in the sources and underlined
by several researchers, which are also important for my question:

(1) The literal instead of the allegorical interpretation of the mythic narrative. According to
BeDuhn, the preference of some researchers for a metaphorical rather than a literal
interpretation merely helps the interpreter not to feel that he offends the “culturally other”
as being inferior. As BeDuhn points out, “in the Manichaean case, the tradition insists upon a
literal interpretation”.® Manichaean “literary devices contribute to the characterization of a
universe which, however, is not itself a metaphor or poetic representation. [...] Such a
universe must really exist; it must be there literally”.® The literalness of the Manichaean myth
was, as we have seen, one of the recurrent targets of attack by their opponents, like
Alexander, Serapion, Epiphanius, Augustine, Simplicius, etc.1®

(2) The correspondence between macrocosm and microcosm: It is a common feature of
religions that divine beings serve as exemplars which the faithful are called to imitate.
However, in Manichaeism this macrocosm-microcosm relationship is more direct and
substantial. In Manichaeism, “the universal macrocosm and the human microcosm both
derive from a primordial mixture of antithetical substances, and both exist as battlegrounds
of opposing forces”.*! Thus, the structure of the human body is analogous to the body of the
Universe'? and human attitudes and actions should be an imitation of divine beings to ensure
a positive ending.’® At the level of the microcosm, the acceptance of this narrative entailed
certain behaviours which could be classified in the following groups according to their
purpose:

8 BeDuhn 2000b, 261-62.

2 BeDuhn 2000b, 70.

10 Alexander, Tract. Man. 10. Serapion, ¢. Manichaeos 33: évtaiBa Aoutdv moAUg O yéAwG Kal peydAn i xAeon,
[...] LOBOG EAANVIKOG [...] Aéyovtal yap uibot ot pdbot, AAN’ wg uibot motevovtat: [...] viv 8¢ [...] moteleton 6
napa Tolg ddpoaotv wg aAnBela. Epiphanius Pan. 66.46.11-12 (Williams, 273): “(11) Raise your mask, Menander,
you comedian! That is what you are, but you conceal yourself while you recite the deeds of adulterers and drink.
For you say nothing original—you mislead your dupes by introducing the Greeks’ works of fiction in place of the
truth. (12) Hesiod, with his stories of the theogony, probably had more sense than you, and Orpheus, and
Euripides. Even though they told ridiculous stories, it is plain that they are poets and made things up that were
not real. But to compound the error, you tell them as though they were”. Augustine characterized the
“Manichaeans as materialists who treat spiritual realities in terms of physical properties”, cf. BeDuhn 2000b, 115.
Simplicius, Comm. Man. Epict. 71.44-49 & 72.12. Cf. ch.[4].

11 BeDuhn 2000b, 117.

12 Cf. Turbo’s Narrative in AA 9.4 (Vermes, 52); Epiphanius, Pan. 27.4 (Williams, 256): “For this body of ours may
be called a < miniature* > world which answers to < this > great world, and all people have roots below which
are fastened to the realms on high”.

131 will analyse this further in section 5.2.3 (rituals).
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(1) Protective purpose: Behaviours aiming at the non-injury of the entrapped divine element
in matter (practiced by fasting and almsgiving).

(2) Preventive purpose (the barring): Behaviours that aim to prevent further entrapment of
the divine element in matter (e.g. through procreation).

(3) Liberative purpose: Behaviours (practiced during rituals) aimed at releasing the divine
element entrapped in matter.

The creation of the Cosmos by the demiurge (stratagem of light)

“All sources agree the world is crafted by the forces of light [usually by the Living Spirit],
although various deities play the role of demiurge according to the different versions” of the
myth.* Yet, the world’s status is mixed,> and is simultaneously material (evil) and divine. Part
of the divine substance is dispersed and bound in all kinds of plant and animal life. All plants,
animals, and men have divine elements trapped within them. By the creation of the cosmos
the forces of light had as their aim the cosmic separation of light from darkness:

The King of the World of Light commanded one of his angels to create this world and to build it
from those mixed particles, so as to rescue the particles of Light from those of Darkness.®

Patristic sources are not always clear as to who (in the Manichaean myth) is the creator of
cosmos. Some of them correctly attribute the creation of the cosmos to the forces of light,
while others apparently attribute it to Satan, Devil, etc., who is identified with matter or the
archon of matter.”

According to the narration of Turbo, the world was created by the Living Spirit, one of
the forces of light:

Then the Living Spirit created the world, and equipped with three other powers it went down
and led out the princes and fixed them to a cross in the firmament, the sphere which is his body.
And again that Living Spirit created the heavenly bodies, which are remnants of the soul, and
made them circle the firmament, and again he created the earth; there are eight of them.2®

Yet, “The world itself is not of God, but formed from the material [archons’] element, and for
that reason everything in it is destroyed”.!® In the SC too, it is clear that the Manichaean
creator of the world belongs to the forces of light and creates the sky, the earth and the sea
with raw material from the evil powers:

(I anathematize) the (god) who flayed the evil gods, as he postulates in his myths, and from their

skins and sinews made the heavens and from their knees, the earth, and from their sweat, the
sea, (namely), the (god) who is called the Demiurge by Mani himself.?°

14 BeDuhn 2000b, 76. Cf. Ephrem, Prose Refutations, xxxiv-xxxv. In some sources the machinery for the pumping
of the light particles consists of three wheels. In the narrative of Turbo it consists of one wheel with twelve jars,
see AA 8.5.

15 Colditz 2015, 55.

16 Al-Nadim, Fihrist 9.1 (Dodge, 781).

7 Theodoret, Haer. (PG 83.380.28-30): Tov 6¢ StdBoAov oté pév YAnv Kalel, moté 8¢ Th¢“YAng dpxovra.

18 AA 8.1 (Vermes, 48-49); Epiphanius, Pan. 66.25.8-26.3 (Williams, 254).

19 AA 11.1 (Vermes, 55); Epiphanius, Pan. 66.29.1. See also AA 12.3 (Vermes, 56): “He says that God has no part
in the world and does not rejoice over it, because in the beginning he suffered theft by the princes and trouble
was caused to him”; Epiphanius, Pan. 66.31.1.

20.5¢, ch. 3 (Lieu 2010, 119, altered): Tov droSeipavta Toug movnpoug B0, kaBw¢ alTog LUBoAOYET, Kal £k TdV
Bupo®@v alT®OV Kal TV VELPWV TTOLCAVTA TOUC 0UPaVOUG KAl K TWV yoVATWY aUT®V TAV yijv Kal €k TOV i6pwTtwv
v BdAaocoay, tov Aeyopevov rap’ abtod tod Mdvevtog Anpoupyodv. See also fourth anathema.
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MANICHAEAN BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

In the SC we also find the Manichaean conviction that the creation of the world by the forces
of light was a necessity (the stratagem of light), in order that the light captured by the matter
would be freed:

| anathematize those who say that the human souls are consubstantial with God and, being part
of (the) good (principle) were swallowed up by the Hylé and out of this necessity the world was
created.

Some sources, like Theodoret, identify the forces of light with God (and the forces of darkness
or matter with the Devil), while they clearly state that: (1) “the parts of the world do not come
from him but are the works of Hylé”, as well as that (2) “God was forced to create the world”.
In other words, the world’s creation was his stratagem in order to liberate “the light which
was mingled with the Hylg”.??

However, some other sources are ambiguous as to whether God (the Christian
equivalent to the forces of light) was the demiurge. Here, the aspect that the cosmos (or part
of it) is created ‘by’ and not ‘from’ Satan/the Devil seems to prevail.

they call the sun, Christ. If then the world, according to them, was made by the evil God, and
the sun is in the world, how is the Son of the good God an unwilling minister in the works of the
evil God?%

Manichaeans [...] declare that not the whole world is God’s creation, but [only] part of it.2*

As for the Manichaeans and other heretics, some of them claim that it [the world] is not the
work of a good God, while others cut off a part of it and ascribe it to some kind of self-acting
matter, judging that it is not worthy to be included in God's creation.?

As Chrysostom explicitly states, the Manichaeans use Paul’s saying “the God of this world” to
argue that “the devil is here intended, desiring from this passage, very foolishly, to introduce
another creator of the world besides the true one”.® This confusion of the sources is justified
because, as BeDuhn aptly remarks, “although this mixture is depicted as a stratagem for the
victory of good, it definitely entails negative consequences”.?’

21 5¢, ch. 6 (Lieu 2010, 123): AvaBepatiiw ToUg Tag AvBpwrtivag Puxdg Aéyovtag OHoousious elval TG Be@ Kal
potpav oloag tod dyaBol UM TG UANG (165) katamoBival kat £k Tf¢ Avdykng taltng TOV KOGUOoV yeyevijoBal.
22 Theodoret, Haer. (PG 83.377D, Lieu 2010, 95): ‘EvtelBev dvaykacBfvai dpaot tov Oedv Snuioupyfioal Tov
KOGLOV. T 8¢ ToD KOGHOU pépn oUK altod Aéyouaty, AL TACYANC elvat ot oo, ESnpoupynoe 6¢, Stakiioat
aUTiig thv olotaowy BouAnBelg, Kai €ig elprvnv dyayeiv T@ payoueva, Wote Kotd Bpaxl Kai to avakpabev Tf
“YAn O®¢ éAevbephoal. See also Titus of Bostra and Severus of Antioch.

23 Cyril, Catech. 6.13.20-23 (LFHCC, 67): tov 6¢ Xplotov tov fAtov toltov kalolow. Ei toivuv 6 kbéopog kat’
aUToUG UTO Tol Movnpol éyéveto, O &€ HALOG év KOOoUW, TIMC 6 VidG Tol Ayabol év tolg tol Movnpol Gkwv
Soulevel;

24 Epiphanius, Anacephalaiosis 66.2 (Williams, 215): Mavixaioy, [...] k6opov 8& o0 tov mdvta, A& pépog £k Beol
veyeviiobat oplldpevol; John of Damascus, Haer. 66.

25 John Chrysostom, Scand. 4.12: Mavixalol 6¢ kai étepot mdAwv aipetikol, ol pév ok dyaBol Beol Epyov Ednoav
auThV [creation] lvay, ol 62 &v aUTHS AMOTEUOVTEC HEPOC, AUTORATY TWL pocéppupay UAN kai dvatiov Ekpvay
Tfi¢ ToU @0l Snploupyiag lva.

%6 John Chrysostom, Hom. 2 Cor. (Hom. 8) (PG 61:455): Mavixaiot 6¢ daot tov SidBolov évtalba AéyecBat, €k
TOUTOU SNULOUPYOV TG KTioEWG ETEPOV EMELOAYAYELY TTAPA TOV OvTa Boulopevol, ododpa avorjtwg. Cf. John of
Damascus, ¢. Manichaeos, 67.17-20: Akovoate 61 tpdc Bgod, K dvSpeg, dkoloate, T pnowv 6 BewAeotog MAvng.
Ouk €otL, dnoiv, 6 koopog tod Beol, AN Tol StaBolou. Amarlotpioal AUAS BovAovtal ol B0l HUGV.

27 BeDuhn 2000b, 75.
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The Living Self/Soul
The sum total of the light-elements enslaved in matter and in the cosmos comprised the Living
Self, which is something like the universal soul. The concept of the Living Self is crucial to
interpret Manichaean behaviours and attitudes (religious and social) and to comprehend the
relevant criticism by anti-Manichaean sources. According to the Manichaean sources, the
Living Self is spread, divided, and bound in the whole cosmos (i.e. in all living plants and
animals). Sometimes, it is identified with the Soul of the cosmos, sometimes with Jesus, and
it is consubstantial with God. Other synonymous terms for the Living Self found in the
Manichaean literature are the Cross of Light and Jesus Patibilis (Suffering).?® The psalms that
the Manichaean believers chant in their congregations often speak in the voice of the Living
Self:

Since | went forth into the darkness | [...] am in the midst of my enemies [...] The strangers with

whom | mixed [...] | am the life of the world; | am the milk that is in all trees; | am the sweet

water.”

Finally, another guise of the Living Self is the five elements of nature (air, light, good fire, good
water, good wind) which are also its constituents.3°

The mixture of the cosmos and the concept of the Living Self in combination with (1)
the literalness of the Manichaean myth and (2) the correspondence between macrocosm-
microcosm, constitute the basis of Manichaean religious behaviour in ascesis and rituals. The
belief of the presence of the Living Self throughout the natural world entailed the adoption of
behaviours that had protective, preventive, and liberative purpose, and led to the creation of
very specific and strict codes of behaviour and rules for everyday life. The most discussed
commands in both Manichaean and anti-Manichaean literature are the so called “three seals”
(particularly applicable to the Elect), which are: “the seal of the mouth”, which means fasting;
“the seal of the breast”, which bans marriage and procreation; “the seal of the hands”, the
command to avoid injury to the Living Self.3!

However, not surprisingly, the above commands could not be followed by all
Manichaeans and for this reason the Manichaean community and Church were divided from
the beginning into two classes of believers: the Elect and the catechumens (also called hearers
or auditors). The catechumens had to observe two other sets of commandments. The first set
comprised fasting (only on lord’s day), prayer (to the sun and the moon) and alms-giving to

28 The Living Self identified with the Soul of cosmos: 1Keph. 72, 177.6 - 178.23. The Living Self identified with
Jesus: 1Keph. 55, 135.17-21; 2PsB 121.32-33; 2PsB 155.20-39. The Living Self as the Cross of Light: 1Keph.
63.156.29-30; 1Keph. 72.177.6-178.23. The Living Self as Jesus Patibilis: Augustine, Faust. 2.4. For more sources
on the Living Self, cf. BeDuhn 2000b, esp. 72-88; BeDuhn 1995b, 170-196.

2 2PsB 54.11ff.

30 2psB 201.13ff; 1Keph. 85; 2PsB 54.8ff; Augustine, Haer. 46.7.

31 One can find explicit references to the “three seals” in the 2PsB 115.28-116.16-18: “The seal (odpayic) of the
mouth for the sign of the Father, the rest of the hands for the sign of the Son, the purity of virginity (mapBevia)
[for the] sign of the holy Spirit [...] Let us seal our mouth that we may find the Father, and seal (odpayilev) our
(?) hands that we may find the Son, and guard our purity that we may find the Holy Spirit”. For Manichaean
sources on fasting cf. 1Keph. 79: Concerning the Fasting of the Saints (Gardner 1995, 200); 1Keph. 80: The
Commandments of Righteousness (Gardner 1995, 201-02); 1Keph. 81: The chapter of fasting, for it engenders a
Host of Angels (Gardner 1995, 202-05). See also Augustine, Mor. Manich. 39.
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MANICHAEAN BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

the Elect; the second set obliged them (1) to ‘offer’ someone to the service of the church (e.g.
a child, a relative) and (2) to construct or donate church edifices.3?

Manichaean asceticism, as well as the dualistic structure of the Manichaean Church,
was criticized by both Christian and pagan authors. It is true that ascetic practices existed in
Christianity from the beginning and also existed in the pagan world before Christianity.
However, what bothered the anti-Manichaean critics in terms of Manichaean asceticism was
the perversion of the meaning of ascesis; according to the anti-Manichaean authors, this was
the result of Manichaean cosmological and anthropological dualism.

5.2.2 Manichaean Ascesis: “The Seal of the Mouth” (Fasting)

The major point of criticism concerning the Manichaean ascesis is devoted to the Manichaean
fasting, otherwise known as “the seal of the mouth”. Manichaean fasting was attacked and
criticized by both Christian and pagan authors.

There are two different lines of attack, based on two contradictory interpretations:
contempt for creation versus deification of creation. These, in turn, are based on two
contradictory Manichaean assumptions: the materiality of food versus foods containing
divinity (light particles). Thus, on the one hand the Manichaean fasting is considered as an
insult to God while, on the other, it is seen as pantheism (i.e. a form of idolatry).

First interpretation of Manichaean fasting: the materiality of food

According to the first interpretation (i.e. contempt for creation), which is perceived as an insult
against creation and therefore against God, Manichaeans abstain from food because they
consider it full of matter (evil). Titus of Bostra says that Mani “blames the fruits that come
from the earth altogether as nourishment of matter”.3® Amphilochius of Iconium connects
Manichaean with Encratite attitudes in his work Concerning False Asceticism, declaring:

The leaders of the Manichaeans have ordained, once and for all, to abstain from eating living
beings, because of the impiety that dwells in them, and have said at the same time that things
that grow from the earth are living beings.3*

According to Macarius of Magnesia, who also links Manichaeans with other extreme ascetics
(Encratites, Apotactites, etc.), the followers of the Manichaeans do not eat meat, and do not
drink wine, because they consider these loathsome and abominable.3®

As Augustine explains, the Manichaean Elect: “do not eat meat on the grounds that
the divine substance has fled from the dead or slain bodies, and what little remains there is of
such quality and quantity that it does not merit being purified in the stomachs of the Elect”;
they “do not drink wine either, claiming that it is the gall of the princes of darkness, when they
eat grapes”.3® Augustine also attacks the theory of his former coreligionists about the impurity

32 Keph. 80, 192.3-193.22 (Gardner 1995, 201-02). As Gardner and Lieu (2004, 74) comment: “The practice of lay
families giving a child to the church was well established in Manichaeism, and indeed counted as one of the
essential religious acts of the catechumenate”. Cf. Sims-Williams 1985, 573-82. Cf. ch.[3], fn. 217 & ch.[6], fn. 38.
33 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 2.55.2-4: 1ol ¢ kaproUg Toug &mod yiig dua StaBaMel wg Bpemtikolg THg UANG.
34 Amphilochius of lIconium, c. Haer. 1067-71: 'Ekeiv<wv [tv Mavixaiwv] y>dp <oi> &fapyxol &maf
vopoBetnoavteg éupixwv anéxeobat Sid thv évolkoloav v altolg aoéPelav, kal td duopeva €k THG VAG
gupuxa eirov.

35 Macarius of Magnesia, Apocriticus 3.25, 27: Tolodtot 62 Mavixaiwv natdeg [...] Oivou 8¢ yelow kai kpetv
HETAANPY Y LUGOPOV elvat AéyeL.

36 Augustine, Haer. 46.11 (Lieu 2010, 89).
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of the foods: “You neither eat meat nor drink wine. You say that some foods are unclean,” and
that “flesh is composed of nothing but filth”.3”

Especially for the Elect the “contact with any profaning substance must be strictly
avoided, hence the prohibition on the consumption of “dead” meat or “polluting” wine.3®
Hearers on the other hand, as Augustine informs us, could eat meat but should not kill the
animals:

You, as a concession, allow your followers, as distinct from the priests, to eat animal food.*

They warn these same Auditors ... if they eat meat, not to kill the animals. From them [the
princes of Darkness], they claim, all flesh has its origin.*

Yet, they considered that eating the wrong food—especially consuming meat—wakes the
carnal impulse to concupiscence and causes the desire for procreation. As Mani, in presenting
his doctrine during the debate in Carchar, said before the judges:

Thus you men have intercourse with your wives arising from an occasion such as follows: when
one of you has been satiated with meats and other foods, then the impulse of concupiscence is
aroused within him and so is increased his enjoyment in procreating a son; so that it is not from
some virtue, or philosophy or from any other rational process, but only from satiety with food,
and lust and fornication.*!

We note that there was a correlation between fasting and sexual abstinence, nutrition and
procreation, gluttony and concupiscence.*> The consumption of food with a high ‘matter’
content, such as meat, should be avoided, because its materiality, when consumed, is like
reinforcing the dark (the material) side of the self; it is like adding to the congenital evil forces
within man. “Specifically, meat and wine were regarded as dominated by the dark elements
that would re-infect the believer striving for personal purification and lead directly to
sensuality and ignorance”.*® Indeed, as BeDuhn notes, there are various Manichaean texts
that show the relationship between the ‘evil’ substance in food and the ‘evil’ congenitally
present in the human body and their mutual reinforcement when they come into contact.**
According to Kephalaia:

[a] difficult part comes into him by the nourishment that he has eaten [...] or in the water that
they have drunk. Again, trouble and confusion and anger (will) increase in him, a[nd / [Just
multiplies upon him together with depression and grief; becau|se of the nourishment of the
bread he has eaten and the water he has drunk, | which are full of bothersome parts, a vengeful
counsel. They shall | enter his body, [mixed in] with these foods, and they even become joined
in with the wicked parts of the body and | the sin that is in him; transferring the anger and the
lust and | the depression and the grief, these wicked thoughts of the body.*

37 Augustine, Mor. Manich. 27, 35 & 37 (BeDuhn 2000, 35).

38 Durkheim (1915/1954, 342-552) in Beduhn 2000b, 124.

39 Augustine, Faust. 30.5-6 (NPNF* 4:566).

40 Augustine, Haer. 46.

41 AA 16.7 (Vermes, 63-64).

42 Cf. van Oort, 1987.

43 Gardner and Lieu 2004, 22.

44 BeDuhn 2000b, 222. Cf. M801; 1Keph. 104, 114.269.17-270.24, 86.215.1-216.13.
4 1Keph. 86, 215.12-215.23.
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MANICHAEAN BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

Critique of the ‘seal of the mouth’ based on the interpretation of fasting as ‘abstinence from
the materiality of foods’

According to the Church Fathers, the above interpretation was a distortion of the real meaning
of fasting, which constituted a divine hubris and for this reason was heavily criticized.

“Don’t think”, John Chrysostom warns his disciples, the fact that “the Manichaeans abhor
wheat is the result of a high philosophy, or that they have defeated gluttony. They fast because
they have taken a loathing for God’s creation”.*® As Macarius notes, “All creation is accursed
for them and suspect and harmful for everyone. So, by cursing and calumniating the beauty of
the creatures, they blaspheme God”.*” For the Church Fathers, however, what is in fact
blameworthy and harmful is not the material world, the “foods which God created to be
received”, but the false ascesis of the Manichaeans who ignore that “everything created by
God is good, and nothing is to be rejected if it is received with thanksgiving” (1 Tim. 4:1-5). This
verse was one of the statements that the converted Manichaean had to confess and recite
during the anathema of his previous fallacy.*®

Criticism comes from all Christian parties. As the neo-Arian ecclesiastical author Julian,
in his Commentary in Job remarks, the saying of Job that:

“a branch shall come forth out of his dung-heap”(Job 8:16LXX) does not mean that he disparages

the seed as Manichaeans and Pseudo-Encratites do (because neither the human body is evil, nor

foods are bad, nor their excretion is shameful. Because nothing that springs out of the good is
bad).*

Furthermore, Church Fathers often blame the Manichaeans that they fast in pretence. For this
reason, Cyril, trying to protect his catechumens, admonishes them

not to offer food to Manichaeans because they pretend that they are fasting, taking sad faces;
[not to offer food to Manichaeans] who calumniate the creator of food, while in fact they devour
greedily the most delicious foods.>

Could these catechumens of Cyril be former Manichaeans offering food (alms service) to the
Manichaean Elect? If this was the case, it would seem as if only the Elect were Manichaeans
to Cyril.

As Augustine points out, the “great difference” between the meaning of Catholic and
Manichaean fasting, is that while the character of the former is “symbolic” and aims at “the
mortification of the body”, the Manichaeans do not eat because they consider food “naturally,
evil and impure”.>! In addition, Augustine testifies that the command which prohibited the
consumption of meat applied only to the Elect.

46 John Chrysostom, Hom. Matt. (hom. 55), (PG 58:547.55-548):"Ilva ya&p urj, 61 thv dxpav dplocodiav kal thv
umepodiav TA¢ yaotpds, Umomtevong meplt avTV WC Td olta BSEAUTTOMEVWY, Olov Tept €kelvwv TGV
Amnayxoviloviwy £autoulg, Ll Th¢ gLxfig o matdevouoty, &TL oU BSeAuttopevol T Ktiopata Tol Oeol, TV
mAeLOVWY amnéxovtal, AN | dthocodiav dokodvtec.

47 Macarius of Magnesia, Apocriticus 27: ToloUtw yap Adyw madoca pév i ktiolg kat avtdv éndpatog, ndoa &
Omontog | {wn kai dowv émBAaBng: 66ev ol Tololtol @ Beiw Mpooékpouoav TV SNULOUPYNUATWY TO KAANOG
UBpioavreg.

%8 ¢, ch. 7 (Lieu 2010, 123).

4 Julian Arianus, comm. Job 67.7-9.

50 Cyril, Catech. 6.31: MnSeig mpoodepéabw tolg PuxodBdpolg Mavixaiolg, Toig dxvpwv USact T otuyvov Tfig
VNOTELOG TTPOOTIOLOUKEVOLG: TOLG SLaBAANOUOL PEV TOV TV BPWHATWY TTONTAY, T& KAAALoTA 8¢ TV BpwHdATwyY
Aawapyoiot

51 Augustine, Faust. 30.5-6 (NPNF! 4:565-67). In the same manner Cyril (Catech. 4.27) pointing out the meaning
of true fasting as opposed to the false, explains: we abstain “from wine and meat” not “as from things
abominated” but “as good things” which we transcend in the quest of a spiritual banquet. Augustine (Mor.
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Second interpretation of Manichaean fasting: divinity within foods
According to the second line of interpretation, which is the very antithesis of the first,
Manichaeans abstain from food because they believe that divine particles are trapped in the
food. In the words of Turbo “every soul and every animal that moves, has its share of the
substance of the good Father”.>2

As Titus of Bostra characteristically comments, the Manichaeans accuse all those who
kill animals in order to eat them, because they believe that the animals contain part of the
divine soul. They say that the power of good is trapped within them.

Therefore, they strongly accuse those who kill quadrupeds and birds, who are useful to humans
as sustenance, because (they think that) these too are animated by that same power of good,
and contain (it) within themselves.>?

They abstain from eating animated foods, and they consider as such even the plants,
Ampbhilochius adds.>* And not only this, but as Theodoret of Cyrrhus complements: “They
consider everything as animate: fire, and water, and air, and plants, and seeds”.>>

Augustine’s reports on the same subject are similar: the Manichaeans “think that the
souls of men as well as of beasts are of the substance of God and are, in fact, pieces of God.
[...] God [...] left a part of himself mingled with the Prince of Darkness”.>® “They say that this
part of the divine nature permeates all things in heaven and earth and under the earth; that
itis found in all bodies, dry and moist, in all kinds of flesh, and in all seeds of trees, herbs, men
and animals”.>” Manichaeans “say that earth, and wood, and stones have sense [sensum]”.>8

As is indicated by the abjuration formulas, the converted Manichaean had, among
others, to anathematize “those who suppose that grass and plants and water and other things
without souls in fact all have them [souls]”.>® At the turn of the seventh century, Timothy the
Presbyter, in his instructions concerning the reception of the converted Manichaeans,
attributes to his contemporary Manichaeans the same beliefs and attitudes: “and they say
that fire, air, earth, water, plants, trees and seeds have souls”.%°

Manich.16.51, NPNF' 4:106/144), also criticizes Manichaeans’ rigidity and irrationality when someone does not
observe their fasting: “is it not most unreasonable, to expel from the number of the elect a man who, perhaps
for his health’s sake, takes some animal food without sensual appetite; while, if a man eagerly devours peppered
truffles, you can only reprove him for excess, but cannot condemn him as abusing your symbol?”.

52 AA 8.7 (Vermes, 51).

53 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 2.61.1-4: (61) Evte00Bev 81 kal té Tetpdnoda kai td metewvd, doa (1) xpAoeLg
avBpwrolg Exel tpodfic, Bapéwe aitidral toug BUovtag, wg ékeivng thg Suvdpuews tol dyabol kal tadta
Puxolong Kal €v aUTOlG KATEXOUEVNG.

54 Amphilochius of Iconium, c. Haer. 1067-71.

55 Theodoretus, Haer. (PG 83:380.42-43): Ndvta &¢ vopiouotv #uduya, kal t idp, kai t U8wp, Kol TOV dépa,
Kat t@ ¢uta, kol ta onéppata. Cf. Nemesius of Emesa, De natura hominis 2.17.10-15 & 2.32.20-33.19, 2.32.20-
33.2: E&fi¢ €mokePwpeba kat v Sofav twv Mavixaiwv, v €xouct mept tfig Yuxfic. daot pév yap avtnv
@Bdvatov Kal AcWpaTov, piav 8& Hovnv elvaL THYV TMY MEVTWY PUXAY KATAKEPUATILOMEVNV KOl KOTOTEUVOLEVNY
€lg Ta KB’ Ekaota cwpata AP uXA Te Kat Eppuya, Kol Td pev AElovog aUTHG LETEXELY, TA € ENATTOVOG TIAE{OVOG
pév ta éuduxa, ENdttovog 8¢ T duxa, ToAG &€ mAeiovog T oUpavia, we TG Kad” GAou Yuxfig uépn Tag Kad’
gkaotov eivat Puydc.

56 Augustine, ep. 236.2 in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 244.

57 Augustine, Nat. bon. 44.1 in BeDuhn 2000, 77.

8 Augustine, Faust. 15.4 in BeDuhn 2000, 77.

59SC, ch. 6 (Lieu 2010, 123): tolg eionyoupévoug, kal tolg TG Botdvag kai Té Pputd kal to GSwp Kol td &M
& uxa mévra Epuya givat UoAApBAVOVTAS.

0 Timothy the Presbyter, Recept. Haer. (PG 86A:11-74 [13, 69]).
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MANICHAEAN BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

Critique of the ‘seal of the mouth’ based on the interpretation of fasting as ‘protection of the
divinity within foods’
The above Manichaean belief, which is grounded in the concept of the Living Self, is
interpreted by the anti-Manichaean authors as pantheism (deification of nature) and idolatry.
According to the anonymous author of Alexandria, “the Manichaeans manifestly
worship the creation (and that which they say) in their psalms is an abomination to the Lord” 6!
In combating Manichaean pantheism, Basil of Caesarea in his eighth homily in Hexaemeron
(ca. 370), entitled “On birds and those (living) in water” argues that the biblical verse (Gen
1.24) “Let the earth bring forth living creatures”, does not mean that the earth is animated
and that therefore the Manichaeans are right in putting the soul within earth. It is not that the
earth brought forth something that was stored within it, but the creative logos of God did.®?
Cyril of Jerusalem, in his sixth catechetical lecture, becomes particularly caustic
comparing and criticizing pantheistic views with pagan idolatry:

Wickedness flourished upon idolatry and cat and wolf and dog instead of God were venerated;
and lion [...] (and) snake and dragon were worshiped. | am ashamed to say, but | will do so, that
even the onions were worshiped by some [people].®

Similar are also the comments of John Chrysostom: “Many heretics dare to bring down God’s
substance to even more despised beings”. Manichaeans are doing the same by “introducing
the substance of God in dogs and apes and in beasts of all sorts (because as they argue the
soul of all these beings originates from the same substance)” .54

Indeed, according to Titus of Bostra the Manichaeans go so far as to say that even the
stones and the woods have a soul.

Mani [...] is not ashamed to say that even the stones have a soul and suggests that everything is
animate even those which are clearly inanimate, because as he argues, [...] the nature of the
good is even bound to lifeless stones. [...] And he brings as proof of the soul of stones and trees
the sound in the air of stone and tree as if it were their articulate voice that he once heard.®®

The above text of Titus reminds us of Mani's testimony in the CMC, according to which Mani
did not pick vegetables and did not cut wood, because he believed that they were alive. All
plants and trees possess speech and talked to Mani. A date-palm tree began to speak and
asked protection from him; vegetables lamented “like human beings, and as it were, like
children” when they were cut.®®

61 pRylands 3 Gr. 469 (Roberts 1938, 38-46, 42; Lieu 2010, 37).

62 Basil of Caesarea, Hom. Hexaem., 8.1-15.

83 Cyril, Catech. 6.10.4-18: EnedaiheVoato ¢ fj movnpia tfg eidwAolatpiag: kai athoupog kai AUKOG Kai KWV
avtt Ogol mpooekuvriBnoav, kat Aéwv [...] "0dig kal Spdkwy, mpooekuviBnoav: [...] AloxUvopat Aéyewv, TARvV
Aéyw: Kal kpoppva yap fdn mapd tioL pooekuvhOn. Cyril’s sixth Catechesis was mainly devoted to Manichaeans.
64 John Chrysostom, Natal. (PG 49:359): moA\ol 6¢ TV alpeTtik®v kal gig Tt tovtwy dtipdtepa tol Ool KatdyeLy
ToAu®ol thv oloiav [..] kai ol t@ avtd doeBolivteg avtolg Mavixaiol, €ig¢ kUvag kai mbARkoug kal Bnpia
navtodarnd thv ovoiav eiodyovteg ol Ogod (thv yap Puxnv TouToLg Emaoty €K TH¢ ovoiag ékeivng eival daoty).
85 Titus of Bostra c. Manichaeos 2.60.1-8 & 10-28: Mdvng Ok aioxVvetat kal toUg AiBoug £puxoBat Aéywy, Kal
Ta mavta éuuxa kot T cad®g aPuxa elonyolpevog, wg, &’ ékeivng &n tiig tod dyabol Suvapewd ETL kal v
AiBoLg katexopévng, Maote v duolv tod dyabod kal év AiBolg apuyolg ddaokelv memedfioBau [...] Kail motettan
TekpufpLlov Thg TV ABwv kait Thv E0AWV PuxFig TOv v dépL kTuTov AiBou Te kal paBdou, Worep EvapBpou dwviig
aUT@V wmnote dlakoloag [...] “Omep Toivuv éxpiiv Tekufplov motjocacat TV MavteA® AP UXWV WG KTUTIOUVTWY
€€ Avaykng eig aépa —todto yap povou cwuatog ouxi 8¢ Yuxfic—rtolto Yuxwoewg onuelov EAafev.

6 CMC 8.1-10.12 (Cameron and Dewey, 13): &[te 6¢ 6 GotiE imtev] [...] ued’ ol mavta T d[ut]d AaAel, [... klai
¢tak[n dAodupo-]uevov napaminoliwe dv-1Bpwneiolc mpoow[rolg] kai woet mawdiolc. oal o[U-]at 8¢ T aipa
KATEKEXUTO TOD TOMOU ToD KOMEVTOG Sid THG Spemdvng AC META XETpag eixev. £kpalov 8¢ katl avBpwreiat dwviit
81 T MAAEELG VTV
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Augustine was well aware of this Manichaean belief. In criticizing it, he becomes self-
deprecating, since he had believed in the same things when he was a Manichaean hearer for
nine years: “Gradually and unconsciously | was led to the absurd trivialities of believing that a
fig weeps when it is picked, and that the fig tree, its mother, sheds milky tears”.%” Furthermore,
Augustine in examining the pantheistic view which is based on the assumption that the divine
substance resides within foods, highlights a distinction that the Manichaeans made between
animal and plant food. As Augustine remarks, the Manichaeans believe that what is bright in
colour, agreeable in smell and pleasant in taste encapsulates huge amounts of divine
substance; all the above are qualities of plants, fruits, vegetables and flowers, but not of
animals and of foods of animal origin. In this way, Augustine provides us with lists of approved
and disapproved foods.®®

As BeDuhn underlines, “the strict code of vegetarianism entails a qualitative distinction
between the condition of light in plants vs. animals”.®® Indeed, the descriptions by the
Manichaean sources of the presence of the Living Self in the material world and especially in
plant life are very vivid and poetic, so it is logical that they did not escape Augustine’s attention
and his relevant comments. The Living Self is described as “treasure hidden in the field”,”°
“milk that is in all trees”,”* the “sweetness of the fruits”.”? As Mani is presented to teach his
disciples in the Kephalaia, the sun is the one that “gives a strength to the elements; and also
it gives scent and a taste to the entire Cross of the Light”.”?

Seizing upon the latter, one should remember that in Manichaean sources the Living
Self is identified with the Cross of Light, which is one dimension of the Manichaean Jesus.”*
According to a Manichaean psalm, the Cross of Light is a “sheep bound to the tree, [...] Jesus
that hangs to the tree”’>. The concept of the Living Self represented as Jesus (patibilis) spread
and imprisoned in the cosmos, is also illustrated in a Manichaean text cited by Theodore bar
Konai. According to it, Jesus reveals to Adam and through him to all the Manichaeans that he
was consumed, eaten, devoured by everything that exists in the natural world (e.g. panthers,
dogs, elephants, men).”®

Unlike Greek patristic sources Augustine’s works clearly illustrate the above
identification of the Living Self with Jesus (patibilis): “And Christ himself, they say, was
crucified in the whole world”.”” In the words of Faustus “we believe [that] ... the suffering

7 Augustine, Conf. 10.18 (Chadwick 1991, 48-49).

8 Augustine, Mor. Manich. 16.39-41, 39 (NPNF* 4: 139): “Tell me then, first, where you get the doctrine that part
of God, as you call it, exists in corn, beans, cabbage, and flowers and fruits. From the beauty of the color, say
they, and the sweetness of the taste; this is evident; [...] Why do you look upon a yellow melon as part of the
treasures of God, and not rancid bacon fat or the yolk of an egg? Why do you think that whiteness in a lettuce
proclaims God, and not in milk?”; Duab. 8. Cf. BeDuhn, 2000b, 37. Lieu 1981a, 153-173, 167: “A daily provision
for 30 melons to be given to the main monastery and an equal number for its chapter house from the lands of
the three Ordos (lines 79-81 AG) shows that the Manichaean preference for melons, because of the exceptionally
large number of light particles which they were alleged to hold, was not only theological but culinary”.

% BeDuhn 1995b, 191.

70 2PsB 155.23.

71 2PsB 54.28-29 (Psalm 246).

72 2PsB 155.27.

73 1Keph. 65.162.12-13 (Gardner 1995, 171).

74 1Keph. 63.156.29-30.

75 2PsB 155.22; 2PsB 155.24.

76 Theodore bar Konai, Scholia in BeDuhn 2000b, 73.

77 Augustine, Commentary on Psalm 140.12 in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 245.
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MANICHAEAN BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

Jesus... hung from the tree for everyone”.’® Interesting also is the information, provided by
Augustine and attested in Manichaean sources, that humans were considered by
Manichaeans as the biggest depositories of divine substance.”

Furthermore, East-Roman sources do not provide us with any information concerning
the fasting periods of the Manichaeans. Augustine, once more, is illuminating; according to
him, the Elect abstain from meat and wine and eat only in the evening, while hearers fast only
on Sundays (or Bema?).8’ The latter is testified by Manichaean sources. According to
Kephalaia, the catechumens, “who have not strength to fast daily should make their fast [only]
on the lord’s day”.8!

The pagan philosopher Alexander of Lycopolis is the only one of the East-Roman
authors who simultaneously points out and examines the two contradictory interpretations
of Manichaean fasting. Alexander considers both of them equally incomprehensible and
ridiculous. As he notes, “since” according to Manichaeans “it is God's decree that matter shall
perish”, according to their doctrine, they “abstain from eating any animals, and should rather
eat vegetables and all the other things that are without feeling”.82 As Alexander critically
comments on the above Manichaean attitude:

They abstain from eating ensouled things. If they do so for some other reason, we need not
bother. If, however, they do so because the divine power is either more absent from these or
more plentifully present within them, this choice of theirs is ridiculous. For plants are either of
a more material nature, and it is not reasonable to use that which is inferior as food and
substance; or, on the other hand, the divine power is more plentiful within them, -why should
such things be used in that case as food, since the nurturing and growth-fostering part of soul is
of a more bodily nature?®?

Some concluding remarks concerning the representation of the Manichaean “seal of the
mouth” by the East-Roman anti-Manichaean sources

After comparing the testimonies provided by East-Roman sources with those provided by
Augustine in the light of the authentic Manichaean findings, some remarks can now be made
to illuminate two issues arising from the above analysis.

Firstly, | would like to further highlight an issue which concerns the problem of the
incompatibility between the two interpretations of Manichaean fasting (contempt for
creation versus deification of creation). Where does the problem lie? Is it due to the
misinterpretation of Church Fathers or due to the Manichaean practice? In other words: could
the two contradictory interpretations be explained by the Manichaean narrative and
precepts? Secondly, | would like to highlight the additional information that Augustine gives
that is absent from East-Roman sources.

78 Augustine, Faust. 20.2.536.9-24 and 20.11, 550.14-19 (in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 219; Lieu 2010, 13-16).

7% Augustine, Haer. 46.6 in BeDuhn 2000b, 94: the Manichaeans “believe that this portion of the good and divine
substance which is held mixed and imprisoned in food and drink is more strongly and foully bound in the rest of
men, even their own Auditors, but particularly in those who propagate offspring”. Cf. BeDuhn 2000b, 88.

80 Augustine, Ep. 236,2.

81 1Keph. 79: 191.32-192.1 (Gardner 1995, 200). About the Manichaean fasts see also Henning 1945, 146-64.

82 Alexander of Lycopolis, Tract. Man. 4.25-27 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 56-57): émel o0v &mtdAucBaL Ty
UAnv €oti B0l Soypa, anéxeobat pev EpUxwy mavtwy, ottileobat 8¢ Adyava kai mtév 6 Tt avaiodntov.

83 Alexander of Lycopolis, Tract. Man. 25.1-9 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 94): Artéxovtat 8¢ éuUxwv. i pév
yap £T€pou TWVOG XApLy, ol TieplepyaoTéoy- el 6€ SL0TL N Suvaulg n Bela TouTwy dmeott LGAAOV i EVuTiapyeL
mAeiwv, yeholov aUTh alT@V N tpoaipeatg altn. elte yap ta dutda Evula pdAov, i tpodnv kal Siattav xpficBat
™ Xelpovi mig elAoyov; gite mMAeiwv év ToUToLg /) SUvapLg fy Beia, Tl mPOC TV TPodrv TA Toladta Xprowua, tol
Bpemtikol kai abéntikod pépoug thig Yuxfic 6VToC CWHATIKWTEPOU;
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Concerning the first issue, this incompatibility is due to Manichaean premises. Both
contradictory attitudes were meaningful according to the rationale of Manichaean discipline
and are supported by the Manichaean narrative. The fundamental basis of the second
interpretation (deification of creation) is the concept of the Living Self imprisoned in the
natural world (divinity within foods). Whereas, the basis of the first interpretation (contempt
for creation) is that the world is a mixture of divine and evil elements (materiality of food).
Thus, the Manichaeans fasted because (some) foods are poisonous ‘abominations’, foul of
‘deadly’ matter. As BeDuhn points out:

Manichaeans erect walls between themselves and the world not just to flee its poison, but also
to restrain themselves from harmful action upon its goodness.?*

The Manichaean sources reflect apparently contradictory evaluations of the world. On the one
hand, the world is identified as a locale of evil [...] from which Manichaeans strive to escape. On
the other hand, the world is filled with a divine presence [...] which Manichaeans endeavor not
to afflict by their actions. The abhorrence and reverence attested in the sources can be
characterized as opposite reactions, attitudes or moods.?

Therefore, it could be said that the purpose of the Manichaean fasting (“seal of the mouth”)
was both protective, so as not to injure the entrapped divine substance within foods, and
preventive, to limit the materiality rates inside humans. The latter was manifested by an
abstinence from animal products, which was particularly important for the class of the Elect
and their preparation for the ritual meal.

The second question concerns the comparisons with Augustine, namely (1) where
Augustine differs from the authors of the eastern Empire, and (2) which further information
he provides:

Concerning the first interpretation (materiality of foods):

According to East-Roman authors, the Manichaeans seem to argue that materiality pertains
without exception to all foods, including plants. However, Augustine’s testimony seems to be
that impurity concerned mainly foods from animals and animal products. Animal food is
poisonous, and this is because animals have been slain.

Concerning the second interpretation (divinity within foods):

Eastern patristic sources do not refer to the qualitative distinction that the Manichaeans made
between animal and plant foods because of their high content either of matter or light. This
is underlined and emphasized by Augustine. An exception is Alexander who, although not
distinguishing between plants and animals, notes that the content of matter or light was a
criterion for the suitability of food for the Manichaeans.

Thus, for East-Roman sources, all kinds of food, according to the first interpretation,
whether plant or animal, are considered as abominations, whereas according to the second
interpretation they are considered as containers of divine particles. On the contrary,
Augustine, notes this distinction, presents the Manichaeans’ argumentation for this
distinction (brightness, colour, odour, etc.), and ridicules their rationale. Thus, according to
Augustine, the reason why meat and foods from animal products are considered as
abominations is that they contain high percentages of matter and correspondingly low

84 BeDuhn 2000b, 230.

85 BeDuhn 1995b, 437: “In the Manichaean case, therefore, abhorrence is only one part of a larger set of
rationales supporting ascetic practices”. As BeDuhn (2000, 208) concludes, “The Elect compressed their contact
with the world, which is problematic for both its profanity and its sacrality, to the single point of ingestion. Their
resolution of the problematized world, therefore, was metabolic”, Cf. Brand 2019, 201.
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percentages of divine substance. Nevertheless, at this point it should be highlighted that the
Manichaean position on the issue is ambiguous.8®

Moreover, particularly important is that Augustine’s works clearly distinguish between
the Elect and auditors. The “seal of the mouth” applies only to the Elect. Whereas hearers
could eat meat (although deterred from doing so), the Elect who violated the “seal of the
mouth” was expelled from the class of the Elect. Unlike Augustine, reports from East-Roman
sources do not make this distinction, and they refer to Manichaeans in general. Further,
Augustine is well aware of the Manichaean beliefs that inanimate things have articulated
voices and of the identification of Living Self with the crucified Jesus. Lastly, Augustine
provides us with some details concerning the everyday religious life of Manichaeans (e.g. days
and time of fasting).

5.2.3 Manichaean Rituals

As underlined in the introduction, the acceptance of the Manichaean narrative entailed
certain behaviours, which according to their purpose can be classified as protective,
preventive, and liberative behaviours.

The purpose of the Manichaean fasting (“seal of the mouth”) was both protective, and
preventive. The purpose of the Manichaean rituals was liberative, and as such, they aimed to
release the already entrapped divine element in the material world. On the macrocosmic
level, the luminaries (sun and moon) were created by the powers of light to release the light
from the material world. On the microcosmic level, this project was undertaken by the Elect
Manichaeans, who released the divine particles entrapped within foods during the ritual
meal.¥’

Furthermore, in order to analyse and correctly comprehend the discourse concerning
Manichaean behaviours in rituals, it is important to stress once more the peculiarity of the
macro-microcosmic relationship in Manichaeism. As underlined in the introduction, although
it is common in many religions that divine beings serve as exemplars which the faithful are
called to imitate, and that rituals could be interpreted as re-enactments of divine archetypes,
in Manichaeism this macro-microcosmic relationship is more direct and substantial. This is
because the Manichaean believer was not just asked to imitate the behaviour and deeds of
the divine figures of his religion, but he himself, or rather his soul (as a part of the divine
substance), was called to remember his own deeds which took place in a remote past (during
the primordial struggle) and to act respectively, in the same way as then.®8

Sun and moon worship

A constant target of attack and criticism by anti-Manichaean authors was the important role
that the sun and moon had in the Manichaean narrative, as well as the attitude of Manichaean
followers towards them. In brief, the main points of the anti-Manichaean criticism on this
subject are: (1) the central position the luminaries have in Manichaean narrative as a part of
the divine substance, and their role in distilling the particles of light from cosmos; (2) the

86 See for example Kephalaia (1Keph. 86, 215.12-215.23), where water consumption may have the same effect.
87 As Augustine wrote to his epistle to Deuterius (Ep. 236,2), the Manichaeans say that the part of God which was
“mingled with the prince of darkness” and which is “spread over the world, defiled and bound, is purified by the
food of the elect and by the sun and moon”, see BeDuhn 2000b, 77; Gardner and Lieu 2004, 244-45.

38 On this see BeDuhn 2000b, 82-83.
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identification of Christ either with the sun or the moon; (3) the deification of the two
luminaries by Manichaean sources; (4) the prayers and rituals devoted to their worship.

The two former issues, which concern Manichaean beliefs, will be discussed briefly. The
two latter issues, which concern Manichaean attitudes, are the main questions to be
examined in this section, by investigating whether according to the sources the Manichaeans
worship the sun and the moon as gods, and what kind of information is recorded concerning
the relevant rituals.

All kinds of sources, such as Christian (Greek, Semitic, Augustine), pagan, Muslim and
Manichaean ones are unanimous about the important position and role which the two great
luminaries had in the Manichaean cosmogonic myth. In specific, the key points of the narrative
which were criticized are the following:

A. The powers of light created the two luminaries of pure divine essence: The demiurge (i.e.
the Living Spirit) clears from the mixture that part of the light that had not been affected by
matter and creates the sun and moon,®® which as Turbo comments, are the remnants of the
universal Soul.®® The sun is made of good fire and the moon is made of good water.?!

B. The luminaries were created in order to capture the light from the world each day: “The
demiurge and his agents construct the world as a huge machine, distilling light from its
unfortunate mixture with evil; each part functions towards this liberative purpose, from the
rotation of the sun and moon to the exhalations of trees and plants”.?? The demiurge “created
the sun and the moon for sifting out whatever there was of light in the world”.*® He “founded
sun and moon, [and] he set them on high, to purify the soul”.®* This extraction, or pumping
takes place on a daily basis. Thus, “every day through these luminaries, the sun and the moon
[...] the whole cosmos and all creation is taken away”. >

C. The description of the construction of mechanical devices for the light-pumping, as well as
of the way the light is transported from the earth to the moon and the sun and finally to the
kingdom of Glory: Then, the pumped souls are daily sent via the luminaries “to the aeons of

89 Alexander, Tract. Man. 3.18-22 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 55): “Then God [...] sent another power which
we call Demiurge. When this power had arrived and had put its hand to creating the universe, then that part of
the other power which had suffered nothing untoward as a result of the mixture was separated from matter,
and this first part of the other power became sun and moon”.

% AA 8.1 (Vermes, 49): “And again that Living Spirit created the heavenly bodies, which are remnants of the soul”.
Epiphanius, Pan. 66.49.1: Eita taAwv GAoKeL 0 aUTOG OTL PETA TO £0Taupwkéval ToUg dpyxovrag €v T odaipa
£Ktioe Tou¢ dwothpag, a €ott g Yuxic Aeipava.

1 Augustine, Haer. 46.7; 1Keph. 136 (337.10-338.18) & 1Keph. 145 (348.12-27), cf. Gardner and Lieu 2004, 227
(no 72). Al-Nadim, Fihrist ch. 9 (Dodge, 789). Ephrem, Prose Refutations 41 (Mitchell): “The moon is a vessel into
whose midst the light is poured”.

92 BeDuhn 2000b, 76, cf. Ephrem, Prose Refutations (second discourse to Hypatius) 34-35.

9 Al-Nadim, Fihrist ch.9 (Dodge, 782).

94 2PsB 9.3—-11.32 (Psalm 223).

9 Epiphanius, Pan. 66.31.1 (Williams, 260): ToUtou Xdptv méumel kai cUAd &’ adt®dv TV Puxfv avtod kad’
nuépav 8Ld Thv dwotrpwv tolvtwy, AAoL Kal oeAfvng, U’ Gv BAog 6 kdopoc Kal mdoa i Ktiolg dprdletat. AA
12.3 (Vermes, 56): “For this reason he sends and steals from them every day the soul that is his by means of
these heavenly bodies, namely the sun and the moon, by which the whole world and every creature is seized”.
Severianus of Gabala, c. Manichaeos 825.31-34: Mo fikouoag v T® ELayyehiw Incol XpLotod, 6t O AALOG Kal 1
oelfvn Snutoupyol siot; Tod eimev 6 Xplotdg, 8TL taito dvtAodot Tdg Puxds, kat dvdyouow alTds; mod
avéyvwkag todto;
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the Father”,%® in other words to the Kingdom of Light (God):*” “The sun and moon [...] daily
take up the refined part to the heights”.?® The “Light in the world ... [thus] rises up on a Column
of Praise”.®® “The great luminaries, both the sun and the moon [..] [send over]
(6tameumovoac) the victorious among the souls into the great aeon of light”.19°

For the pumping of light, a machine is usually postulated, described as an “instrument
with twelve jars”, a wheel through the rotation of which (“revolve by the sphere”) the
enlightened Manichaean souls (Elect) are sent to the moon. The luminaries are described as
‘ships’ or ‘passage-boats’ or ‘palaces’ carrying the souls of Elect: from the moon the souls
travel to the sun and from the sun to the “pillar of glory, which is called the perfect air”, or
“the aeons of the Father”. Thereby, the Manichaeans explained the monthly phases of the
moon (full moon= full of souls, new moon= empty of souls) and the daily path of the sun from
the east to the west (or rather the reverse).1°! What is drained and fills the moon and the sun,

% AA 8.7 (Vermes, 51): “So when the moon has handed the load of souls it carries to the aeons of the father,
they remain in that Column of Glory, which is called the perfect man. This man is a column of light, for it is filled
with pure souls, and this is the cause of the salvation of souls”; Epiphanius, Pan. 66.26.8: tfic o0v ceAfvng
petadidouong tov yopov TV Pux®dv tolg aidot ol matpdg, mapapévouoty év T otUAwW Tig 66Eng, 6¢ KaAeTtal
anp 6 TéAelog. 6 8¢ afp oUTOC OTUAGG 0Tt GWTAC EMELSH) yEpEL PuxdY TV kabapllopévwy. adtn éotiv fj aitia
8U g ai Yuxail owlovtal.

%7 Alexander, Tract. Man. 3.29-31 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 55): “sun and the moon, [...] continually separate
the divine power from matter and send it on its way toward God”.

%8 2PsB, 10.30-11.2 (Allberry). See also Gardner and Lieu 2004, 178, Psalm 223 (9.3—-11.32), no 56, entitled: The
community sings ‘the knowledge of Mani’.

9 Al-Nadim, Fihrist ch. 9, 782.

100 p_ Kellis GR. 98, 60-70 in Gardner 2007a, 121-22 (Prayer of the Emanations/Edxr t@v MpoBoAdv): Mpookuv®
Kat 60§alw toU¢ peyaloug dwotiipeg HAlov katl ceArvny [...] Slamepnovoag tag vikwoag v Yux®dv eig tov
péylotov ai®va tod Gwtoc.

101 The way of distilling the light (construction of an instrument): AA 8.5 (Vermes, 50): “When he [the son of the
living Father/Jesus] had arrived, he set up a machine devised for the salvation of souls, that is a wheel, holding
twelve jars. It rotates in this sphere, draining the souls of the dying which the greater heavenly body, the sun,
takes away with its rays, purifies and hands on to the moon, which is how the disc of the moon, as we call it, is
filled up. 6. He says those two heavenly bodies are ships or merchant boats, and when the moon is full, it carries
souls to the eastern region, and so effects its waning or decline, by being relieved of its load. Then again the
boats are refilled and once more loaded, as the souls are drained by means of the jars, until it releases its correct
portion of souls. 7. [...] So when the moon has handed the load of souls it carries to the aeons of the father, they
remain in that Column of Glory, which is called the perfect man. This man is a column of light, for it is filled with
pure souls, and this is the cause of the salvation of souls”. The same text by Epiphanius, Pan. 66.59.5-60.26.
Alexander of Lycopolis, Tract. Man. 4. 2PsB 54.8ff: “as the sphere turns... as [the sun receives] the refined part
of life”. Cf. fn. 14 of this chapter. Sun and moon as ships: AA 8.6, 13.2 (Vermes 50, 57): “He says those two
heavenly bodies are ships or merchant boats”. Epiphanius, Pan. 66.26.6: hoia yap fitot topOusla givat Aéyet
Toug SUo pwotiipag; 66.31.6: ai 6€ mpoPolat ndoat, 6'1Ncolg 6 év T WKp® TMAoiw Kal i uATNP ThG Lwiig Kal ol
Swdeka kKuBepviital kai f mapbevog 100 pwtog kat 6 T mpeaBUTng 6 TPitog O v TQ PeydAw TAoiw Kal to {Mv
nivedpa Kal to telxog tod peydhou mupdg kal to telxog tod dvépou kai tol dépocg kai tol Usatog kal tol £owBev
TupOG Tol {WVToC * MPOC TOV MIKpOoV dwaoTtipa oikobaotv. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Haer. 380.17-19: “And sometimes
they said that are boats [the sun and the moon] carrying the souls of the dead from the Matter to the Light”
(ot 8¢ mMAola AéyovTeg elval TG TV TEAEUTWVTWY PUXAC Ao TRC YANG peTdyovTa tpog o MGg). SC ch. 6 (Lieu
2010, 123): “out by means of the Sun and the Moon, which they also say are boats” (tov Bg6v kai tavtag 5ud tod
fnAlou kai thc oeAfvng é€avthely, & kol mAota eivai pactv). Ephrem, Prose Refutations in BeDuhn 2000b, 293-94:
“they greatly magnify and call it ‘the ship of light which ... bears away the burden of their refinings to the house
of life’ (cxvi); and they say, ‘the moon receives the light which is refined, and during fifteen days draws it up and
goes on emptying it out for another fifteen days’ (xxxvi). Moreover, ‘they say that the sun receives the light from
the moon’ (xxxviii); ‘and it is the sun that goes and comes every day on account of its purity to the house of life,
as they say’ (xli). And elsewhere, ‘they say concerning the sun that it purifies from evil, because it goes and comes
every day to the domain of the good one, which is a purification’ (Ixxxiv)”. Augustine, Faust. 20.6 (Lieu 2010: 79):
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is the divine substance that has been stolen during the primordial battle by the princes of
Darkness from the powers of Light.10?

D. The identification of Christ sometimes with the sun‘®® and sometimes with the moon:'°* The
reason the Manichaeans identify Christ with the sun, as Theodoret of Cyrrhus explains, is
because the sun departed from the sky at the time of the crucifixion.% Criticism from all sides
concerning the above Manichaean beliefs abounds.% Simplicius wonders:

Then consider the enormous absurdity [...] They don't believe that the light of the moon is from
the sun, either, but think it to be souls which the moon draws up in the period from the new to
the full moon, and then channels towards the sun in the period from the full to the new moon.*”’

Divinization or just honour?

The Greek patristic sources are not entirely clear as to whether the Manichaeans considered
and worshiped the two luminaries as gods or not. According to Cyril, the Manichaeans had
made the sun and moon into gods.'® According to Titus, Mani claims that the sun is
consubstantial with God.1%° Theodoret of Cyrrhus states that they call the sun and the moon
gods, while in the SC the converted Manichaeans anathematized those who “pray to the sun

“Your statements about the sun himself are so false and absurd [...] First of all, you call the sun a ship [...] Next,
[...] you maintain that he is triangular [...] Light shines ... through a triangular window in heaven”. Manichaean
sources: CMC 34 (see esp.: 33-35 & 79-93): Tiu66eoq [...] T00 PpwTOG MATEPWVY KAl TAVTA TA YLlyVOUEVA €V TOTG
Thololg AmekGAUNTE pot. Avémtuge & ab maAv TOV KOATov Tod Kiovog Kal Touc matépag kal t& o8évn T
AaAkipwtota. 1Keph. 65.162.24-26 (Gardner 1995, 171). 2PsB 134.24 (Allberry): “The ships are the sun and the
moon”, and 147.34-37: “Lo, the ships are moored for thee, the barks are in the harbor. Take thy merchandise
aboard and sail to thy habitations”.

102 AA 11.2 (Vermes, 55): “However that which the princes stole from the first man is the very thing that fills the
moon, which is purified every day from the world”. Epiphanius, Pan. 66.29.2: 6 6¢ écUAnocav ot GpXovTeg Anod
ol mpwtou GvBpwrou, alTo £0TL TO yepilov TAV oeAfvNny, TO kabapl{dpuevov KabnuepLvov ano tod KOoUouU.

103 AA 60.1 (Vermes, 137): “you say that God transformed himself into a man or into the sun. You wish to prove
by this that our Jesus was made man only in outward appearance”. Cyril, Catech. 6.13: tOv & XpLoTov TOV fjAlov
tolUtov kaholowv; Catech. 15.3.29-32: mawdevécBwoav ol €k Mavixaiwv émotpéavieg, [...] undé tov
0KOTLOONGGEVOV TOUTOV fAoV TOV XpLotov eivat SucceBic voulétwoay; Catech. 11.21: Oyiovcbwoav oi
Aéyovteg OV HALov elvat TOV Xptotdv- fiAiou ydp EoTL Snutoupydc, ovy 6 fiAog 6 pawvdpevoc. Theodoret, Haer.
(PG 83:380B): OUToL TOV HALOV ..., TTOTE péV alTOV dmokaholvies XpLatov. SC, ch. 5: AvaBepati{w toug [...] Tov
KUPLOV NGV INGoDV XpLotov [...] fiAtov Aéyovtag elvan altov; SC, ch. 6: AvaBepotilw o0V Kol Katabepati{w Toug
glpnuévoug Maviyaioug kai tolg tov Zapadnv kai Tov <Bouddav kai tov> Xplotov kat tov Mavixaiov kai tov
AALov TOV alToOV elvat Adéyovtag; SCch. 7: Kai autdg yap [Aptotokpitoc] év adth kotd tov Mavixaiov tov Zapodii
Beomolel, davéva, WG Kal avtog dnot, mapd Népoalg, kat Toitov ivatl Aéyet TOV HALOV Kal TOV KUPLOV UGV
'Incolv XpLotov.

104 ¢, ch. 4: AvaBepatiw olv Tolg dyévvntov dmokaAolol Xplotov Incolv kal Gpéyyog TPosovopdloucty £v
oxnuatL avBpwrnou davévrta, TOV Pév ThG Kok apxic, Tov 8¢ thg dyabiic pubBoloyodvreg.

105 Theodoretus, Haer. (PG 83:380B.13-16): O0Tol ToV AoV [...] TOTE péV aUTOV AmokahoDvteg XpLotov, kal
TOUTOU TEKUNAPLOV IKAVOV TTOPEXOUGL, TO TOV fALoV EKAEimELY- €V TQ) TOU otaupod kap®-.

106 Epiphanius, Pan. 66.23.1-7; Severianus of Gabala, c. Manichaeos; Augustine, Conf. (Gardner and Lieu 2004,
132).

107 Simplicius, Comm. Man. Epict. 35.99, 101-04 (Brennan & Brittain, 39): Mdon 6¢ kai | mept toito dAhokotia
[...] kil O GG TG oEAVNG 0UK Ao Tod fAlou vopiZety, MG Puxag eivat, &g UTd voupnviog éwc mavoeeArvou
Ao tfig yfig avaon®oa, anod naveeAfivou Al £wg voupnviag eig Tov AoV petayyilet.

108 Cyril, Catch. 4.6: Enel o0v émAavriBnoay amd tod £voc Oeol Sladdpwe moAhoi- kat ot pév fAov €Beomoincay;
15.3.29: naubevgécBwoay ot £k Mavixaiwv EmotpéPavieg, Kai Toug dwotfipag unkET Beomnoteitwoav [...].

109 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 2.54: ‘0 toivuv Mdvng ékBeLdlwv, W tfig puoswg Bvta tod dyabol, Tov fjAlov
[...] "Qote kai ol Méprnrov otolxeiov OpLOpeVOL ElvaL TOV FAoV TIPAC ye Ta oadf ti GLhovelkobvTwy, Kol odTwe
aUTOG O YoAenmWTATA MAVELG, TOV TWV BAWV dnpoupyov BAaodhnudv, fklota mioteuécdw, HALov cuykpivwy Be®
kal &K ¢ ovoiac avtod Aéywv glval todTov.
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or to the moon or to the stars and call them the brightest gods or, in short, introduce many
gods to whom they pray”.*1% Thus, for a number of sources, the Manichaeans deify the two
luminaries or call them gods, whereas, in some cases the Manichaeans just honour the two
luminaries as if they were gods. For example, Chrysostom in his first homily in Genesis argues
that the Manichaeans (as the Greeks) honour created things as if they were Gods, attributing
the privilege of ingenerateness to something that comes from non-existence, which will be
destroyed and will be lost. Chrysostom uses the sun as an example. It is not the sun to be
worshiped, but its creator. The sun is bright but was created to worship the one who created
it, and not the sun itself.1!! As he stresses addressing his flock:

Don't you see that this sun is a material body, subjected to decay and perishable? And let the
Greeks and the Manichaeans get overwhelmed with grief listening to this. Not only sun, but
earth, and sea and the whole creation [are perishable] are subjected to futility.!?

Alexander too, seems to be ambivalent on the issue. Initially he is clear in explaining that for
the Manichaeans, “Sun and moon they honour most of all, not as gods, but as the means by
which it is possible to attain to God”.1*3 Commenting on this, Lieu argues that “Alexander of
Lycopolis [...] probably comes closest to the Manichaean position when he says that the
Manichaeans do not regard the sun and the moon as gods but as a way to reach God”.1*#
Indeed, as one reads in the Manichaean Prayer of the Emanations, “the great light-givers, both
sun and moon” are praised, for through them the souls succeed to have access “into the great
aeon of light”.*1> However, further in his text, Alexander contradicts himself saying that “the
sun and the moon, heavenly bodies which alone among the gods they profess to revere” 116
Van der Horst, in his footnotes, also refers to the above contradiction, without however
commenting on it further.'’

At this point, it is interesting to examine the opinion of the other pagan authors on the
subject. According to Libanius (fourth cent.), the Manichaeans “venerate the sun [...] and
honour it as a god of the second grade”.!'® Thus for Manichaeans, the sun is a god, yet a
second class one. Contrary to Libanius, Simplicius, the pagan philosopher of the sixth century,
speaks only about honour. The Manichaeans

110 Theodoret, Haer. (PG 83:380B.13.14): cuvtopwg £pd Tiic SucoeBoiic aipéoewg Ta kepdhata. OUTOL TOV AoV
kat Thv oeAjvnv Beolg dvopdZouct. SC, ch. 5: AvaBeportilw o0V ToG ... Td AAiw eUXOHEVOUS A Tf oeAfvn A TOTg
dotpolg kat Beoug davotdatoug autolg amokaholvtag A mMoANoUG OAwg eicdyovtag Beolg kal ToUTOLG
eUxopévouc. On this issue see also: Serapion, c. Manichaeos 42; Socrates, HE 1.22.8: kal ydp 8goU¢ moA\oug
oéBewv 6 Mavixalog mpotpénetal <auTtdg> dbsog WV Kal Tov fAlov Tpookuvelv SL6AoKeL, Kal gipopuévnv
elodywv.

111 Chrysostom, Hom. Gen. (PG 54:581.48-58).

112 Chrysostom, Natal. (PG 49:360.7-12): tov fALov, 00 TO o@ud £oTlv aioBNnTov Kol GpOapTodv Kal émiknpov, K
HUPLAKLG dmoTviywvtat “EAANveS kai Mavixaiot tadta dkoUovieg; OUx oUtoc 8¢ povov, aMA kai vi, Kol
Balaooa, kal oo AMAGDG 1) OPWHEVN KTLOLG T LOTALOTNTL UTTOTETAKTAL.

113 Alexander of Lycopolis, Tract. Man. 5.1-8 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 57): tiju®ot 8¢ pdAlota HAlov Kol
oeAfvny o) wg Beolig, GAN g 680V 8U (g EoTLv Ttpoc Bedv adikéadat.

14 jeu 1994, 288.

115 p_ Kellis GR. 98, 60-69 (Gardner 2007a, 111-128, esp. 121-22, Prayer of the Emanations/ EUxf t@v lMpoBoAdv).
116 Alexander of Lycopolis, Tract. Man. 7.8-9 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 64): 6 fiAlo¢ kai fj ceAfjvn, o0 pdvoug
Be®v aidelobal daowv.

117 van der Horst and Mansfeld 1974, 57, fn. 207 and 64 fn. 241.

118 | ibanius, Epist. 1253 (Lieu 2010, 43): (t.) Nptokiav®. (1.) Ot tov fAlov oUtot Bepamevovteg Gveu aipotog Kat
TiuQVTeG OedV Mpoonyopia Ssutépa.
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Out of all the heavenly bodies they honour only the two light-bearers, claiming that these alone
belong the Realm of Good and despising the others as belonging to the Realm of Evil.1*

The Manichaean sources are not entirely clear on this matter. The Manichaean Faustus
(around 400), according to Augustine, “repels the charge of sun-worship and maintains that
while the Manichaeans believe that God’s power dwells in the sun and his wisdom in the
moon, they yet worship one deity, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. They are not a schism of the
Gentiles, nor a sect”.'?® However, according to the Kephalaia, in recounting the benefits of the
sun to his disciples, Mani stresses that “people [...] have not perceived its greatness and its
divinity” .12

From what has been advanced so far, an answer to the first question could be that the
two luminaries were considered by the Manichaeans as divine beings, consisting of pure divine
substance. Yet, as they were made from the first light (first principle), in the Manichaean
pantheon they were classified at a lower level: in the words of Libanius, they were gods of the
second grade. Although it is not clearly reflected in all sources, one could also say that
according to earlier sources (e.g. Cyril, Libanius, etc.) the Manichaeans deified the sun and
moon, while according to later sources (Simplicius) they simply honoured them. If this was the
case, it seems that over time, and given their persecution from the late fourth century
onwards, the Manichaeans would avoid confessing such a faith publicly. An example of this
reticence can be seen in the reaction of Faustus and Secundinus.'?? On the contrary, in other
more tolerant environments, they would not have a problem to confess this, as the following
Manichaean prayer illustrates: “if somehow we have done things that displease the gods of
the Sun and the Moon [...] (then), Majesty, now we beg to be freed from these ten kinds of
sins. Release my sins!”123

Sun and moon worshipping ceremonies

The anti-Manichaean corpus contains several references to the Manichaean worshipping and
veneration of the two luminaries. Some of them linked Manichaean sun-worship with Hellenic
idolatry and polytheism, the magoi (i.e. the priests of Zoroastrianism), the astrologers
(mathematicians), and the cult of Mithras. For example, in the second debate between
Archelaus and Mani, which was in Diodoris, Archelaus called Mani a “barbarian priest and
conspirator with Mithras”.1?* According to Epiphanius,

Mani [is a pagan with the pagans and] worships the sun and moon, the stars and daemons, the
man < is heathen* >, and his sect teaches heathen religion. < And besides this* > he knows the

119 Simplicius, Comm. Man. Epict. 5 35.99-101 (Lieu 2010, 105): Ndon 6¢ kai rj mepl Todto dAokoTtia, £k MavTwv
TV €V TO oUpav® povoug Toug Svo dwotipag Tudy, Thg tod dyabol poipag Aéyovtag adtouc, TV 8¢ GAMwv
katadppovely, WG Tfig Tol kakol poipag dvtwy;

120 NPNF! 4: 435-453, 435, cf. Augustine, Faust. 20.2,536.9-24 and 20.11,550.14-19.

121 1Keph. 65.159, p. 168.

122 As Gardner and Lieu (2004, 194) point out commenting on the Prayer of Emanations: “The fact that the hymn
did not try to disguise or modify its polytheism gives the impression that it was composed in the first half of the
fourth century, viz. before the dominance of Christianity compelled the Manichaeans to veil their cult in a
semblance of monotheism”. Gardner in a later publication (2007a, 112 fn. 34) is sceptical of the above aspect: “I
would probably not express this point in the same way”.

123 Excerpt from a manuscript in Turkic language dated from 8™-11*" centuries and entitled Xuastuanift in BeDuhn
2000b, 54-55.

124 AA 40.7 (Vermes, 105). The Manichaean Secundinus claimed that “Augustine’s description of Manichaeism
[...] must be referring to Mithraism instead of Manichaeism” (Lieu in Vermes 2001, 105, fn. 213).
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lore of the magi and is involved with them, and he praises astrologers and practices their mumbo
jumbo.1?®

In the fifth anathema, the converted Manichaean had to anathematise his former companions
who prayed to the sun and the moon: “(I anathematize) those who [...] pray to the sun or to
the moon or to the stars and [...] in short introduce many gods to whom they pray”.126

What seems to impress our sources regarding this Manichaean ceremony was the
obeisance of Manichaeans to the luminaries. “Tell me this: why do you prostrate yourselves
before the sun?” John the Orthodox asked this question to a Manichaean and the Manichaean
replied: “because the sun is a luminary begotten by the good God”.!?” As Socrates the
Scholastic comments, Mani teaches his disciples to kneel before the sun.'?®

As reflected in the seventh anathema of the SC, the Manichaeans prayed twice a day
to the sun: in the dawn towards the rising and in the evening towards the setting sun. During
these prayers they made specific gestures and movements.

7. (I anathematize) those who do not pray towards the east only but also towards the setting
sun and follow its movement foolishly and maniacally in their abominable and magical
prayers.'?

That the Manichaeans assembled in order to pray to the luminaries is also attested by
Augustine: all together (hearers and Elect) “they adore and pray to the sun and the moon” .30
Augustine provides us with some complementary information for the reconstruction of the
sun and moon worship rituals.

6. [...] Hence it is that you bend your backs and bow your necks to the sun, while you worship
not this visible sun, but some imaginary ship which you suppose to be shining through a
triangular opening.t3!

18. In the daytime they offer their prayers towards the sun, wherever it goes in its orbit; at night,
they offer them towards the moon, if it appears; if it does not, they direct them towards the
north, by which the sun, when it has set, returns to the east. They stand while praying.’*?

The cult of the two luminaries is also testified by the Manichaean sources. As the CMC records,
Mani himself taught a hairy ascetic—whom he found on a lofty mountain—the way to
prostrate before the two luminaries (among other commandments).133 A typical Manichaean

125 Epiphanius, Pan. 66.88.3 (Williams, 315-16): @ Mdvn, [...] fillov tpookuvGv Kol ceAfvny kai T& dotpa Kat
Saipovag, * 6 avrp, ayamntoi, tuyxdvel kai i altod ailpeoig Ta tov EAAAVwY Udnyettal, * Td paywv éniotatat
Katl £v aUTolc €yKUALVSETTaL, AOTPOVOUOUG EMALVET, TA AUTWV TEPLEPYALOUEVOG.

126 5C ch. 5 (lines 139-142) (Lieu 2010, 121): Ava®epotilw [...] Kot To0g TV fAlov Aéyovtag ivan alTtov [Incodv
Xplotov] kal @ AAw ebxopévoug A Tfj oehfvn.

127 [John of Caesarea), Disputatio cum Manichaeo (AGAe€LG Twdvvou '0pBosdEou pd Maviyaiov), 45-46.219-
220: Artokpval 8¢ pot, St ti Tov fjAov pookuveite; 46. MAN. 'OtL pwotrip €otl oD Kdopou, T00 ayabold Beol
vévvnuoa. Based on this reference, Bennett (2009, 33-34) supports the view that the text combats Manichaeans
and not Paulicians or Bogomils. About the authorship of the work which earlier was attributed to John of
Caesarea, see Bennet (2009).

128 5ocrates, HE 1.22.39-40: koi TOV fALOV TPOOKUVETV SLEAOKEL.

129 g¢ ch. 7 (lines 213-16) (Lieu 2010, 125 & 1994, 7): AvaBepatilw o0V Kol KataBepati{w...ToUg Ui Tpog
AvatoAdg poévag evxopévoug, aAAd Kal mpog duopevov HALov, Kal Tff ToUTOu KvAoeL CUUMEPLHEPOUEVOUG
EUMANKTWG Kol Lavik®DG €V Talg Hlopalc auT®V Kal yonTEUTLKALG TPOCEUXAIC.

130 Augustine, Ep. 236.2 to Deuterius, in Lieu 2010, 91. See also Gardner and Lieu 2004, 244-45 (no 81, Augustine
on Manichaean ethics).

131 Augustine, Faust. 20.6 (NPNF* 4: 437).

132 Augustine, Haer. 46.18, in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 191. See also Lieu 1994, 294.

133 CMIC 128.5-12: [¢kApuléa 8¢ abt®L ThV | [dvdmaluowy kai tég évro-[Adg kall TAvV &ig Tolg dpw-[othipalg
nipookuvnov. Cf. Colditz 2015, 55.
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wonder story, in which many of the above discussed practices and beliefs are illustrated, is the
account of the Manichaean missionary Gabryab.

On the 14th, Gabryab together with his helpers stayed in prayer and supplication, and toward
evening, when Jesus (= the moon) came up, then Gabryab stayed in prayer before Jesus and said
to him,

“You are a great god and a vivifier and a real waker of the dead. Help me this once, O beneficent
lord, and give this girl improvement and help by my hand, so that both your divinity may be
evident before all the people and also that we are in truth your real obedient followers.” [...]
And the whole night Gabryab with his coworkers remained near that girl. And they sang hymns
and turned about the praise [of the lord] until the morning [came and it became light] and the
sun rose. And he stood before the glorious, great [sun god] in prayer and said with a loud voice,
“You are the bright eye [of the] whole entire world and the great door to conveyance for all the
escaping souls. *Unworthy and unhappy the dark beings who do not believe in you and have
turned their eyes and look away from you! Help me, great light god, and by our hands give this
girl help and improvement so that she may receive the goodness and also these souls for whom
deliverance is prepared, that hereby they may reach the new door and the land of escape!”*3*

Apart from the Manichaean Elect and missionaries, the Manichaean catechumens had among
their primary duties to pray to the sun and the moon. As we read in the Kephalaia:

The first work of the catechumenate that he does is fasting, prayer, and almsgiving. Now, [...]
the pra[yer is this]: he can pray to the sun and the moon, the great li[ght-givers.!®

According to the famous Prayer of Emanations the Manichaean believer prostrated and
glorified all the divine beings of the Manichaean pantheon that were classified into ten groups.
The classification followed “a kind of descent in the divine hierarchy from the eternal realm
to the present and immediate”.'3® The sixth prostration and prayer was devoted to the two
luminaries.

| worship and glorify the great light-givers, both sun and moon and the virtuous powers in them:
Which by wisdom conquer the antagonists and illuminate the entire order, and of all oversee
and judge the world, and conduct the victorious souls into the great aeon of light.**’

It has been pointed out already by Jenkins (the first editor of the text), that the Prayer of
Emanations had to be recited in a liturgical context. As Jenkins notes (1995), “to judge from
the material and the contents, the text was in all likelihood prepared for liturgical purposes
[...] This argument for the liturgical use of the board is strengthened by its content”.!3®
Recently, lain Gardner supported the view that the Prayer of Emanations was the daily prayers
of the Manichaean catechumens, which they accompanied by physical prostrations. Indeed,
as Gardner remarks, “the text must have been composed in Aramaic, and most probably by
Mani himself” 139

By combining the testimonies of our sources with modern research becomes apparent
that what our authors describe was the daily prayers of the Manichaean catechumens. It is
worth keeping in mind for the following discussion (because it touches on the question of
Manichaean secrecy) that sun and moon worshiping is nearly the only ritual that our sources
appear to know something about.

134 BT 11 no. 3.4 in Skjaervg 2006b, 11; cf. Lieu 1992, 105-06, fn. 134.
135 1Keph. 80 (Gardner, 202).

136 Gardner 2011, 247.

137 Gardner 2007a, 121-22.

138 Jenkins 1995, 248.

139 Gardner 2011, 259.
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The Sacred Meal of the Elect

As has been shown above, the great luminaries (sun and moon) undertook the task of
liberating the entrapped divine element in the material world at a macrocosmic scale. At the
microcosmic scale, this project was executed by the Elect Manichaeans who, during their
sacred meal, released (by eating) the divine substance entrapped within food.14°

Yet, according to Mani’s teaching in the Kephalaia, the sun’s “releasing action, by
which it releases the living soul, is a full day ahead of all releasing actions!”14

The Manichaean ritual meal according to East-Roman sources
Before proceeding to examine the sources, | would like to make it clear from the outset that
the records concerning the ritual meal of the Elect, provided by the East-Roman anti-
Manichaean sources, are actually very scant. In addition, it has to be noted that the
testimonies of sources do not concern what took place during the ritual meal itself, but rather
are a criticism of the relationship between Manichaean Elect and catechumens, prompted by
what was happening during the ritual meal.

In Turbo’s account a prayer is cited,'*? the so called ‘Apology to the Bread’ (1 mpd¢ tov
dptov ... drodoyia) as this prayer is called by the source in which it is first recorded.'*
According to the text, the Manichaean catechumens

if [...] have anything good to eat they offer it to those Elect; and when they [the Elect] want to
chew bread, they first pray, saying this to the bread: “I did not harvest you nor grind you nor
knead you nor put you in the oven; someone else made you and brought you to me; | am
innocent as | eat you”. When he has said this to himself, he replies to the person who brought
it: “I have prayed for you”, and then the person goes.*

Cyril, in his sixth Catechetical lecture, cites the same prayer slightly differently:

Then having received the bread into his hand, (as some of them who have repented have
confessed), the Manichaean says to the bread, “I did not make you;” and he utters curses against
the Highest, and curses him that made (the bread), and thus eats what was made [...] And again
he says, “I did not sow you; may he who sowed you be scattered! | did not reap you with a sickle;
may the one who reaped you be reaped to death! | did not bake you with fire; may he who
baked you be baked!” What a lovely return of kindness this is!*4

140 see for example: (1) Manichaean sources: 1Keph. 79 (Concerning the Fasting of the Saints); 1Keph. 81 (The
Chapter of Fasting, for 2 it engenders a Host of Angels); 1Keph. 93. (2) Augustine, Ep. 236.2, cf. BeDuhn 2000b,
77 & Gardner and Lieu 2004, 244-45. See also Puech 1979, 235-294; BeDuhn 2011, 301-19, esp. 313-15.

141 1Keph. 65 (Gardner 1995, 171): “The strength that it gives to its limbs is a great strength, being mightier than
all strengths!”

142 AA 10.5-7; Epiphanius, Pan. 66.28.7.

143 pRylands 3 Gr. 469, (Roberts 1938, 38-46; Gardner and Lieu 2004, 114-5; Lieu 2010, 36-37).

144 AA 10.5-7 (Vermes, 54); Epiphanius, Pan., 66.28.7: kal 8tav péMwolv £éoBiewv &ptov, mpooelyovtal mp&Ttov,
oUtw Aéyovteg mpog tov Gptov- «olte oe éyw €B€ploa olte HAeoa olte €BAUpa og olte eig kKAiBavov £Balov,
A& dAog €moinoe tadta, kol fveyké pot- €yw avartiwg Edayov.» kat 6tav kad’ €autov einn tadta, Aéyel T®
KATNXOUUEVW «NUEAUNY UTtEP 00l », Kal oUTwG ddiotatal éKelvoc.

145 Cyril, Catech. 6.32 (Lieu 2010, 55): Etta 8e€dpevog eic Xelpag tov dptov, (WG ol €€ aUTWV HETAVONOAVTES
€€wpoloynoavto), Eyw og oUk émoinod, ¢pnov 6 Mavixolog T Gptw- Kal KaTapag MEUMEL €ig Tov ULotov, Kal
Katapdtal OV menotnkota, kat oUtwg £00iel TO memotnpévov. [...] Kai mdAwv, Eyw og oUk €omelpd, pnot- omapein
0 oneipag os. Eyw og oUk £€B€pLoa Spendvolg: €kBeplabein 6 Bepicag os. Eyw og mupt oUK Wntnoa: omtnBein 6
ontrjoog og ontnOein 6 omtricag os. KaAd té& dpotpaia tfig xdptLrog.
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The earliest primary source which records a preliminary form of this prayer is the circular
epistle against the sect of Manichaeans, attributed to Theonas, the bishop of Alexandria (282-
300 CE):

And the Manichaeans manifestly worship the creation (? and that which they say) in their psalms
is an abomination to the lord ... (saying) “Neither have | cast it (sc. the bread) into the oven:
another has brought me this and | have eaten it without guilt”. Whence, we can easily conclude
that the Manichaeans are filled with much madness; especially since this “Apology to the Bread”
is the work of a man filled with much madness.'%

Modern researchers unanimously agree that the offerings of the foods to the Elect by the
catechumens and the prayer of the former (the Apology to the Bread) can be interpreted as a
part of the sacred meal of the Elect. However, a prayer with the same words has not been
found in genuine Manichaean sources. The only parallel we possess is Mani’s praying over
bread and salt in his Homilies (58.18-19), but the exact text is missing.?*’ According to BeDuhn,
the Manichaean ritual meal of the Elect consisted of two parts: (1) the offering of the food by
the auditors to the Elect (alms-service), and (2) the central ritual of the holy meal, during which
the auditors had to withdraw'*® and only the Elect could participate. It is probable that both
the offerings and the prayer took place during the first phase of the ceremony (act of alms
service).

It is difficult to discern when the delivery of alms ended, and the ritual of the meal
started. What is certain is that they were both phases of the same ceremony. The ritual of the
meal had to commence after the official offerings ended and the catechumens departed. As
BeDuhn notes, the majority of the sources state that the catechumens brought their alms a
little while before the beginning of the holy meal and not during the whole day.'*® They stayed
there until a petitionary prayer over them took place, and after that they left. Both Iranian
and Latin sources say that the Elect blessed the catechumens when the latter offered the
food.?% An Iranian fragment (M 580) also mentions that the catechumens were advised to ask
the Elect to absolve their sins. However, in our texts, it is not clear whether the apology-prayer
occurred during the offering of the alms by the catechumens, or just after the latter had
departed. That there was a holy meal to the community is certain. Nevertheless, it is very
difficult to reconstruct the whole ritual, due to lack of information for the main part of it, the
liturgical meal.

I will further discuss the structure of the ritual in chapter [7]. What interests us here
are the religious implications, which the anti-Manichaean authors stress, caused by
Manichaean dualism and practiced through the Manichaean religious behaviour in the
ritualized context of the holy meal.

146 pRylands 3, Gr. 469, (Roberts 1938, 38-46, 42-43): [tadta B&éAuyud £ctwv k(upi)]w T@® Be®- kal ol Mavuyic
SnAovott mpocku[volol v kticwv] €v taic émaoldaic BoEAUYUA EcTv K(upl)w [... oUSE elc kKAeiBalvov EBalov
GAAoc pot fve[yke tadta éyw] ava]itiw]g Eédayov: 60ev elkoTwe EcTv yv@val 6Tl ToAAfc pavioc memAn[plwvtat
ol Maviyic: kal paAicta, €mt kal | mPoc Tov Gptov alt@®yv, dmoloyia €pyov €ctiv av(Bpwr)ou TOAAFC paviac
nemAnpwpévou- Cf. Lieu 2010, 36-37; Gardner and Lieu 2004, 114-15.

147 Lieu in Vermes 2001, 54, fn. 69.

148 From the few references we have at our disposal (177 M & Augustine) we assume that auditors probably were
not present at the second phase of the ceremony itself. However, there is an exception, a monastic manuscript
testimony which speaks of “specially appointed Auditors in serving the Elect and making sure that all was in
order, before, during, and after the meal” (BeDuhn 2000b, 159).

149 BeDuhn 2000b, 143-147.

150 |n 1Keph. 115, there is a petitioner prayer and memorial over the catechumens that bring the offerings.
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Criticism of East-Roman anti-Manichaean sources on the ritual meal
As already indicated, our sources do not comment on the ritual meal as such. Their criticism
mainly targets the dual structure of the Manichaean Church (the two classes), which the anti-
Manichaean authors interpret as a relationship of exploitation of the catechumens by the
Elect.

In commenting on the Apology to the Bread, Cyril notes that it is a curse rather than a
prayer (blessing), pointing out the hypocrisy of those Manichaeans who exploit their feeders:

The Manichaeans are children of laziness; they do not do any work and gobble up the
possessions of those who do work; they welcome with smiling faces those who bring them food,
but repay them with curses instead of blessings for when some simple person brings them
[anything], he [the Manichaean] says, “Stand outside for a little while, and | will bless you.” Then
having received the bread into his hand, [...] he says to the bread, "I did not make you" [...] and
curses him that made (the bread), and thus eats what is made.!>!

The same opinion is also shared by Epiphanius in his commentary on Turbo’s Manichaean
narrative:

Their so-called Elect [Manicheans] [...] instruct their catechumens to feed these people
generously. They offer their Elect all the necessities of life, so that < whoever> gives sustenance
to Elect souls may appear supposedly pious. (5) But silly as it is to say, after receiving their food
the Elect all but put a curse on the givers under the pretence of praying for them, by testifying
to their wickedness rather than to their goodness. For they say: “I did not sow you. | did not reap
you. | did not knead you. | did not put you into the oven. Someone else brought you to me and
| eat. | am guiltless.” (6) And if anything, they have stigmatized as evildoers the persons who
feed them—which, indeed, is true.**

In a similar fashion, Theodoret of Cyrrhus remarks:

They consider all things animated beings, [including] fire, water, air, plants and seeds. On this
account, those called "Perfect" among them did not break bread, or cut vegetables, but they stir
up against those who do these things openly, as being bloodthirsty; yet, they eat the things cut
and the things broken.

Instead, you persist in your ingratitude, and launch insults, and you are afflicted with the disease
of Manichaeus, who on the one hand is satisfied up with all kinds of food and drinks, and on the
other hand reproaches those who supply them, the reapers, as well as the bakers, and curses
those who cut the bread in two pieces, since he refuses to cut it; but he eats the slice.?>3

151 Cyril, Catech. 6.32,1-4/9 (Lieu 2010, 55, slightly altered): Apyiag ékyovol Maviyalol, ol pr épyalduevol kai tTé
TV €pyaopévwy KateaBiovteg: ol toug mpoodEpovtag alTolc td Bpwpata HeSLiolL tpoowrolg Sexdpevol, Kail
avtl eVAoyLOV Katapag anodibovieg. ‘Otav yap Tig alTtolg [Tt] mpooevéykn avontog, Mkpov €§w, dnot, otiiby,
kal evAoyrow oe. Elta 6e€apevog i xelpag tov dptov, [...] Eyw og o0k £€moinod, gpnowv 6 Mavixaiog 16 &ptw-
[...] kal katapdtal Tov menmotnkota, kai oUtwg €06ieL 10 memotnuévov. See also Cyril Catech 6.31.

152 Epiphanius, Pan. 66.53.4-6 (Williams, 278): oi ékAektol alTGV KohoUpevol [...] mapakelevovtal odv Toig
aUTOV KatnXoupévolg TpEdely altoug SaPl®de. ol 6¢ mdév otolv dvaykoiov TPoodEpouct Tolg EKAEKTOTG
€auTQV, (va 6fiBev eboePng 0dOein <0> TpEédwv TAG PuXAC TAG EKAeAeyEVAG. ol 6 AaBOVTeg, WG YEAOLOV E0TLV
einelv, mpoddoel tol €lfacBaL UMEp TOV €vnvoxotwv, UdAAov && oxedov katdpav autolg Emtibeacty,
EMMAPTUPAOAVTEG AUTOLG Kakiav paAlov i dyaBwolvnv. daokouot yap oltwg OTL Eyw ouk Eomelpd o€, oUK
€0éplod og, oUk fAeoa, eig KAiBavov oUk £Balov. dAAog fjveyke, kai Ebayov. avaitiog sipt. kot pdAlov
novnpormnoloug UédeLéav ToUG EauTt®V TPodelS. kal yap AAnbEc.

153 Theodoret, Haer. (PG 83:380(C-D).42-47) (Cope, 130): Ndvta 8¢ vouilouotv Euduxa, kai to nip, kai t® L8wp,
Kkal TOV aépa, kai Ta GuTd, Kal Td oméppata. OU 81y Xapwv ol kahoUpevol TéAeloL tap’ alTols, olte EpTov KAGGLY,
oUte Adxavov tépvouaty, dAAa kal toig tadta Spdaotv, WG patpovolg npodavdg énaipovtat-£06iouct 6 SUwWG
@ tepvopeva kal ta kKAwueva. Cf. Theodoret, De providentia orationes decem (PG 83:581.28): GAAX MEVELG
axaplot@v, kai Aodopoupevog, kal t@ Mavixaiou voo®v, 6¢ owtiwv kal motdv danmolavwv, Aotdopeital tolg
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It is noteworthy that, in contrast to Epiphanius, Cyril and Theodoret (in his second text) do not
clearly juxtapose the Elect with the catechumens. Instead the difference is made between
those who do not work (whom they call Manichaeans) with those who work (farmers, bakers,
etc.) in order to produce food which the Manichaeans consume.

That the Manichaean Elect simply exploited the hearers as a means of their support is
also the target of Augustine’s criticism.

As for your not plucking fruits or pulling up vegetables yourselves, while you get your followers
to pluck and pull and bring them to you, that you may confer benefits not only on those who
bring the food but on the food which is brought, what thoughtful person can bear to hear this?
For, first, it matters not whether you commit a crime yourself, or wish another to commit it for
you. You deny that you wish this!*>

From the Manichaean point of view however, this behaviour is related with another
command, the “seal of the hands”. According to it, the Manichaean Elect had “to avoid injury
to water, fire, trees and living things [...] hence [the seal] bans the procurement of food” by
the Elect.'>® Indeed, the Manichaean normative code of behaviour protected the Elect from
injuring the Living Self, since it was a command forbidding the Elect from being preoccupied
with the gathering, procurement, and preparation of food. One of the three principal
commandments (seals) the Elect had to observe, was to “acquire 'the rest [of the] hands', so
that he will keep his hand still before the Cross of Light”.*°® The sin of injuring the Living Self
and violating the “seal of the hands” was a task laid upon the hearers who were obliged by
the religion’s commandments to feed the Elect. One of the three primary duties of the
catechumens was daily almsgiving to the Elect.?>”

Revealing in this respect is a Manichaean text which reflects the extent of anxiety
catechumen Manichaeans had due to their task of providing alms-offerings for the Elect. A
Manichaean catechumen confesses his fears, before the Manichaean congregation and Mani,
that the pain inflicted upon the Living Self by him (through his offering to the Elect) be proved
fatal for himself.

| know that each time | would provide an alms/-offering for the Elect, | know and sense that [...]
| awake pain for it in various / form [s ... ] [...] Indeed, due to this my heart trembles. / | become
very afraid. | will venture to this place to speak / befo[re] you. Perhaps the good | perform will
not repay the sin | am doing to the living soul?*#

Ecclesiological dualism also affected the soteriological perspective and expectations. Turbo’s
account defines three classes of people: the Elect, the hearers, and the unbelievers
(outsiders).

xopnyoda, kai Beplotals 6pod kal dptomolols, kol Tolg TOvV dptov Sixfi TEUvouaoLy Emapdtal, aUTOC TEUVELY HEV
oUK AvexOuevog, £0Biwv &€ TO TEUVOUEVOV.

154 Augustine, Mor. Manich. 17.

155 Lieu 2010, xviii-xix. Augustine, Mor. Manich. in Lieu 2010, 75.

16 1Keph. 80, 192.3-193.22 (Gardner 1995, 201).

157 1Keph. 80, (Gardner 1995, 202): “The first work of the catechumenate that he does is fasting, prayer, and
almsgiving. Now, [...] The alms]/giving also is this: he can place it [...] / in the holy one, and give it to them in
righteous[ness ... ] /.”. The whole text: The Chapter of the Commandments of Righteousness (192,3-193,22, pp.
201-202).

158 1Keph. 93 (Gardner 1995, 242-45). A Catechumen asked the Apo/stle: When | would give an Offering to the
Saints, shall | inflict a Wound on the Alms? Cf. Gardner’s introductory comments on the moral of the chapter:
“The catechumen must not be afraid of causing sin in the task of preparing and offering alms [...] The offering of
alms is also a means for the salvation of the catechumen” (243).
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The latter class consists of those who do not accept the two principles, clearly the
outsiders, the non-Manichaeans. As Turbo states, the fate of the ‘infidel’, among them being
those who follow the words of the Jewish prophets (i.e. Jews and Christians), is to “die for all
age, bound up within a heap of earth, since he has not learnt the knowledge of the
paraclete” .1

Anyone who does not possess the knowledge of the two principles or is not aware of
the primordial mixture and the presence of the Living Self in the material world will suffer in
the Gehenna in order to be educated. If necessary, they will suffer endless metempsychoses
(uetayyiouog) until the end of time and the final consummation:

If a soul has gone forth which has not understood the truth, it is handed over to demons to tame

itin hell-fire, and after it has been educated, it is transferred into other bodies to be tamed, and

then it is thrown into that great fire until the final reckoning.!®°

In theory, the catechumens were atoned for any injury they had caused to the Living Self if
they offered a steady living for the Elect. For this reason if they have anything good to eat they
offer it to those Elect.’®? As Augustine explains, “the Elect get others to bring their food to
them, that they may not be guilty of murder”.1®2 In turn, auditors are forgiven by serving the
Elect, who liberate the divine substance from the foods.®® However, in case they neglected
their duties, they would be punished by successive reincarnations in catechumens’ bodies. As
the eschatological aim of each individual was the liberation from the “birth-and-death” cycle
and the return to the primitive light, reincarnations (uetayytoudg) counted as a punishment.
Anyone who has not given his food to the Elect will be subjected to the punishments of hell and
is to be transformed into the bodies of catechumens, until he has suffered many miseries.%

Nevertheless, in the texts of the Church Fathers it is not always clear whether the
catechumens had the option of atonement through their offerings, or whether they had to
undergo further painful reincarnation in what they had killed. As Turbo emphasizes, anyone
who would harm any kind of life would suffer the same fate in retribution of his misconduct.

| shall also tell you how souls are transmitted to other bodies. First of all a small part of it is
purified; then it is transmitted into a dog or a camel or the body of another animal. But if it has
committed murder, a soul is transferred into the bodies of lepers; if it has cut the harvest, into
those of the dumb. [...] Harvesters who gather the harvest are compared with the princes [of
darkness] [...] For that reason it is necessary for them to be transformed into hay or beans or
grain or corn or vegetables, so that they too are cut down and harvested. Anyone who chews

159 AA 11.3 (Vermes, 55-56). Epiphanius, Pan. 66.30.2: kai €l Ti¢ dkoAouBel tolg Adyolg alt®v [map’ Uulv
npodnT®v] dmobvriokel gig ToU aidvag, debepévog gig TV BOAOV, 6TL 0UK EPaBe TAV yvROLY ToU MapakAATou.
160 AA 11.2 (Vermes, 55). Epiphanius, Pan. 66.29.3: kal é&v ££€A0N 1) Yuxr) un yvoloa thv dAfBeslav, mapadiSotat
101G Saipoov dnwg Sapdowolv alTthv v Talg yeévvalg Tol mupog, Kal PETA TNV maideuoty petayyiletal €ig
<€tepa> owpata, iva SapacBij, kail oltw Baletal eig TO péya nip dxpl tfig cuvteheiag. The Greek text here
uses the term ‘petayylopdg’ instead of ‘petevowpdtwolg’ or ‘petepPuxwolg’.

161 AA 10.5 (Vermes, 54). Epiphanius, Pan. 66.28.6: kal 81& to0to &l Tt KdAoTOV &V BpwHacL TOTG KAEKTOTG
npoodépouat. The same belief is also testified by Manichaean sources, see 1Keph. 91 and 127 and 2PsB. 111.25.
Cf. Brand 2019, 202.

162 Augustine, Faust. b4, 6.8.

163 Augustine, Haer. 46. Augustine, Mor. Manich. 61.

164 AA 10.5; Epiphanius, Pan. 66.28.6: kai €1 T1¢ 00 5i6wol Toi¢ ékAektolg avtod evoéBelav, kohaoBrostal i TAG
yewvaC Kal LETEVOWHOTODTAL ELC KOTNXOUEVWY OWHATa, Ewe oU 86 eUoePeiag moAAC.
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bread must also be chewed by becoming bread. He who kills a chicken must also become a
chicken himself, or if a mouse he too will be a mouse.'®®

Cyril ridicules the Manichaean teachings concerning reincarnation, and considers them
irrational and absurd, as worthy of laughter, and of censure and of dishonour.

Let no one join himself to the soul-wasting Manichees [...] who teach, that he who plucks up a
herb, is changed into it. For if he who crops a herb, or any vegetable, is changed into it, into how
many will husbandmen [farmers] and the tribe [children] of gardeners be changed? Into how
many doth the gardener put his sickle, as we see; -into which then of these is he transformed?
Ridiculous doctrines truly, and fraught with their own condemnation and shame! A shepherd
both sacrifices a sheep and slays a wolf; into which is he changed? Many men have both netted
fishes and limed birds; into which are they changed?'®

Augustine becomes extremely caustic when commenting upon the ‘racist’ Manichaean
soteriology. The best scenario for the reincarnation of the auditors, he says, was to reincarnate
in melons and cucumbers (!) if they were diligent in their duties as hearers.'®’

This (ecclesiological) eclecticism is also attested in the Manichaean texts.'®® The Elect
are ascertained to rise to heaven upon their death. The lifestyle suggested by Mani for the
Elect is a remedy for the “inherent pathology” of their body and its materiality.'®® Thus, after
their death, the Elect are rewarded with their ascent to paradise, while the catechumens will
undergo further reincarnations. However, the hearers, because they supported the
Manichaean religion, were in a more favourable position than the outsiders and in that sense,
they were in a way Elect t0o.'° Instead, those souls who were subjugated to evil (the
outsiders) “have become alienated from the life and freedom of the sacred light. Therefore,
they cannot be taken back into those peaceful kingdoms, but will be confined in the terrible
‘mass’”.171

According to the SC, the converted Manichaean had to anathematize all those who
supported transmigration as a punishment for not observing the anapausis of the hands.

And (I anathematize) those who introduce metempsychosis which they call transmigration

(uetayytoudg) and those who suppose that grass and plants and water and other things without
souls in fact all have them and think that those who pluck corn or barley or grass or vegetables

165 AA 10.1-3 (Vermes, 52-53). Epiphanius, Pan. 66.28.1-5: 28: Ep® 8¢ UiV kai Tolto, mig petayyiletal i Puxn
elg tepa owpaTa. TP@TOV KaBapiletal PIKPOV TL A’ aUTAC, eita peTayyiletat €ig Kuvog  eig KapiAou f &ig
¢tépou Lwou odpa. £av 8¢ f medoveukula Puy, eic keheddv owpata petadépetat dv 8¢ Bepioaca evpebi,
€lg poyy\dloug. [...] ol 8¢ Beplotai, 6ooL Bepilouaty, €oikaot Toig dpxouat [...] 810 dvaykn altoug petayylobijval
€ig xoptov f eig dbaohAa fj €ig kpLBNv fj €ig otdyuv f gig Aaxava, lva <kai avtoi> BeploBiot kai kom@ot. kot &l
TG MdAwv €0Biel dptov, Avdykn Kol auTtov BpwBijval dptov yevopevov. el Tig doveloel dpviblov, <kal altog>
opvibiov éotal: €l T poveloel Liv, kat avTog L €otat [...]

166 Cyril, Catech. 6.31 (LFHCC, 75-76): tolg S18dokouctv, &tL 6 TtAvde TAV Botdvnv éktilMwv, ei¢ avthv
petaBdaMetat. Ei yap 6 éktépvwy Botavag f Tt Thv Aaxavwy, €ig todto petaBaMletal, yewpyol Kai Knmoupiv
Noi8eC ei¢ mdoa peTaPAnOrcovTaL; Kot ToooUTwy 6 KNMoupoc AVEYKE TV SPEMAvVNY, WG OpHHEV- £ic TTola Apa
petaBarAetal; MEAWTog AANBMCS Ta SLddypata Kal KATayVWoeWS MARPN Kal atoxuvng. ‘O alTtog Avnp MOLURYV WV
nipoBdtwy, kai mpopatov E8uce kai AUkov AmékTelvey- gig molov dpa petaBdAietar; MoAol TV avepwnwy
ixBuoag écayriveusay, kat dpvea ieucav- €ig molov dpa petaBdAhovtal oi Tiig dpmayfig; Cf. Nemesius of Emesa,
De natura hominis 2.33.8-10: kal Ta¢ pév kaBapdg Puyxag xwpelv €ig 10 dd¢, ¢ oloag, Tag 8¢ pepoAuopEvag
0To tiig UANG XwpElV €ig T oTolXeTa Kal ALY Ao TV otolxeiwv i ta dutd Kai ta IHa-

167 Augustine, Faust. 5.10.

168 Lieu 1994, 289.

169 BeDuhn 2000b, 258.

170 BeDuhn 2000b, 103 (216-17).

171 Augustine, Fund., in Gardner and Lieu 2004, (no 53), 171-72.

198



MANICHAEAN BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

are transformed into them in order that they may suffer the same and that harvesters and
bread-makers are accursed, and who call us Christians who do not accept these stinking myths
simpletons.t”?

As is illustrated by the anathema, Manichaeans considered those who do not accept these
beliefs as naive. Moreover, the contradistinction between the Christian and Manichaean
identity is also emphasized here.

What is striking, is that both Christian and pagan authors in their criticism of the
Manichaean sacred meal (and fasting), do not comment at all on the redemptive theology
which lies behind it.1”3 References and criticism of the East-Roman sources to the Manichaean
ritual meal are restricted to the first phase of the ritual (the phase of almsgiving), and target
the relationship of exploitation between the two classes. Our sources do not comment at all
on the objective, the very purpose of the sacred meal itself (second phase), that the ultimate
goal of the ritual was the liberation of the trapped divine elements within food, by the Elect.
Indeed, Augustine is merciless in his frequent criticism of the Manichaean belief that the Elect,
by their teeth and their stomachs, liberate the divine substance, becoming likewise the
saviours of God: “And, if some [Manichaean] ‘saint’ ate this fig [...] he would blend it in his
bowels and breathe forth angels from it, even groaning in prayer and belching up little pieces
of God”.174

The beliefs and practices that Augustine attributes to the Manichaeans are also attested
in Manichaean sources. According to the Kephalaia, the ultimate aim of the fasting of the Elect
Manichaeans was the preparation of their bodies, so that during the sacred meal they could
function as ‘machines’ which would liberate the divine substance. Thus, the effectiveness of
the sacred meal depended on whether the Elect strictly observed the seals of mouth and
hands.'7> As Mani explains, what the other sects of the world are doing wrong in their fasting
and rituals is that they do not keep the seals of mouth and of hands, which will finally open
the gates for the liberation of the divine substance trapped within the alms-offerings.'’® In
contrast to other Churches, in the Manichaean Church, it is due to the observation of the
commandments that the divine light “is healed by the Elect, by the psalms [and] prayers and
ble[ssings]”.177

As Gardner underlines, “for the Manichaeans the human body and its digestive
processes worked in a very literal way so as to purify the divine light, and thus to discard the
evil waste matter.!78

172 ¢, ch. 6 (Lieu, 1994, 248): kai Toug petepPpUxwoLy, fv avtol kaholol PHeTayyLlopov, elonyoupévoug, Kai Toug
e Botdvag kai té dputd Kat T USwp Kal té dAa dpuxa dvto Eppuxa elval UoAapBavovTac, Kal Toug TOV
oltov f) kpONV fj Botavag f Adxava TiAovtag €ig ékelva petaBdAiecBal olopévoug, tva td dpota mdbwot, Kol
TOUG BepLOTAG Kal TOUG APTOMOLOUG KATAPWHEVOUG Kal AAG TOUG XpLoTlavoug Toug R mapadexopévoug Tolg
06wdotag puboug Toutoug anmlapioug drokalolviag.

173 The question of this silence is worth investigating. One naturally wonders how the above beliefs escaped the
criticism of the East-Roman authors. Cf. Lieu 2010.

174 Augustine, Conf. 3.10(18) in Lieu 2010, 83-85. Cf. Augustine, De Nat. bon. 44.20, 45; Augustine, Ep.236 to
Deuterius (2); Augustine, Mor. Manich. 15, 17 (Description of the Symbol of the Hands Among the Manichaeans);
Augustine, Haer. 46; Augustine, Commentary on Psalm 140.12; Augustine, Faust. 31.4. See also Gardner and Lieu
2004, 245.

175 1keph. 79: ‘Concerning the Fasting of the Saints’ (191.9—-192.3). Cf. Gardner and Lieu 2004, no 79, (The profits
of fasting). 1Keph. 94, 240.1-12.

176 1Keph. 87, 217.1-11.

177 1Keph. 93, 238.2-4, p. 244.

178 Gardner 1995, 202, cf. 1Keph. 81, 193,23-194. 13 (The Chapter of Fasting, for it engenders a Host of Angels)
(Gardner 1995, 203).

199



CHAPTER 5

Holy-Oil (?)

Apart from the Apology to the Bread, Turbo’s narration refers to what he calls the end of the
Elect’s meal. He quotes Mani’s words:

Mani has commanded only his Elect, of whom there are no more than seven, “When you finish
eating, pray and put on your heads oil which has been exorcized with many names, as a support
for this faith.” The names have not been revealed to me for only the seven employ them.'”®

Could this mystery that Turbo refers to be equivalent to the Christian mystery of the Holy Qil?
In the early Christian Church, this mystery—as all other mysteries—was connected to the Holy
Liturgy and took place during the meeting for the agapai (ayamrat) as part of it. The aim of the
Holy Oil mystery was the strengthening of faith (otnptyuov tfii¢ miotewc), the awareness of the
sinful, and the therapy of the bodily and the psychic illnesses. As is indicated in the above
passage, the use of oil by the Manichaean Elect had the same purpose of faith strengthening
(mpog atnptyuov tij¢ miotewg), as in Christianity.

The ceremony of the ‘Dried Fig’

Text and translation

Cyril in his sixth Catechetical lecture, apart from the Apology to the Bread and the olive-oil rite
(?), records an occult ritual, the identity of which remains a true mystery: the ceremony of
the dried fig (tfic ioxadoc).*® As mentioned in ch.[1], a part, or even the whole chapter that
describes the ritual was heavily abridged in a series of English translations.'8! This protracted
concealment partly explains the absence of references or of any commentary of the text in
modern scholarship until Van Oort’s publication in 2016.

Cyril is the only author in Greek anti-Manichaica who mentions this particular ceremony;
the testimony of Peter of Sicily repeats Cyril’s account.’®? Just after his reference to the
Manichaean holy meal and his critique about the feeding of the Elect by the hearers (6.32),
Cyril states:

These are also great evils, but yet small in comparison with the others. I do not dare give an
account about their Aoutpov of men and women. | do not dare say in what they baptise the dried
fig they give to their wretched. But | will only reveal it speaking symbolically (through
symbols/signs). Let men think about those (things/products) of the wet dreams (=nocturnal
emissions), and women of the menstruation/menses. We truly pollute our mouth speaking about
these things. For the fornicator, in a moment/an hour, because of lust, performs the deed.
However, he [soon] condemns his deed, realizing that, as a defiled, he is in need of Aoutp@v and
he acknowledges that his deed is abominable/loathsome. But the Manichaean places these

179 Epiphanius, Pan. 66.30.3 (Williams, 259): éveteilato 5¢ Toig £KAEKTOIC aUTOD HOVOLS, 0U TIAEOV EMTA 0UOL TOV
AplOuoV- €av mavonobe éobiovieg, elxeoBe kal BAaAAete £mi TG kedpaAfig EAalov EEwpKLoPEVOV OVOUAGCL
TOAAOTG, TPOG OTNPLYHOV TG THOTEWG TAUTNG. TA & OVOUATA oL 0UK €davepwBn- povol yap ol Emtd TouToLg
xpvtat. AA 11.4 (Vermes, 56): He also instructed only his elect, who are not more than seven in number, that
when they have stopped eating they should pray and put on their head olive oil over which they have sworn an
oath, invoking many names to confirm this pledge. But he did not reveal the names to me, for only those seven
use these names. Cf. AA 63.5 (Vermes, 143): “Finally early one morning he climbed a high roof top, where he
began to invoke certain names which Turbo told us only seven of the elect have been taught”.

180 Cyril, Catech. 6.33.

181 See ch.[1], 1.2 (Cyril of Jerusalem).

182 peter of Sicily, Hist. ref. Man. 33, ch. 72.
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things in the middle of the altar, as/where he thinks [right], and defiles both his mouth and his
tongue.!®

In the above translation | purposely kept the Greek form Aoutpdv/@v, because this is the key
word for the interpretation of the text and, therefore, for the understanding of the context in
which Cyril places the ritual. Apart from its literal interpretation (i.e. washing or bath),
‘Aoutpov’ in the religious language of the era meant baptism, ‘baptism of tears’ (confession)
and ‘baptism of blood’ (martyrdom).’®* In all English translations the word Aoutpov is
translated as baptism. The latter is problematic, for as is known the Manichaeans did not
practice any baptism in water.'8> Before proceeding to the interpretation of the text, | will
present other parallel testimonies that exist in anti-Manichaean literature.

Parallel testimonies in Greek anti-Manichaean literature

Cyril himself refers once again to the ceremony of the dried fig at another point of the sixth
catechesis where he talks about the roof-top ritual performed by Terebinthus, which cost him
his life.

Terebinthus [...] having gone up to the roof-top of the house, and invoked the daemons of the
air, whom the Manichaeans to this day invoke upon their detestable ceremony of the fig.!8¢

By this testimony, Cyril provides additional information on the puzzle of the rite: attaching to
it a flavour of magic, Cyril reveals that during the ceremony the aerial demons were invoked,8”
and that the ritual was performed until his days.

Other references to a ceremony under the name dried fig, in Greek (or Latin) literature,
do not exist. However, Cyril is neither the first nor the only one to accuse the Manichaeans of
performing licentious practices during their rituals. The anonymous Alexandrian author of the
encyclical epistle is the first who accuses Manichaeans of using the Electae’s menstrual blood
during their rites. As the author warns his readers:

We may be on our guard [...] particularly against those women whom they call “Elect” and whom
they hold in honour, manifestly because they require their menstrual blood for the
abominations of their madness.'®®

In the rest of Greek literature, there are another two references to Manichaean practices that
combine magic and orgies. As Theodoret points out,

183 Cyril, Catech. 6.33: MeydAa pév kakd kai tadta, AN &t pikpd mpodg T AN, OO ToAud® &l dvSpdv Kai
YUVaLK@V TO AouTtpov alt@v SinyricacBat. OU ToAU® einely, tivi EuBdmtovieg thyv loxdda, S186aot toig dbAioLc.
Al ouoonpwyv 8¢ povov SnAovoBw. Avdpeg yap Tt év Tolg Evurviacpols évBupeiobwoay, kal yuvalkeg Ta v
adédpolc. Muaivopev aAnB®g kal t© otopa, tadta Aéyovieg. O pév yap mopveloag, mpodg piav wpav 6U
¢rBupiav TeAET THV MPEEWY KATAYVWOKWY 8¢ TG IPAEEWS, WG LaVOELG 018e AoUTPMV EMEEOUEVOC, KOl YIVWOKEL
¢ mpdfewc T puoapdy. O 8¢ Mavixaioc Buctactnpiou pécov, ob vopilel, TiBnot Tadta, kal paivet Kat T
otopa Kal v y\@ooav. The omitted sentences in previous translations are in italic. See also the translations by
Fox and Sheldon (Lieu 2010, 55) and Van Oort 2016b, 432.

184 The second time that the word Aoutp@v is mentioned could mean both washing and confession (baptism of
tears).

185 Stroumsa 1999, 405-20.

186 Cyril, Catech. 6.23 (LFHCC, 71): Tep£BvBog [...] émt Swpatog dveABmv, kal mpookaAeoduevog Tolg depioug
Saipovag, oUg ol Maviyaiot uéxpt orjpepov £mi tfig puoapds alt®v loxddog Emkaholvrat:

187 Sacrilege and magic were often interwoven. Cf. the anti-Manichaean law CTh 16.5.65.

188 pRylands 3, Gr. 469 (Roberts, 1938; Lieu, 2010, 36-37): émutnp®uev [...] pdAicta tac Aeyopévac nap’ avtoic
€KAeKTAC, Ac €v T Exoucty L 1O SnAovoTt xprilelv avtolc tod amnod thic adédpou aipatoc avt®dv gic Ta Thc
paviac auT@V pucaypota.
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They especially use magic in practicing their impious mysteries. In this way, | tell you, their
teaching is hard to eradicate, and it is extremely difficult to remove anyone who has partaken
of their loathsome orgies from the activity of the soul-destroying demons, who bind their souls
by the spells of those initiating them.!%°

It is not improbable that Theodoret, here, is denoting the dried fig ritual.

The Manichaean mysteries were also anathematized and condemned as abominable,
unclean, and magic-filled by the ex-Manichaeans during the ritual of their conversion: “I
anathematize and condemn [..] and their abominable and unclean and magic-filled
mysteries”.1®® Another practice attributed to Manichaeans in the SC, which had to be
anathematized, was that of washing themselves in their own urine instead of water.

So | anathematize these and | curse (them) as being unclean in their souls and bodies, with all
the rest of their evils, and as not suffering their filth to be washed away by water lest, they say,
the water be defiled, but even polluting themselves with their own urine.*

According to Kessler, by urine one could mean ‘semen’. However, his suggestion is not
supported by the specific context of the text, where the discussion clearly concerns the act of
washing.1%?

The charge of sacrilege in anti-Manichaean laws

As examined in ch.[3], sacrilege'®® was one of the capital crimes due to which Manichaeism
was characterized as a public crime®®* and by which Manichaeans were deprived of the status
of Roman citizenship.'®> Expressions that define the content of the crime of sacrilege exist in
a series of laws.’®® The overall impression is that during these ‘sacrilegious rites’*®” the
‘elements’ were ‘injured’ by magic. According to the law of 428, the Manichaeans had to be

189 Theodoret, Haer. (PG 83:380.48-53) (Lieu 2010, 95-97): Kéxpnvtat 8¢ kai yonteialg Stadepdviwe, té Sucayh
aUT@V ékteholvteg puotnpla: taltnTol Kal Sucékvuttog aut®v n Sidackalia, Kol TOV TV pucapiv dpyiwv
petelAnxota Alav éoti Suoxepég petatiBéval Tfig Twv YuxodBopwv évepyeiag datpudvwy, Talg TV TEAOUVTWY
Enwbalg tag ékeivwv katadeopolvvtwy Puxdac. In antiquity the word orgies meant the ‘secret rites’ of Demeter,
Orpheus, Cabeiri, Cybele and most commonly, the rites/mysteries of Dionysus-Bacchus.

190 5C, ch. 7 (Lieu 2010, 124-25): dvaBepartilw kai kataBepatilw [...] kal T& puoapd TolTwV Kai dkdBapta Kai
yonteiag mAnpn puotipla. The same is reproduced by the LAF (1465A-1465D). Both Cyril and SC use the word
uuoapa in order to characterize the Manichaean mysteries.

191 ¢, Ch. 7. (Lieu 2010, 123 and Lieu 1994, 250): ToUTOUG 00V AVABEATI{W Kol KATAOEUATI{W AKAOAPTOUG
6vtag, oUv tolg GANOLG AUTMV KAKOTG, TAG PUXAG KAl TA CWUATA KOl [ AVEXOUEVOUG TAG puTtapiag auTdv DSatt
AromAUVeLy, iva un, paoiv, 1o U8wp poAuvBfval, GANG kal Tolg oikeiolg olpolg Eautouc piaivovtag. See also the
same in LAF (PG 1:1461/1472A, 1465), cf. Lieu 2010, 138.

192 On this, see Lieu 1994: 293-94. In the LAF the converted Manichaeans had also to condemn the immoral
practices that took place at the Feast of the Bema. However, according to Lieu (1994, 225), this “must now be
seen as Byzantine polemics against Paulicians”. Anastasius of Sinai (Hexaemeron 7b. 530-32) also speaks about
Manichaean mysteries where men and women congregate nude in imitation of Adam and Eve (6/8%"?):
Maviyaiol 8¢ 6ol Te Kal Avdpeg Kal YUValkeg yupvol €v Talg auT@v EKKANoilalg cuvayovtal Kot pipnow tod
Adau kat tiig Ebag.

193 |n the laws of CTh 9.38.7 (384) and CTh 9.38.8 (385), Theodosius | classifies sacrilege among the capital crimes.
Sacrilege was also the offense that forced Theodosius | to innovate with the retroactivity of his law (16.5.7, 381).
194 CTh 16.5.40 (407).

19 CTh 16.5.7 (381).

1% CTh 16.5.9 (382); 16.5.11 (383); 16.5.38 (405); 16.5.43 (408); 16.5.65 (428); NVal. 18 (445); 16.5.35; 16.5.38;
CJ1.5.16.

197 CTh 16.5.41. See also NVal. 18 (Pharr, 531): “obscene to tell and to hear” and “so detestable an outrage to
the Divinity of God”.
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expelled “from municipalities, since to all these must be left no place wherein even on the
very elements may be made an injury” 1%

Parallel testimonies by Augustine

Augustine too charges Manichaeans with the crime of sacrilege and of the consumption of
human semen during their ritual meal.’®® As he states in De haeresibus, the Manichaean “Elect
are forced to consume a sort of eucharist sprinkled with human seed in order that the divine
substance may be freed”.?°° Manichaeans themselves, Augustine comments, rejected these
accusations, clarifying that these practices were performed by some other groups (e.g.
Catharists); yet they conceded, that “the Manichaean books” were “common to all of
them”.2°! These books, especially the myth of the Seduction of the Archons, Augustine
believed were “the source of the [aforementioned] obscene practices”.?°? The Seduction of
the Archons was a scene from the Manichaean cosmogonic myth cited in the Thesaurus.?%
According to it, the divine powers “exploiting the ‘deadly unclean lust’” of the archons of evil
appeared before them as attractive beautiful males and females, “so that the divine substance
which is imprisoned in them may be set free and escape”.?%* So, as Augustine explains, the
Manichaeans

imagine that they are imitating divine powers to the highest degree and so they attempt to
purge a part of their god, which they really believe is held [...] in human seed as it is in all celestial
and terrestrial bodies, and in the seeds of all things.?®

Augustine adds that “some of them [who] were brought to trial [...] admitted that this is no
sacrament, but a sacrilege”.2% As Augustine argues in De moribus Manichaeorum, even if
Manichaeans did not perform these things of which they were accused, and instead only
claimed that their Elect set free the Living Soul from all seeds by eating and drinking (their
food), this would inevitably raise suspicion; one would reasonably think that this purification
concerned not only plant but also animal and human seeds. Continuing his argumentation,
Augustine considers it likely that this purification took place during the secret assemblies of
the Elect.

And as your followers cannot bring these seeds to you for purification, who will not suspect that
you make this purification secretly among yourselves, and hide it from your followers, in case
they should leave you??”’

Augustine’s accusations of immorality were not concealed such as Cyril’s; however, no
scientific work has taken them seriously into account, with the exception of van Oort's recent
publications.?%® As the determining factor in this direction, van Oort considers Alfaric’s
contribution, who, commenting on the “historical reliability of the described” events in Haer.
46. 9-10 concludes: “Leur Eucharistie aspergée de semence humaine semble aussi légendaire

198 CTh 16.5.65 (428) (Coleman-Norton 1966, 2, 643). Cf. the same law in CJ (CJ 1.5.5).

199 Augustine, Haer. 46.9-10; Mor. Manich. 18.66 and 19.70 (pp. 150.17-151.5); Nat. bon. 45-47.
200 Aygustine, Haer. 46.9-10, in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 144-45, 144,

201 Aygustine, Haer. 46.9-10, in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 145.

202 Augustine, Haer. 46.9-10, in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 145.

203 Tardieu 2008, 37; Lieu 2010, 149; Reeves 2011, 108-1009.

204 Augustine, Haer. 46.10. Cf. Tardieu 2008, 37.

205 Augustine, Haer. 46.10. Cf. Tardieu 2008, 37.

206 Augustine, Haer. 46.10. Cf. Tardieu 2008, 37.

207 Augustine, Mor. Manich. 18.66. See also Nat. bon. 45-47.

208 For a detailed overview of the fate of the passage in modern literature see van Oort, 2016a 200-02.
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que le meurtre rituel si souvent imputé aux Chrétiens pendant les premiers siécles”.2%°
Therefore, van Oort points out, “One gets the impression that, since Alfaric, most researchers
have subscribed to this opinion and hence considered the subject to be legendary”.?1°

Parallel accusations for other religious groups
It is true, that to blame religious opponents for immorality was “a fairly standard” accusation
at that time.?!! Epiphanius, for instance, makes similar accusations against the Nicolaitans?!?
and a group of ‘Gnostics’, known as Borborites (or Barbelognostics, or Stratiotics, etc.).?13
However, although the chapter of Panarion against the Manichaeans is by far the longest of
the chapters devoted to the above ‘heretics’,?'* Epiphanius nowhere implies that the
Manichaeans exercised similar practices during their rituals. This, firstly, challenges Cyril's
credibility, and secondly indicates that Epiphanius was not aware of the content of Cyril’s
Catecheses (something that has been highlighted in ch.[2]). The latter applies also to the rest
of the authors who wrote against Manichaeans until the ninth century, when Photius and
Peter of Sicily clearly name Cyril as their source. So, it seems that Cyril’s passage was neglected
not only by contemporary researchers but also by Byzantine anti-Manichaean authors.?®
Was, then, Cyril’s account just a slander? Even if this were the case, the stereotypes of
modern society and the taboos of contemporary researchers should not misinterpret or, even
worse, silence any testimonies. The 'embellishment' of the past in order to be in line with
modern ethical codes is not compatible with scientific ethos.

Interpretation of the text
Without of course intending to confirm Cyril’s testimony, | will investigate the framework in
which Cyril places these practices, assuming that there is an element of truth in his words.
Besides, although we do not know exactly what the Manichaean Elect did during their rituals,
following Augustine’s rationale, one can legitimately assume, on the basis of the Manichaean
beliefs and the existing excerpt from Thesaurus, that Cyril’s testimony sounds plausible. So,
was the above ritual, a description of the mystery of baptism (as all English translations
maintain) or of the holy meal, as van Oort argues? Or does it concern another ritual
altogether?

The only study on Cyril’s text, as said, is that of van Oort. Commenting on this ‘gap’, van
Oort points out that “in previous research the passage is regarded either as mere slander or
simply as not worth mentioning”.?'6 Van Oort too, interprets the crucial word Aoutpdv as
baptism. However, since the Manichaeans did not practice baptism, he suggests a baptism of
the fig, rather than of the bodies of the Manichaeans, placing the whole scene during the
Manichaean sacred meal. In favour of his interpretation, van Oort points to Cyril’s statement
that “the Manichaean sets these things [...] in the middle of the altar (Buclaotriiplov) and
defiles both his lips and his tongue”.?” Thus, according to him,

209 yan Oort 20164, 201.

210 yan Oort 20164, 201.

211 |jeu 1992, 143 fn. 131.

22 Epiphanius, Pan. 25.2.2-3.2, (v. 1, pp. 268-274, esp. 269.23-270.2).

213 Epiphanius, Pan. 26 (v. 1, pp. 275-300, esp. 280.10 [ch. 4]-282.13).

214 Five times longer than the chapter devoted to Borborites etc., and twelve times longer than the respective to
Nicolaitans. See also Coyle 2009a, 164-165.

215 An exception to this likely was Theodoret of Cyrrhus, see ch.[5], fn. 189.

216 yvan Oort 2016b, 432, fn. 6.

217 yan Oort 2016b, 435.
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Cyril claims that the Manichaeans ‘dipped’ or ‘baptized’ (éuBantw) a fig (ioxdg) in some
substance, which he indicates ‘only indirectly’ (51& cuoonuwv) as a product of men’s ‘delusive
dreams of the night’ and women’s ‘menses’. In other words, some (dried) fig (loxdc) is dipped
in male sperma and female menstruation fluid.?*8

Van Oort considers it less plausible to interpret the word Aoutpdv as either spiritual baptism,
or another type of baptism which Cyril considered horrible.?'® Arguing in favour of Cyril’s
reliability, he firstly points out that Cyril drew his information from inside sources: the
converted Manichaeans and the Manichaean books,?% in particular the Thesaurus, for in the
next paragraph (34) which follows the puzzling text he refers to the Seduction of the Archons.

Furthermore, in support of his interpretation, van Oort points out the importance that
the fig and the human semen should have had in the Manichaean Eucharist. The main axes of
his argumentation are the following: (1) the sexual symbolism of the fig in Antiquity (and not
only),?%! (2) that Augustine emphasizes (in several of his works) the great importance that figs
must have had in Manichaeism, in particular in their ritual meal as fruits containing much
divine light,??? (3) that Augustine also records similar practices which reveal the importance
that Manichaeans might have attributed to human semen for the same reason as in the case
of the figs,??3 (4) that, according to Augustine, the source of inspiration of those practices was
the Seduction-myth from the Thesaurus®?* to which Cyril also refers, and (5) that Cyril’s and
Augustine’s testimonies are two independent testimonies from each other. Van Oort
concludes his article, presenting two pieces of Manichaean art (miniature-paintings) found in
Kotcho (Central Asia) which, as he argues, reveal “the special place of the fig in Manichaean
eucharistic meals” 2%

Agreeing with van Oort, | also consider it plausible that Cyril’s sources may have been
of Manichaean provenance, i.e. former Manichaeans and the Thesaurus. As said in ch.[2], Cyril
in all probability had access to the Thesaurus, since this was the book which was circulated
during his time by the Manichaean missionaries in his area. This also may have been the book
which Cyril says that he read himself and from which (as he says) originates the scene he
quotes in ch. 34 that echoes the Seduction of the Archons.??® Furthermore, taking into account
the two basic assumptions of the Manichaean cosmogony, it makes sense for one to argue
(agreeing with Augustine) that, indeed, the Seduction-myth could have inspired such

218 yan Oort 2016b, 435.

219 yan Oort 2016b, 434.

220 \yan Oort 2016b, 437.

221 an Oort 2016b, 435.

222 yan Oort 2016b, 435-36. The respective Augustine’s works are: Mor. Manich. 2.40-41, 2.57 and Conf. 3.18. As
van Oort (2016b, 435) comments on Mor. Manich. 2.57: “when seeing a raven on the point of eating a fig, the
true Manichaean will pluck the fig and eat it in order to release the light elements”.

223 Van Oort 2016b, 436. See also van Oort’s (2016a) previous paper on Augustine concerning “Human Semen
Eucharist Among the Manichaeans”.

224 \/an Oort 2016b, 436-37.

225 Van Oort 2016b, 437, 437-440.

226 Cyril, Catech. 6.34: “These persons say that the rain is produced by erotic mania. And they dare to say that
there is a beautiful virgin in the heaven, together with a beautiful young man. [...] and that the latter during the
winter, runs after the virgin like a madman [...] then as he runs he sweats; [and they say that] the rain comes
from his sweat. These things are written in the Manichaean books. These things we have read disbelieving those
who affirmed them. For your safety, we have closely inquired into their deadly doctrines”. See also ch.[2], 2.3.4.
However, a similar scene exists also in Turbo’s narration, so, possibly his source could have been AA.
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practices.??’ As said, one basic assumption of the Manichaean cosmogonical narrative was
that the Living Spirit, which the Manichaean Elect had to liberate during their meal, was
dispersed and bound in all kinds of plant and animal life and in all kinds of seeds.??® The other
basic assumption was that in Manichaeism the link between macrocosm and microcosm was
direct and substantial. The structures of the human and of the body of the Universe are
interconnected. Thus, although it is common to all religions that believers imitate their divine
archetypes, the Manichaean believer was not just called to imitate his divinities, but also to
remember his own deeds during the primordial episode and to act accordingly. The example
of the Seduction of the Archons indicated the way of action for Manichaeans.

However, concerning the great importance that figs must have had in Manichaeism, |
would rather say that what becomes apparent in Augustine’s writings is that all fruits and
vegetables, especially those containing large amount of water and not only figs, had a special
place in Manichaeism, particularly in the ritual meal. Melons and cabbages are equally cited
in Augustine’s texts. The only reference, as far as | know, of Augustine that correlates figs with
the holy meal is Conf. 3, 18:

Yet if some saint (i.e., a Manichaean Elect) ate the fig [...] then he would digest it in his stomach
and breathe out angels, yes indeed particles of God when he groaned in prayer and even
belched. These particles of the most high and true God would have remained bound in that fruit,
if they had not been liberated by the tooth and belly of that Elect saint.??®

In addition, since the holy meal (at least theoretically) was the only daily meal of the
Manichaean Elect, apart from figs, they would obviously eat other vegetables and fruits too.23°
Furthermore, it sounds odd that Cyril names the Manichaean holy meal as a baptism. So, if
the ritual in question was neither the Manichaean holy meal, nor their baptism, what else
could it have been?

In any case, the sentence “But the Manichaean places these things in the middle of the
altar, as/where he thinks [right], and defiles both his mouth and his tongue” denotes that the
framework was sacramental, not secular (e.g. baths). The latter is also supported by Cyril’s
first reference in 6.23, where he speaks about a ritual which Manichaeans exercise until his
days (uéxpt onuepov).

The interpretation of baptism in water should be excluded, for it is known, from the
genuine Manichaean sources, that the Manichaeans were not baptised in water. However, it
could have been another kind of “baptism”, as Van Oort also suggests, although he considers
this interpretation less likely.?3! So, what other kind of baptism might Cyril have meant? Put

227 According to the version of the Seduction of Archons provided by Bar Konay, “the Third Messenger appeared
in the Sun in his radiant nakedness in a female form as the Virgin of Light ... before the male archons, and in a
male form before the female. He thus awakens their sensual desires and makes them scatter with their seed the
Light” (Lieu 2010, xvii).

222 Theodoret, Haer. (PG 83:380). Timothy the Presbyter, Recept. Haer. Augustine, Nat. bon. 44 in BeDuhn 2000b,
77. Ephrem the Syrian appears surprised about the “Manichaean project of metabolizing the whole world, and
Augustine invoked the Manichaean slogan “purify all seeds”, see BeDuhn 2000b, 249.

229 Augustine, Conf. 3.18. As van Oort (2016b, 436) comments, “No doubt, here we have a surprising description
of the Manichaeans’ sacred meal, in which—equally surprising—the fig is considered to be the central element”.
In contrast, what Augustine says in Mor. Manich. 2.40-41 about figs does not testify Manichaean beliefs and
practices, but it is Augustine's hypothetical deductive reasoning in his polemical argumentation, e.g. “I grant that
He dwells more in a fig than in a liver” (2.40). Augustine trying to prove the absurdity of the Manichaean beliefs,
says that if one took them seriously he would have to conclude that “In color alone the excrement of an infant
surpasses lentils; in smell alone a roast morsel surpasses a soft green fig”.

230 BeDuhn 2000b, 158: “the meal was conducted daily; testimony on this point is overwhelming”.

21 van Oort 2016b, 434.
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differently, what other meanings, apart from baptism in water, could the word Aoutpov
have?23? | will briefly suggest two more alternative (to van Oort’s) interpretations. As said, in
the literature of the era, Aoutpov also meant a ‘baptism of tears’, referring to the mystery of
repentance, confession and absolution of sins (Aoutpov maAwyyeveoiac).?33 As far as is known,
the Manichaeans held rituals of confession daily, weekly and annually, in three different
circumstances. The first concerned the daily absolution of the sins of the catechumens. When
they offered the food to the Elect, they were advised to “seek assembly and absolution from
the Elect”.?34 The third concerned the great confession that took place during the grand annual
festival of the Manichaeans, the Bema.?® Lastly, between the daily and the annual confession,
“every week, all Manichaeans—Electi and Auditors alike—subjected themselves to a
ceremony of contrition and reconciliation”, or in other words, to the rite of Confession
(ritualized confession).23¢

The other alternative interpretation could be that Cyril, by saying “baptism of men and
women”, meant it in the sense of baptism in the secrets of the Manichaean religion. In other
words, the riddling ritual could have been an initiation ceremony. Thus, according to this
interpretation, the baptised dried fig was consumed by the neophyte Manichaean
communicants as their first communion or holy meal during their ‘baptism/initiation’ into the
class of the Elect. This interpretation also fits well with the expression “the Manichaean places
these things [the offerings] in the middle of the altar”. Furthermore, apart from the sexual
symbolism that the fig had in Antiquity, the fig-tree was considered as the tree of religious
initiation. In many religious traditions (familiar to Mani) the fig-tree featured as the symbol of
‘gnosis’ and of the initiation in ‘gnosis’.?3’ Finally, in favour of this interpretation is the fact
that it incorporates the ‘baptism of tears’, since a part of the initiation procedure was also the
‘baptism of tears’. The candidates entering the Manichaean community had to go “through
an initial confession and absolution as part of his or her initiation into the community”.238

232 Similarly, the word ‘¢nl’ apart from ‘before’ (as is translated by both Lieu and van Oort) could acquire other
meanings too, such as: in, on, upon, at, over, during, in the time of, to, about, concerning, etc. So, the puzzling
phrase “O0 TOAU® €mi AvEp@V Kal yuvak@v o Aoutpov aut@v inynoacBal” can also be translated: “I do not
dare give an account about their baptism of/upon men and women” instead of “I dare not deal with their baptism
before [in the presence of] men and women”, cf. van Oort 2016b, 432 and Lieu 2010 (translation by Fox and
Sheldon).

233 Cyril (Catech. 6.33.9-12) also in the same paragraph states: “For the fornicator, in a moment/an hour, because
of lust, performs the deed. However, [soon] condemn his deed, realizing that, as a defiled, he is in need of
Aoutp@yv (washing or ‘baptism of tears’), and he acknowledges that his deed is abominable”.

234 BeDuhn 2000b, see especially pp. 108, 143, 147, 202 & 208.

235 About the Bema festival and the great confession see BeDuhn 2010, 332. See also BeDuhn 2013, 271-72.

236 BeDuhn 2013, 271-299, 297. See in particular p. 271: “Between the daily prayers and sacred meal, and the
annual high holiday of the Bema festival, Manichaeans punctuated their life with a weekly assembly that featured
among its activities a rite of confession” and pp. 282-288: The Rite of Confession. Yet, according to BeDuhn 2013,
277: “Evidence for a Monday [weekly] rite of confession among western Manichaeans is far scarcer”.

237 Nathanael was sitting under a fig-tree before becoming a disciple of Jesus. According to Vallas (1993, 40-44),
the wild fig-tree (£ptvewc) was the tree of religious initiation and one of the prosonimia of Dionysus/Bacchus was
Sykites, i.e. the fig-tree god. The enlightenment of Buddha took place under a ficus religiosa (a kind of a fig-tree).
For the religious meaning of ficus religiosa, see Eliade 1982, 76.

238 BeDuhn 2013, 271-299, 291. In p. 284: “It may even be questioned whether, besides the initial confession at
the time of conversion, the recurring weekly and annual confessions were anything but recitations of either brief
general statements of repentance for sinfulness.”
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Bema

Bema was the most important annual feast in the Manichaean calendar during which
Manichaeans commemorated Mani’s martyrdom. The only explicit reference to Bema
throughout the Greek anti-Manichaean literature is found in the SC:

And (I anathematize) their abominable and unclean and magic-filled mysteries and that which
they called the (Feast of the) Bema.?*®

According to Augustine’s testimony, “at the feast a seat or tribunal [or a platform (bema) of
five steps covered with precious cloth] was raised in the middle of the worshipping
congregation. Upon this was placed a portrait of Mani (or a seated Elect representing Mani)
to celebrate his continuing presence in the community of the Elect”.2*° Surprisingly, there is a
unique reference to Mani’s icon in Greek anti-Manichaica. Eusebius of Caesarea, in an epistle
addressed to Augusta Constantia (the stepsister of Constantine), reported that he saw with
his own eyes Mani’s icon to be surrounded by the Manichaeans (“Edewprioauev 8¢ kai avtol
TOV TA¢ paviac émwvupov Urtd T@v Maviyaiwv gikévi Sopugopovuevov”).>*t

In his letter, Eusebius explains to Constantia (who wished to have an icon of Christ) that
worshiping icons was idolatry; as an example he recounts the scene with the Manichaeans he
had recently happened to have witnessed. Could this have been a reference to Bema?%*?

5.3 Manichaean Beliefs and their Implication in Everyday Social Life

As underlined in the previous section, the religious behaviours that were the target of our

sources were interpreted by the anti-Manichaean authors as the result of the Manichaean

cosmological dualism: the mixed status of cosmos. Accordingly, in the social sphere, the

problematic behaviour and ethos that anti-Manichaean authors attributed to Manichaeans

were interpreted as deriving from the Manichaean anthropological dualism: the mixed status

of humans. The Manichaean anthropological model seems to rest on these three premises:

(1) The creation of man is the stratagem of Hylé (Matter).

(2) The ontological and cosmological division also characterizes human beings: both matter
(evil) and light (divine) are mixed in humans.

(3)Evil acts independently of man’s free will.

5.3.1 The Manichaean Anthropology

The creation of man as the stratagem of Hylé (Matter)

According to the Manichaean cosmogonic myth, the archons of Darkness undertook the
creation of man as “a countercreation” to the creation of the cosmos, in order to perpetually
entrap the light in matter. The son of the King of Darkness, Ashaglun, with his companion
Nebroel (Namrael), ate the abortions of the daughters of Darkness, in which the form of the
Messenger was imprinted, and then “came together”. “Nebroel conceived of him and gave
birth to a son, whom she called Adam. Then she conceived and gave birth to a daughter, whom

239 5C ch.7 (Lieu 2010, 125): kai [avaBspatiiw] Té pucapd Tovtwy Kai dkdBapta kai yonteiog mAfpn puotrpLa
Kai to kahoUpevov alTdv Bijpa.

240 Aygustine on the bema festival (Fund. 8) in Gardner and Lieu 2004, no 77. See also Lieu 1985, 126; Lieu 2010,
pp. Xx-xxi & 79.

241 Eusebius, Ep. Constantiam: EQswproapev 8¢ kai avtol tov Tf¢ paviag énwvupov Und Téhv Maviyaiwv gikovt
Sopudopolpevov.

242 Cf. Guldcsi 2015, 48-50.
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she called Eve”.?*3 “The human species therefore is born out a series of cannibalistic and
sexual acts” .24
In Turbo’s account, Adam and Eve were created by the princes of Darkness after their
form and according to the image of the Primal Man. Thus, the rulers instilled in man their own
evil desire (= sin):
Concerning Adam and how he was created, he says this, that the one who says: "Come let us
make a man in our image and likeness" and following the form that we have seen, is a prince
who says this to his fellow princes, namely: "Come give me some of the light which we have
received, and let us create following the form of ourselves, who are princes, and following that
form we have seen, which is the First Man"; and so they created man. They made Eve too in a
similar way, and gave her some of their lust in order to deceive Adam, and through this method
was produced the formation of the world by means of the creation of the prince.?*®

Next, then, Matter also created from itself plants or seeds, and when they had been stolen by
some of the princes, he summoned all the leading princes, and took from them all their powers,
and made this man following the image of that first man and bound the soul in him.%%

Among the East-Roman anti-Manichaean sources in Greek that present the cosmogonic
Manichaean myth, there are only two that mention two names quite similar to those of
Ashaqglun and Nebroel: Theodoret of Cyrrhus and the SC.

They say that man was not created by God but by the ruler of matter. They called him Saclas.
They say that Eve was created by Saclas and Nebrod in the following manner. Adam was created
in the form of an animal, but Eve was soulless and motionless.?*’

In addition, the Abjuration formula presents the first human couple as the fruit of demons’
intercourse.

| anathematize all these myths and condemn them together with Manichaeus himself and all
the gods proclaimed by him and those who say that out of the sexual union which was glimpsed
Adam and Eve were generated, issuing forth from Sakla and Nebrod, and to put it simply, (I
anathematize) whatever is contained in the Manichaean books, especially their magical
works. 28

243 A summary provided by Tardieu 2008, 80.

24 Lieu 2010, xvii.

245 AA 12.1-2 (Vermes, 56). Turbo’s account from Epiphanius’ Pan. 66.25-31 (68.5-13/30.5-6) (Williams, 259-260):
Mept 6¢ T00 Adau GG EkTioBn Aéyel oUTwe: 6TL & einwv «Selte, Kal motjowuev AvBpwrov Kot eikOVa AUETEPOV
Kat ka®’ opoiwaotvy, i kad’ fv eldouev popdnv, dpxwyv €otiv O elmwy ToTG £Tépolg dpxouoty OtL Selite, 5dte ot
K To0 GwTOC 00 ENAPOLEV, KOl TOLHCWHEY GVOPWITOV KATd THY ARGV TOV ApXOVTWY HopdAY <kal> ka®’ fv
€ldopeyv, 0 €oTL <O> MPWUTOG AvOpwIoC. Kal oUTwG EkTioav TOV dvBpwrov. tnv §¢ Elav opoiwg éktioayv, GvVTeg
aUTH &k Thig émbupiag alt@v mpog 10 é€amnatijoat TOV ASAW. Kal 5L ToUTWV yéyovev N TAAOLG TOU KOOUOU €K
g to0 Gpxovtog Snuloupyiag.

246 AA 8.3 (Vermes 49-50). Epiphanius’ Pan. 66.26: tote Toivuv kai fj UAn &d’ £€autii¢ éktioe td dutd Kai
OUAWUEVWY aUTOV GITO TLVWV APXOVIWVY EKAAECE TTAVTAC TOUG TV APXOVTWY MPwTioToug Kai EAaBev art’ avt®dv
Aava piav SUvaypy Kal Kateokeaoe TOV AvBpwrov <tol>Tov Katd TV id€av Tod mpwTtou avBpwrnou ékeivou, kat
€6noe Vv Yuynv év alt®. altn €oTl T cUYKPAOEWG 1 UTOBEDLG.

247 Theodoret, Haer. (PG 83:377.55) (Lieu 2010, 95, slightly altered): Kai tov dvBpwrov & ovy Und Tol Oeol
mhaoBijvat Aéyouoty, AN Umod tol Tfig “YAng dpxovtog: ZakAdv && toltov mpooayopeliouoty: kal TAv Ebav
WoaUTwe UTO To0 ZakAd Kai To0 NeBpwd yevéaBal: kal tov pév Adau Bnplopopdov ktebijval, thv & Ebav
G uxov kat dkivntov.

248 5C, ch. 3 (Lieu, 1994, 240; 2010, 121, slightly altered): ToUg pOBoug ToUToUG dmavtag dvabepatilw kol
katabepotilw obv alt® Mavixaiw kal tolg eipnuévolg dmnaot map’ autod Beolg kal “toug Aéyovtag &k T
ouvouoiag tiig UrodelyBeiong mapd ol TakAd kal tfig NeBpwd yeyevijoBal tov AdAu kal thv Ebav, kal anA&g
einelv doa talc paviyaikailc, pdAAov 6¢ Talc yonteutikaic altiv neptéxetat BiBAoLg.
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That the Manichaeans considered the creation of man as a stratagem of the matter, is
emphasized also by Titus of Bostra. As said in ch.[2], Titus seems to have at his disposal a
particular Manichaean text, which he examines and which contains a chapter entitled
‘Concerning the first human moulding’ (Mepl tfi¢ avipwmivng mpwtonAaotiag), that criticized
the biblical Genesis and Exodus. According to it, as Titus says, when the princes of Darkness
realized that by the creation of cosmos, the luminaries would gradually drain all the light from
matter, and that this would lead to their death, they contrived the creation of human flesh
(=Adam) as a prison in which the soul (Living Self) will remain in the world bound to the body.
“And their first creature moulded is Adam, a means/tool of desire and bait for the souls from
above and a device which trap them in the bodies.”?*

Both evil and divine are congenital in man

Further argumentation in support of the view that man was created by the princes of Darkness
was presented by Mani in the debate with Archelaus. As Mani said, the good God could not
create creatures that are full of evil, death, and corruption such as men.

Moreover, how could he form creatures, if there were no pre-existent matter? For if it was from
things that did not exist, it would follow that these visible creatures are better, and full of all
virtues. But if they are full of evil, and death is in them and corruption and everything that is
contrary to the good, then how can we say that they are not made from another nature?*°

As Mani states in his Fundamental Letter, even today one can observe that the bodies are
created by the archons of Darkness.

And yet as we (even) today can observe that the principle of evil, which forms bodies, takes and
creates out of them (the bodies) forces, in order to form (new bodies).??

In the same fashion, Turbo declares before the judges during the first debate with the bishop
Archelaus in Carchar:

If indeed you consider how men produce offspring, you will discover that it is not God who is
the creator of man, but another, who is himself also of an unbegotten nature, who has no
founder, nor creator nor maker, but only his own evil has produced him as he is.?

However, although man is a creation of the archons, since his creation he has imprisoned in
his body the light that was caught by the principle of evil in the primordial time. Because, as
said, the princes created man “after that form” which they “have seen, which is, the First
Man”; thus, by creating man they tied within him the image of Primal Man.

249 Titus of Bostra, ¢. Manichaeos 3, 4-5.19: Onol 6& mpdg Ay alThV €Ketvog, A ETepOG TG TRV &’ ékeivou,
gnypalac to kepdhatov Mepl thg dvOpwrivng mpwtomAaoctiag. EMeldn yap Eyvwoav ol dpXovieg we €k tol
napatpeiobat to arnafanA®dg Eunintov eig alTolg HEPOC Tol PwTOC, TaXUE £’ alTolg 6 Bdvatoc fEeL, THV £ig TA
owpata thg Puxfic kdBodov Eunxavrioavto, avadpapelv pev autnv und’ 6Awg {ntoldvteg, avelBoloav 6€ unde
g GvwBev Antewg agiav eLpiokeoBal, pLdopatt T capkog avexouévny. [...] Kat mdopa avt®dv éott mpdtov 6
ASAy, 6pyavov émbupiag kai SéAeap TV AvwBev Pux®OV Kal unxavnua tod alTag ei¢ cwpota EUminTew. “They
say in these words, he, or one of his followers who wrote the chapter Concerning the first moulding. When the
archons [of Darkness] realized that through the withdrawal of the portion of light that had fallen into them, soon
they will die, they contrived the descent of the soul in the bodies [...]".

250 AA 16.5 (Vermes, 63).

251 Augustine, Fund., Frg. 9: (6.4) in Lieu 2010, 11. Letter to Menoch, in Lieu 2010, 13 (Bodies the other power,
Adam was made by the archons of Darkness).

252 AA 16.6 (Vermes, 63).
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Next, then, Matter [...] summoned all the leading Princes, and took from them all their powers,
and made this man following the image of that first man and bound the soul in him.?3

Thus, from his very creation, man inherently carries both divine and evil ‘parts’. Furthermore,
divine or evil particles are rooted within him through the consumption of food. Indeed,
according to Manichaean sources, the human body contains “the richest concentrations of
both two substances”, each of which is trying to prevail “over the other”.2>*

The dichotomy of man

The consequence of the above assumptions is the dichotomy of man, with two conflicting
identities. God is the originator of souls, whereas matter is the originator of bodies. Souls are
of divine nature and provenance, while the origin of bodies is evil. This, according to anti-
Manichaean authors, entailed a polarity between body and soul and a disdain of the former.

So since this is the body of princes and matter [...] air is the soul of men and animals, birds, fish
and reptiles and everything there is in this world; because as | told you this body is not that of a
deity, but of the matter of shadows, and for that reason it must be kept in obscurity.?>
7.1therefore anathematize and condemn those who teach these myths and say that bodies are
of the evil (principle). 6. [...] | anathematize those who say that the human souls are
consubstantial with God and, being part of (the) good (principle) were swallowed up by [matter]
the Hylé and out of this necessity the world was created. 2

As Serapion of Thmuis critically comments, the Manichaeans held the absurd and outrageous
view that man’s essence is a mixture of good and evil essences. The substance of the body is
of the evil one, while the essence of the soul is a spoil from God that the evil one inserted in
the body. The flesh, its essence, its form, and all its works are from the imposter. Thus, they
argue that man consists of two opposite essences.

For which reason then did Manichaeans bring accusations against the body? %’

The Manichaeans say (this): we carry our body from Satan, but the soul is of God. And so, it is
that the body is naturally evil, as it proceeds from evil, while the soul is naturally good, having
its origin from what is good.?®

253 AA 8.3 (Vermes, 49-50). Epiphanius, Pan. 66.25-31: to6te Toivuv kai fj UAn [...] é&kdAeoe mdvtag toug TV
ApxovIwv mpwtiotoug Kat EAafev ' alTdOV ava piav SUVOULY Kol KAteoke Ao TOV AvBpwov <Tod>Tov Katd
TV i6€av tol mpwrtou avBpwrou €keivou, kai £6noe thv Puynv €v alT®. altn £0TL TG OUYKPAOEWC ) UTTOBEGLG.
As Didymus the Blind states, the Manichaeans argue that human souls are “of the same substance as God” and
“had been joined to the bodies”, see Bennett 1997, 76.

254 BeDuhn 2000b, 88. About human beings as depositories and storehouses of matter and light, see BeDuhn
2000b, 88, 231, 155.

255 AA 10.4, 8 (Vermes 54-55). Epiphanius, Pan. 66.28.5, 9: Tol 6¢ cwpatog ToUTtou 8vTog TV APXOVTWV Kai Tfig
UANg [...] 6 anp Yuxn £otL TV AvBpwnwy kal TOV {WwV Kot TV METEWVOV Kal TV iYBU WV Kal T®v Epretdv Kal i
TL &V KOOUW E0TiV- EUTOV <ydp> LIV BTL TO oG ToUTo oUK £0Tt Tod Be0l, AAA TG UANG £0TL KAl 0KOTOG 0Tl
Kat alto okotwOfjval Set.

256 §C, chs. 6, 7 (Lieu 1994, 248, 246; Lieu 2010, 123): 7. Ava@spotil{w olv kal kataBepatiiw ToUg Tadita
puBoAoyodvrtag kal Td owpata Aéyovtag sival tod movnpod 6. ... AvaBepatiiw tolg Tag avBpwmivag Puydg
Aéyovtag opoousioug sivat T Bed kai poipav odoag tod dyaBod Umod Thg UANG katamoBfivat kol £K Tig Avdykng
TalTNG TOV KOOUOV yeyeviioBal.

257 Serapion, ¢. Manichaeos 10.1-3: MéBev olv kekvnuévol Mavixoiot SLaBOAAC KATA TOV CWHATWY
£TINVEYKQAVTO;

258 Serapion, c. Manichaeos 12.3-8 (Lieu 2010, 51): daci yp Mavixalot “t6 odpa éhopéoapey Tod Tatavd, fi 6&
Yuxn tod Bg00. kal TO pev opa oUTw MEGUKE KAKOV, £K KakoD mpoehBov, 1) & Puxn méduke Ko, €k kKaAol
£xouvoa TV apxrVv- oukolv Vo dpxal kai Svo ovaial [...]".
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He (the teacher, i.e. Mani) wants to say that this visible creation is the creation of the deceiver,
and man is a creature of the evil one and, while soul is of God, it is however bonded to the evil
one. And so, man has been formed, after taking the essence of the body from the essence of the
evil one, while the essence of the soul has been taken from God as spoil or plunder, plundered
by the evil one. In this way, from the plundered essence and from that of the evil one, man has
been formed from soul and body. And the evil one is not the cause of the soul [...] but is the
agent only of its introduction into the body [...] whereas the flesh itself and its formation and its
features and its general shape and its entire essence are the work and making of the deceiver.
Therefore, man is formed out of opposites, they state.?®

Augustine criticizes the conflicted human identity of the Manichaean anthropological model
along similar lines.

You say that all your members and your whole body were formed by the evil mind (maligna
mente) which you call Hylg, and that part of this formative mind (fabricatricis') dwells in the
body along with part of your God.?°

So, "every living being has two souls, one of the race of light, and the other of the race of
darkness".?®

The above wording of Augustine (and Serapion’s) reveals another dimension of the division of
man, which is caused by the two rival souls that reside within him. As BeDuhn argues in
interpreting the Manichaean anthropogony, the two roots do not simply correspond to the
dipole of matter and spirit, as many modern scholars understand it, but to two roots within
the body, a good and an evil one.?%?

The above dimension of polarity emphasized by BeDuhn is not discernible in the
following letter attributed to Mani and addressed to Menoch, one of his catechumens.

For just as souls are begotten from souls, so the creation of the body derives from the nature of
the body. Therefore, what is born of the flesh is flesh; and what of the spirit, is spirit; [...] So just
as God is the originator of souls, so the devil is the originator of bodies through lust that is in the
Devil’s snare by means of the lust for a woman, by which the Devil traps, he hunts not souls but
bodies [...]. Wherefore see how foolish are they who say that his creative act was established by
the good God [...] In short, abolish the root of this evil stock and gaze at once on your own
spiritual self [...] the root of all evils is lust.?3

The text above identifies evil with nature, through the passions and the desires of the flesh
(carnal lust). Lust, which is identified with flesh and matter, is the cause of evil, but because
of this, man himself is not responsible, but his nature.

29 Serapion, c. Man/chaeos 51.12-25 (Lieu 2010, 53): kat todto 10 d)ouvousvov mopa tol anate®vog notnua
glvat BoUAeTat Kal givat puév tov avBpwrov mAdoua [év] Tol movnpol Kal eivat uév Thv Puxiv dnod Beod, ivat
8¢ mapd @ movnp®d NpRocpEVNY, Kal yeyovéval TOV GvBpwrov Thv pév olaiav tod owpatog anod tfig ololag
eiAndota 1ol movnpod, tv 6¢ ovaoiav Tfig Yuxfig wg okiAov i Aadupov and Beod AndBeloav, uno 6¢ tol
novnpol AadupaywynBeloav. oltwg €k te Tfig Aadupaywynbeiong kat tfig oloiag tod movnpol yeyovéval Tov
&vBpwrov £k Puyfic kal owpatog, Kal Tig uév PuxAc KA aitiov glvat TOV movnpdv piTe Temotnkéval obaiov
PuxAc, Thg 8¢ eiokpioew LOVNC TG £V owpLATL Evepyov glval. okuAeloag yap, WG daoty, eloékpive Tf capkl, THV
8¢ odpka aUTAV Kal thv MAGoLw aUTV Kal TOV Xapaxtipa Kal thv toldvde popdnv kal tv ovoiav 6Anv £€pyov
glvat Kot AGoLY ol AmoTeGvoc. £€ dvavTiwy obV yeyovéval Tov AvBpwitov OpoAoyoUVTEC.

260 Aygustine, Faust. 20.15.

261 Augustine, Faust. 6.8 in BeDuhn 2000, 95. Cf. Duab. 1.16.

262 BeDuhn 2000b, 95.

263 | etter to Menoch 2-4, in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 172-74 (no 54). According to Gardner and Lieu (2004, 172)
“The authenticity of this text (Latin) remains open to dispute”.
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Athanasius of Alexandria is familiar with the Manichaean terminology (&pyovra tij¢
kakiag) and aware of the above ‘problematic’ rationale. As he says, Manichaeans claim that
since human flesh is created and dominated by the archons of evil, the sin is the nature of
human flesh rather than the result of human deeds.?%* According to Severianus of Gabala the
Manichaeans misinterpret Paul by saying that flesh comes from the evil one. They scorn the
body and appreciate only the soul, whereas in the Scripture one can find examples where the
flesh is esteemed by the Spirit, while the soul is not worthy to receive the gifts of the Spirit.?*

The coexistence of evil and good in man had negative results for the psyche. Manichaean
texts describe the body as a corpse, a prison for the soul.?%¢ The powers of light in man work
in order to liberate the elements of good.

Evil acts independently of man’s free will
Thus, the human person was divided in two opposite parts. As Augustine criticizes
commenting on Manichaean anthropology: “Two souls, or two minds, the one good, the other
evil, are in conflict with one another in one man, when the flesh lusts against the spirit, and
the spirit against the flesh”.26” Consequently, according to the Manichaean thesis, man does
not sin consciously (i.e. by free choice of the will) but it is another opposing nature within man
makes him sin. “They ascribe the origin of sins not to a free choice of the will, but to the nature
of the opposing element, which they hold is intermingled in man”.28 One of the passages that
Manichaeans invoked in order to support the above position, as is indicated in the Epistle to
Menoch, was Paul's letter to the Romans: “The good which | wish, | do not do; but | perform
the evil which | abhor (Rom. 7.15)”.2%9 In this very same letter, Mani explains to Menoch, his
‘daughter’ (i.e. female catechumen), that the evil exists outside men’s actions, as an
autonomous entity.
In short, every sin is outside the body, because it is active; [...] For every sin, before it is
committed, does not exist; [...] but the evil of lust, because it is natural, exists before it is
committed;... If sin is not natural, why are infants baptised, who are agreed to have done no evil
of themselves?... (Let those answer), whom | have to question with these words, — if every evil
is committed by an act, then before anyone does evil, why does he receive the purification of
water when he has done no evil of his own accord??’°

264 Athanasius, [Apoll.] [Sp.] 1116.5-8 & 1144.30-34: ... Maviaiog eionyrjocato TAV yvwunyv, tod avBpwmrou thv
odpka Kot aUTAV THV yévvnolv UTo TOV dpxovTa TfG Kakiag Toowv ...

25 Severianus of Gabala, c. Manichaeos, 17 & 22: AN& mpodépouctv T® &moctoAikdv ol Mavixaiot kai
ouKobAVTOTGL THY AMOGTOMKAV GpwvnV Aéyousav 8TL i odp€ movnpd éotv. Aéyouaty Thv Puxhv eval Tod Bgod,
TV 8¢ odpka tol StaBoAou. EUpiokopev Ao Tfig ypadfig TV pév odpka katafloupévny NMvedpatog dyiou, THV
8¢ Yuxnv pn dexopévnv ta tol mvelATOg KATd TNV A£§LV Aéyw, ov) OtL o0 kata§ioltal, AAAL TPOG TOV
aipetik®v Aoyov évictapal. Cf. Aubineau 1983, 65-67. Apart from the specialists, there exist many relevant
references in the whole byzantine literature. For example, see Cosmas Indicopleustes, Top. 5.178. Criticism is
made by all Christian parties: Theodorus Heracleensis vel Theodorus Mopsuestenus, Frg. Matt: o0 pnv Batépou
Katd toug TV Mavixaiwv Afjpouc, ol Stadopouc siodyouoly Snutoupyoug, dAlov tov TG Puxfig kai GAAov tov
o0 owpatog. Julianus Arianus: “<ék> camplag & 0 padapvog” Aéyel ovx lva daulion TO omépua Katd
Mavixaioug kat Weubeykpartitag (oUte yap 10 o®dpa kakodv oUte ai tpodat dadiat [...].

266 BeDuhn 2000b, 89, 95: “Even the good soul can be corrupted by its contact with evil, and lose its divine
identity”.

267 Augustine, haer. (Lieu 2010, 91).

268 Augustine, haer. (Lieu 2010, 91).

269 | etter to Menoch in Lieu 2010, 13.

270 | etter to Menoch, 6-8. Gardner and Lieu (2004, 172 fn. 67) challenge the authenticity of the letter and one of
the reasons is its “preoccupation with theological issues (such as infant baptism) which could not possibly have
been of interest to Mani”.

213



CHAPTER 5

The idea that man is created by the archons of Darkness, that evil exists innately in man, and
that man ‘sins’ due to his nature and not due to his conduct entailed two major consequences
according to the anti-Manichaean authors: (1) the abolition of free will, and (2) the lack of
effort (resignation) for moral improvement. In turn, both of them had implications on the
ethics and attitudes in everyday social life.

5.3.2 Implications of Manichaean Dualism in Ethics of Social Life

Abolition of free will (determinism vs. personhood)

For the authors, a first major side-effect of the Manichaean anthropology was the adoption
of a deterministic stance, which entailed the abolition of man’s free will. For both Christian
and pagan authors the Manichaean anthropological proposal was problematic, because
attributing the ‘evil’ human deeds to another entity that man could not control eliminated
free will and was against the concept of the human person and free agency. The latter entailed
the annihilation of the human guilt for the ‘evil’ deeds that man committed. Man was not
responsible for his misconduct: an evil nature within him acts against his virtuous one.?’! In
the words that the converted Manichaean had to recite during the anathema: “I therefore
anathematize and condemn those [...] who deny free will and say it is not in our power to be
good or evil” 272 As Augustine confesses,

For, still | thought that it is not we who sin but some kind of alien nature in us which sins. It
gratified my pride to think that | am beyond blame, and when | had done something evil, not to
confess | had done it ... but instead | liked to excuse myself and accuse something else which
existed within me and yet was not really .27

Soon enough, it was pointed out by the anti-Manichaean authors that this rationale
(anthropology) had ethical implications which in turn would lead to the adoption of
behaviours with social consequences. The necessity to answer the Manichaean challenge was
an important reason for the development of the theology of atvteéovatov (free will) and the
freedom of choice, especially by the Greek Church Fathers.?’# The core of their rationale is
this: Evil is not self-existent at an ontological level, it is not an entity but the absence of being,
the not-being. It is not a substance but an event that has happened (ouuBe8nkdg). It exists
only through the deeds of man, who in front of a range of good and bad choices chooses the
evil ones.

As Serapion emphasizes, the Manichaean theory that human nature is a mixture of
good and evil essences promotes a weak moral responsibility. Serapion refutes the

271 Many Manichaeologists challenge anti-Manichaean authors’ claim regarding Manichaean determinism. As
BeDuhn (1995b, 393-94 and 2000b, 225) states, “Manichaean treatment of the self has defied the most well-
intentioned and ingenious efforts to classify it as a form of determinism. There is no unanimity even in the
Christian sources; Ephrem, for example, states that the Manichaeans believe in free will.” “In brief, Manichaeism
ascribes no fault to the soul prior to its ‘awakening’ [...] Only when the soul is collected, and establishes dominion
over the body, does it assume responsibility for action”, [determinism under preconditions]. As Pedersen (2004,
173) remarks, the original Manichaean literature “often lays claim to man’s freedom and sense of responsibility;
the importance in Manichaean texts of themes such as ethical commandments, penance and eternal perdition
would seem to render it impossible for Manichaeism to have been a deterministic doctrine”.

272 5¢ ch. 7 (Lieu, 1994, 248, 250): T cwpata Aéyovtag ivat Tod rovnpod, To alteéololov Avatpolvtag Kol p
v ATV elvan AéyovTag T givat Kaholg fi Kakolg. See also Zacharias of Mytilene, Adv. Manichaeos 4.7-9: To Kakov
Toivuv oUk oUoia, dAa tod Beiou vouou mapdBact £k povou tod auteéouciou KLVAUATOG.

273 Augustine, Conf. 10.18 (Lieu 1992, 184).

274 For example, by Serapion of Thmuis, Titus of Bostra, Zacharias of Mytilene, John of Caesarea, etc.
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Manichaean belief that “the body is naturally evil, as it proceeds from evil, while the soul is
naturally good, having its origin from what is good”?’> arguing that: The choice of doing the
good is up to each person (10). In any case, people can change (16), not in terms of their
essence, but their skills and their quality (17). The body and its limbs are mere tools; they do
not determine the quality of man’s operations which depend on man’s disposition and
freedom of choice (18). The vices and virtues could be acquired; yet, they also could be lost
(19). Both our life and our achievements depend on our free choice (23).276 For Serapion, even
the demons are not evil by nature as springing from an evil root, or because their substance
is darkness. Instead, they are evil because of their deliberate choices.?”’

Titus of Bostra, answering the classical Manichaean question: “whence evil?” (lodev
o0V Td KaKd;), argues that evil is not an autonomous entity, does not exist as an individual
being, and that there is no other first principle opposing God; God is the only authority. Evil
exists only through human deeds (2). Furthermore, good and evil are qualities that could be
acquired through man’s choices. God wanted to give man the freedom of choice. Therefore,
he did not create him either as good or evil, in order to give him the opportunity to attain
goodness via virtue and through pain (7). Thus, since he is God’s creation, man is by nature
innately beautiful (kaAog); whether he will become good (ayadoc) or bad (kakog) depends
upon his intentions and his choices. So, goodness and badness are qualities that are acquired
through human praxis (8).278

275 Serapion, ¢. Manichaeos, 12.3-8 (Lieu 2010, 51): kal t& pév oipa oltw NEPUKE KakOV, £k kakol tpoeABov, fy
6¢ Puxn méduke kaAn, £k kahol €xouoa TthHV ApxAv.

276 Serapion, ¢. Manichaeos, 16-23 (in the text above is provided a summary of the content): 16. 81& Tolito o06¢
eikova Thv maAatav AapBavouat, kaitot dvBpwrtot kal autol eiotv. ol Tol ivat &vBpwot émaloavto- pevolong
g olaoiag, ol pévouaty ol tpdmot. ai ovoiatl o AéAuvtat, ol 6€ tpomol katahéAuvtal £oTnkev 1y €KAoTou ouoia,
1 tol avBpwrou ovoia: [...] oL TOV xapaktfipa tol mpoowmnou AEAUKE, HEVeEL O TFig OPewg xapakTip: ol TV 6Py
¢ dvoewg avipnkev. [...] 17. kal ai pév ovoial ok AANAyNnoav: LEVEL Yap TO oWUA o®dua, oUX ETEPOV YEYOVOG:
00Te yap TO oWM LG TO AoWUATOV LETETEDN- 00TE N Yuxn €tépa T oL ol UMfipEev: AMNA pevouo®v TV oUCLOV
T& érTtndeVpaTo UK EELVE. [...] 18. dpBarpod AV TO BAEMEL, 0l TO TG PAEMELYV- Kal YAWTING AV AaAEly, o0
TG AoAETV- ) yap TOLOTNG TV KWNHATWVY £V Tfj poatpéaet Kettal [...] 19. petaBEBAnvat odv ai kakiat kai ai
apetai- Kol Ktntal kai GmokTnTal Exelg, oUK £xele eUpeg kai dmohwAekag &xelc & eUpec: oUK Exelg O
ArmoAwAekag. 23. [...] mpoatpgosl yap {OUEV, TPOALPETEL TO KATOpBwWUA AroTauLeuOuEDa.

277 Serapion, ¢. Manichaeos, 29.9-14: €i 6¢ BoUAecBe pabelv &t kal ol Saipoveg avtol oUk &md pilng iot kakol
0U06¢ pilav atomiag £xoucty, AMA KAKEIVOL O mpoalpécew £mi Todto éAnAUBacty, ol movnpol v ¢uow
8vteg, oUK ayvoia dvayeypappévol, ou vUE Kal oKOTog THV ovalav Tuyxavovteg, GAN £€et kal émtndeluoot T
£TUXELPHOEL TMV TOLOUTWY YEYOVOTEG.

278 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos, 2.1-8: [...] Kai ya&p 61 ol £€ ékeivou, énelSav mepl ThvV douotdtwy dpxdVv v
Aoyw SleleyxBGoLy, €mi taltny Katdyovtal THV EMAnopnoLy, WG Suoamddeiktov kal oANAg apéxovoav AaBag
Katd Tod mpocdlaleyopévou, daokovteg MoBev obv T kakd; Dapév 81 Bapcaléwe NUELS we, Evog dvtog Beol
o0 mdvta SnpoupyRoavtog, oudEY pév Kat olbaiay év Toig 00oL KakoV [...] Mévn 8& e0AdYWS kal Stkaiwg mpodg
Kakiav n TV Apuaptavoviwy avBpwnwy adikia, kot AANB&E ye kakia TUyXAveL, ol UV €€ avapxou Kakiog fviva
uf ooy ¢ ard Talnc ve obong énevonoev 6 Mavng [...] kat’ ovsiav 006V TGV Svtwy Kakdv [...] OUtw &7
KATECKEVAKE TOV AvBpwrov dpuoeL pév 00T Ayabov oUte kakov, EmtpéPag 8¢ @ Aoylop®d tol Kpeittovog TV
aipeov. [...] H pév yap ovoia toutou kaln, to &€ kot dpetnv ayabov olnw npooeilndev. [...] Kata & toltov
TOV Adyov Kal dvBpwog, Kahog eV Kal Alav kahog ovoiq Te kal alTté ¢ eval, T© 8¢ dyaddv, To St povng
APETHG POOYLYVOUEVOVY, TTOVW KTdTal[...] OUoila pév kat dpuoeL GvBpwmog KAAOS WG XPUoOE, WG ABOG TIHLOG, WG
£pyov Bgo0, Ayabog &£ fj touvavtiov kakog poBéoel. Tadta yap alT@d mapdkeLtal pev we mpaydival Suvapeva:
nolotnteg 6¢€ elowv émoupuBaivoucal Katd TAV Eyylyvouévny dywynv Kai thg mpoBEoewg ailpeoLy, wg TV kakiav
€v TPAgeL LOvov cuvioTapévny Tiplv paxBfjval pr vdeotdaval. E§ouciav pévtol €xel kakiog 0 avBpwmog tfig
nipaxBijvat Suvapévng, oy va mpdgn tavtny, GAN tva pn mpdéag, dplotog avadexdi. El yap 1ol mpdttewy v
¢€ouaiav oUK eixe, pOOVOV v ES8ofev UméxeLv ToD SnLoupyod oG EUmdLov USOKLUACEWC KAl TTPOC GTEPNOLY
€\euBeploTnToC, WG OUK EXWV £’ £aUTR TO yevéaBal ayaBoc [...] Apetr yap v avBpwrolg oxedov oubev Etepov
A kakiag mapaitnolg.
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As Didymus the Blind remarks, the Manichaeans argue that the body is evil by nature
(8) and “flesh belongs to sin” (12). However, sin is the result of man’s disposition and not of
his nature. Men are characterised (either good or evil) by their deeds. No one is inherently
bad, “not even the Devil himself is evil by nature: instead, he became so, as a result of a change
effected by his own free will” (6). “Soul and body are not inherently bad or good, but are
receptive of both qualities by “the exercise of free will” (11). When talking about a rational
species like man that are either good or evil, we do not mean that their substance is good or
evil (19).27°
As Epiphanius explains in his commentary on the Manichaean cosmogony:

We must first consider the sort of thing that evil is [...] whether it is an object or, as it were, has
a body or substance, or whether it can even have a root. And when [...] we shall find that evil is
without substance and has no root, but is limited to the deeds of human activity at work. While
we are doing it, evil exists; while we are not doing it, it does not. [...] For though God in his
supreme goodness willed that all persons and creatures be < good > [...] he still, by allowing the
freedom to choose, permits all creatures to undertake whichever action each chooses by its own
will. Thus God cannot be responsible for the evils [...] But though this madman Mani (Mavng)
means to exempt God from evil, he has instead set evil over against God on equal terms. And at
the same time, while he is abusing all creation, he is not ashamed to use our human errors as
his excuse for interweaving < a mixture of the two* > evenly matched < principles* > with all
created being.?®°

That the discourse on theodicy was one of the hotly debated issues is illustrated not only in
the theological treatises but also in the live speeches and sermons of Church Fathers. Cyril of
Jerusalem, teaching his disciples, emphasizes and admonished them “Learn also this: The soul
comes into the world without sin (faultlessness). Thus, while we were born faultless, we now
sin due to our freedom of choice. So, do not listen to those who support the opposite view” 28!

John of Caesarea, in his homily Adversus Manichaeos, answering the repeated
Manichaean question: “whence evil?” (l16%ev o0v td kakda;), develops the twofold meaning
of it, distinguishing: the natural evil (e.g. ilinesses, physical disasters), which according to him
should not be called evil, and which frequently becomes the agent of salvation, from the
human evil (sin) which is the real evil. Concluding his homily, he stresses that the gift of free
will is necessary for the promotion of virtue, and that the cause of real evil is only our freedom
of choice and disposition.?%?

279 Didymus the Blind (Pseudo-Didymus), c. Manichaeos, (1092B-1105A) 6-20, 32 (Bennett 1997, 309-315, 321
altered): 8. [...] o0 kaKoOV T o@ua Tf dvoet [...] 12 [...] dpaptiag eval THY 6dpKa, T0UTO VORiZouoty- [...] [...] AN
008’ auToC 6 SLdBolog katd GpuoLy Kakog, GAN €k Tporfig tol iblou avtefouaiou. [...] 37 006E dpUoeL kakn f
KOAQOLG [...] El 00V 81a MAELOVWY 1y 6ApE Kal TO Tve D, OTE pév apaptiag, ot 8¢ dylaouol, Kol mpog o Sofalewv
TOV Oedv E€xovta AéyeTal oUSEV TOUTWY PUOEL KaKOV, R AyaBov éotv: AAN alte€ouoiwg EKATEPWY SEKTIKOV: [...]
19 Mnbeig 6¢ UmoAaBn, Ot €l6n Aoyk@v ovnp&Vv elpnkdTeC, ovoiav movnpav Aéyopev [...] 20 Apélet yolv ta
OVOMATA TA TIPOELPNIEVA TTOVNPA, OUK 0UCLGV, GAAA TIPOALPETIKGDV E0TLV EUPAVIOTIKA.

280 Epiphanius, Pan. 66.15.4-16.4.

281 Cyril, Catech. 4.18: MdavBave 8¢ kol tolto, 6Tt mpiv mapayévntal £i¢ TOVSe toV kOopov ) buxr), o08Ev Huaptev:
QAN €NBOVTEG AvapdptnToL, VOV €K TIPOALPECEWG AUOPTAVOUEY. MA oL Kak®dG Tvog dkolonG.

282 John of Caesarea, Adv. Manichaeos (hom. 2): 14. EvteliBev o0v AoutoOV AVaKUTITEL TO Tapd ToTg GBLolg
BpuloUpevov: [...] MOBev o0V T& Kakd; [...] 15. TO kakov STtV ExeL TV onpaciav: SnAot ydp Mote pév v
KAKwWOoLY, TIOTE &€ TV Apaptiav, Kal KUPLwG HEV KOKOV N QUOPTIO, KOTOXPNOTIKWG O€ N KAKWOLG KAKOV
ovopadetat. H yap KAKwolg ol mAvTwg Kok ToAAKLG 6¢ kal cwtnpiag mpodgevog yivetal [...] 21. 1600 kai tO
BpuAoUpevov armodedeiktal 6TL Te Avaykalov mpodg APETAV TO TG alTeoualotnTog Swpnua Toilg avBpwnoLg
Kal OTL €K LOVNG TIPOOLPECEWG Kal AUTEEOUCLOTNTOG UTIAPXEL TA KUPLWG Kakd: Td 8¢ £tepa, 6oa Kakd UTAP)XEL,
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This optimistic anthropological proposal, developed by Greek Church Fathers,
emphasizes the free agency of man,?® and reveals the extent of the problem that clerics faced
educating their flock because of the moral fatalism and resignation promoted by
Manichaeism. In turn, this can be seen as a sign of the success of Manichaean missionary
propaganda in the East.?8

As Stroumsa emphasizes, “Christian theologians focused precisely on those major
implications of Manichaean doctrine that threatened the monotheistic conception of God and
of the human person. Theodicy and ethics seem never more cogently developed in Patristic
and early Byzantine works than in the context of anti-Manichaean polemics”.2%>

The anthropological implications of Manichaean dualism are pointed out not only by
Christian theologians and clerics, but also by pagans. The neo-Platonist philosopher Simplicius,
Proclus’ pupil, gives a summary of the “Manichaean cosmogony as a classic example of the
wrong solution to the problem of evil” 28

Since they didn't want to say that God was the cause of the bad, they posited the existence of a
specific origin of the bad, taking it to be equal in honour and strength to the good (or rather,
even stronger, since up to the present the bad has obviously been superior in all its
undertakings). [...] The result is that in their flight from saying that the good is the cause of the
bad they portray it as utterly bad — and so, as the proverb has it, by running from the smoke
they fell into the fire. 2’

The lack of effort for self-improvement
The second important implication of Manichaean anthropology, highlighted by both pagan
and Christian writers, was that it did not leave room for man’s moral progress.

nopa B0l ywopeva, mobeutikd TV avBpwnwy eiot, madaywyodvta paAAov mpodg Apetiv. Ad olte Kupiwg
Koka Tadta Aektéov-

283 Contra Augustine’s pessimistic perspective of the man of fall due to the consequences of the primeval sin. Cf.
Gross (1960) in Pedersen (2004, 96).

284 presumably, questions such as ‘whence evil’ would also have had arisen without the Manichaeans. However,
this optimistic anthropology, which rejects any kind of predetermination and insists on free will, has been
developed in contradiction to the Manichaean challenge. As Pedersen (2015b, 572-73) notes regarding Titus’
anthropology, “His treatise is, firstly, original within Patristic literature, in the sense of intensifying or making a
number of ideas unambiguous which otherwise only exist as unclear tendencies among other Greek Church
Fathers, where they are combined with different, even conflicting, tendencies. This is, for example, the case with
Titus’ vehement insistence on man’s ethical freedom, which leads him to a denial of the traditional teaching in
Greek Patristics on Adam’s original immortality and the catastrophic “fall of man”. Titus’ theology corresponds
to a large degree to later “Pelagian” viewpoints in the Latin language area”.

285 Stroumsa, 1988, 56. It is worth examining the influence of these early Byzantine works on later Syriac-speaking
anti-Manichaean authors under Islam. John of Dara, for instance, as Ruani (2017, 203-22, esp. 221) has shown
addressing the Manichaean question ‘whence evil’ and the issues of theodicy and free will, draws from Titus of
Bostra to whom he refers and whom he quotes.

286 | jeu 1994, 125, 171.

287 Simplicius, Comm. Man. Epict. ch. 27 (lemma 35) (Brennan and Britain, 40): Mr} BouAdpuevol yap aitiov tod
kakoU tov Beov einely, dpxnv uneotioavro ibiav tod kakod, lodtipov alTAV Kat ioooBevi TBévteg T® ayadd),
udA\ov 8¢ kal ioxupotépav: Wote pelyovTeg, aitiov alTov Tol Kakol ginely, maykakov Uoypadouot: Kal, KaTd
TV mapoLpiav, pelyovteg TOV Kamvov €ig mip éunentwkaocty. See also Johannes Philoponus, De opificio mundi:
69 ¢'.“OTL T oKdTOC 0UTE OUGLA £0TLV OUTE TTOLATNG, GTEPNOLS 8¢ HOVN TOU AVTIKELUEVOU PWTOG. Ol pév odv Tept
to0 okotoug TG Mavixaikiic kal dcefolq puBoloyiag Intrioelg mapeicbBwoav evBOvag fdn mpdtepov
napaoyoloat oANoTG.
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According to Alexander of Lycopolis, Manichaean anthropology and doctrine resulted
into the lack of rules for the moral education of the people; it thus hindered and obscured
morals.?®8 Moral progress could be acquired in any place, even in the midst of debauchery.

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 for 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.?°

For Titus of Bostra, Manichaean anthropology introduces coercion in human actions and
abolishes the hope of change for the better. “Mani does not acknowledge the difference
between things and an ethical being like man; he introduces coercion and banishes the hope
of conversion”,?? and creates an impression that man cannot determine his own life. “To say
that evil is external and therefore uncontrollable, can leave people feeling powerless to
influence their own fate or luck”.?°* Thus, “the Manichaeans require no anointing for battles,
since they regard virtue and vice as necessities of nature”.?*?

However, as Zacharias of Mytilene underlines, a change for the better (moral progress)
is possible and is the result of education, whereby the choice of the good becomes an acquired
habit/disposition (£¢ic). Talking about man, good is precisely this acquired state of mind (&€i¢),
which is a quality, not a substance as it is in the case of God, while evil is the absence of this
habit.2%3

In practice, for Church Fathers like John Chrysostom, the Manichaean belief that “evil is
steadfast” (v kakiav dkivntov eivai paot) and that man’s change for the better is impossible
(adovarov [...] €mi to B€Atiov uetaBoAr), was a constant threat and had a bad influence on the
moral behaviour and attitudes of the faithful. People who were eager to make progress were
paralysed by this rationale; nobody would fight for virtue anymore (ti¢ yap émiusAnostai
apetfic?).?®* Chrysostom wonders:

forif even now, that there are laws, the threat of hell, the desire for glory, [...] the condemnation
of evil, and the praise of good, there are but a few who choose to strive for virtue; [imagine] if
all the above did not exist, what would prevent everyone from being perished and corrupt??*®

This statement of Chrysostom could be interpreted as a reference to the laws against heretics,
which punished and deprived heretics of the privileges of the Catholics. In a similar fashion,

288 Alexander of Lycopolis, Tract. Man. 1.

289 Alexander of Lycopolis, Tract. Man. 16.12-17 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 79): mpGtov pév tic xpeia tod mepi
TV naideuaotv mdvou; yevoipeba yap av kaBevSovteg omoudaiol. fj S1d Ti pdALoTa TOUG AKPOWMEVOUG AUTV oL
totodtol avdpeg eig EAnida dyouot tol kaAol; kal yap kaAvSoupevol ol Taig Etaipalg to oikelov Exolev &v
ayaBov.

2%0 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 4.4.39-43 in Pedersen 2004, 55.

21 ieu 1985, 141.

292 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 4.10, in Pedersen 2004, 51.

293 7acharias of Mytilene, Adv. Manichaeos 3-4: AN’ ®¢ moldtnTeG: 60ev oL YPuxal Aéyovral, dANG rept Yuxnv
Bewpobvtay, f pév WS &€ Tig oboa YUxAS, 1 68 W otépnotg &€ewe (3.1-3)- [...]'H yap avtiSiactoAr tod kahol
€l TO KakoOv €t Oeol xwpav oUK €xel, AAN émi tol év avBpwrivalg mpdéeot kaAod te Kal kakol, Tol pév ko’
€€ Tfj ol Oeol dnuloupyiq ouveloepxopévou, Tod 6¢ katd otépnaotv E€ewg ék To0 altefouciou KvUaTOg
£TLyLVOUEVOU TIOAAKLG KOl Amoywvopévou (3.6-10). To ydp kaAov 10 év tff Yuxii kai to kat’ dapetiv Tfv, tf
vevéael, kabwc elpntat, old Tig E€LC Apilotn cuVeELoEpETaL: Tfi 8& TOUTOU POoTWVN TF €K POALPECEWC KO KOKAC
avaotpodfic Kal ouvnBeiog davAng cupBawolor, T KaKOV old TIC Ews oTéPNoLe TOANAKLG émtyivetal (3.11-
15) [...] To kakov Toivuv oUk oUoia, GAG Tol Belou vopou mapdpaotg ék pévou told alteéouoiou Kwipatog (4.7-
8).

2% John Chrysostom, Hom. Matt. (hom. 1-90), hom. 26, PG 57:340.15-24.

2% John Chrysostom, Hom. Matt. (hom. 1-90), hom. 26, PG 57:340.24-30.
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Nilus in several of his letters emphasizes that “evil is not invincible, as the Manichaeans claim”
(oU yap éotiv akivntov T0 kakov, we ol Maviyalol paotv). Indeed, pointing out the strength of
free will, he argues that self-improvement is possible even for those who have reached “the
depths of malice” (tij¢ kakiac ta Bapadpa).?®® Relevant in this context are the worries of John
of Caesarea in the sixth century and the instructions he gave when addressing his flock: “So,
you must avoid them [Manichaeans] and do not even greet them; because ‘evil
companionships corrupt good morals’”.2%7

Serapion of Thmuis, in order to prove that people can change, gives the example of the
apostles. Unlike the example of Manichaeism, in which ‘the apostle of Christ’ Mani is identified
with the Paraclete, Serapion underlines the human weakness of the apostles, stressing that
the acquisition of virtue is the result of human effort and not an arbitrary victory of the powers
of good over the powers of evil (=nature) within us.??®

As Basil of Caesarea notes in his second Homily on the Hexaemeron, for some people,
namely, the Marcionites, the Valentinians and the Manichaeans (the worst of all for Basil and
the putrefaction of the Churches), darkness does not mean a place deprived of light; it is an
evil power, or rather the evil itself, which is self-begotten and is hostile to the goodness of
God. According to them, as Basil criticises, this darkness is fighting the human soul, bringing
death and is opposed to virtue. Basil considers all these theories as an invention to serve as
pretexts for committing sins freely, which finally would cause man’s perdition.?®® Basil’s
homilies on the Hexaemeron were live speeches that Basil gave in Caesarea around 370 during
the holy week. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that among his audience there may have been
some Manichaeans, something which is at any rate expected, since the first law against the
Manichaeans was issued, as we have seen, only in 372. What is certain, however, is that these
Manichaean views were raised as a topic of discussion and circulated in the society of
Caesarea.

For John Chrysostom, all the trouble started from the Manichaean question ‘whence
evil’, which, according to him, is the culmination of all evils.3%° As Simplicius points out, the
quest for the source of evil is not only “a cause of impiety towards the divinity”, but “has [also]
undermined the foundations of good morals”.30!

2% Nilus of Ankara, Ep. 317 to Martinus the Chancellor. As also Nilus argues in his epistle to the monk Thaumasius,
“it’s on our hand to make a progress, because evil is not unmovable, as the Manichaeans claim”. See Cameron
(1976b) about the authenticity of St. Nilus letters.

27 John of Caesarea, Adv. Manichaeos (hom. 1) 277-79: ®elyete Toivuv Kal TOl§ TolOUTOLG Xaipelv iy Aéyete-
DOBeipouactv BN xpnotd oot Kakadi.

298 Serapion, ¢. Manichaeos 24.19-25.4: [...] 81& to0to kal T& TGV dyiwv duaptiuata AeAdAntar Tt yap AUTel
olwTtf olwnnBfjval to rtaiopa; [...] va StaBAnB®aot, AeAdAntar: ékBeBAfnkact yap thv StaBoAnyv, AN tva un Tdv
ALOPTNUATWY OLWTNBEVTWY dvapdptntoL TNV puaotv Utovon B®otv. UTEP aAnBeiag toivuv 6 Aoyog."Q ol katvol
Balpatog! éypadnoav ai aupaptial TV dyiwy, iva i dAfBela ywvwobf, 6t €k TV Opoiwv GuVTeG Kal Opoiwg
dUvTEC ApeTii TO HETlov eilndaaLy, oU dUoEL vikAoavteg, AAN dpetii StampéPavteg.

299 Basil of Caesarea, Hom. Hexaem. (hom. 2, sec. 4.1-24, 22-24)/(2.4.22-24): Ti pakpav AroTtpéxeLg th¢ AAnBeiac,
AvBpwrte, adoppag oe aut® TG AnwAeiag émwvo®dv; Decret (1982, 1060-1064) commenting on this homily,
points out that Basil’s problem with Manichaeans was not abominations, the favorite accusation of Augustine,
but the “inconsistency and absurdity” of “the dualistic doctrine of Mani”, which with its view that “the human
body” “derives its origin from the 'race of Darkness', is fundamentally impure and evil” has severe consequences
in the life of young ascetics.

300 John Chrysostom, Oppugn. (PG 47:365.22-28): 008’ &v 6 TGV kak®v ToUTwV nelciiABs kKoAodwv T {NTElY,
60y Ta KaKA. [...] Kai yap Mapkiwv, kat Mdvng, kat O0aAevtivog, kai tov EAAvwY ol mAeioug évtelBev EAafov
THV apxnv.

301 Simplicius, Comm. Man. Epict. 35 (Hadot, 322,3) (Lieu 2010, 101).
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Summiarizing, both pagan and Christian writers related theodicy to ethical theory and
both, in the words of Stroumsa, “insist on the misleading consequences entailed by such a
false epistemology, in particular in the field of ethics”.3% For the anti-Manichaean authors
(both Christian and pagan), the Manichaean anthropology had, in specific, the following
consequences: matter and body were treated with complete disdain, the annihilation of
human guilt and man’s responsibility, and the abolition of free will and of the concept of
personhood. In terms of social life, such consequences, led to behaviours that undermined
the (established) social life-model (status quo) and challenged social institutions and
organizations that were vital for social cohesion and economic prosperity, such as marriage,
childbearing, labour (a number of professions were rejected), and charity.

5.3.3 The “Seal of the Breast” and its Implications in Everyday Social Life

One of the three major commandments that the Elect had to observe was “the seal of the
breast”. This stemmed from the Manichaean belief that the creation of man was the
stratagem of matter and man’s body was created by the archons of Darkness. As Mani himself
explains in his Fundamental Letter, even today one can observe that the bodies are not
created by God, but by nature, which is identified with matter and evil.3°3 The aim of the
principle of evil was to entrap perpetually the divine substance in matter through the
continual creation of new bodies through births. This could only succeed through the
weakness and the passions of the body of man, which was co-substantial with lust since it had
originated from the evil. Thus, man’s carnal lust was the trap of nature. As Mani teaches the
catechumen Menoch, “the Devil is the originator of bodies through lust that is in the Devil’s
snare by means of the lust for a woman”.3%* Thus, the desire for a woman is rendered as
nature’s (i.e. matter/evil) snare, a trap invented by the archons of Darkness. Consequently,
for the Manichaeans, the institution of marriage, which is ‘inextricably tied’ to family and
childbearing, ensured the success of the stratagem of Matter to entrap the divine substance
in bodies through births.

Therefore, in order to prevent Matter’s stratagem, Mani sanctioned the “seal of the
breast” as a counter measure. According to the Kephalaia, the righteous (Elect) Manichaean
had to “embra/[ce] continence and purity”.3% In other words, “the Seal of the Breast prevents
fornication and marriage and therefore physical procreation, which prolongs the captivity of
Light” 306

Critique of the “seal of the breast”

The Manichaean prohibition of marriage and of procreation was too serious a matter to pass
unnoticed. It was an issue that threatened the nucleus of social life, the family institution.
Thus, it became one of the most hotly debated issues in anti-Manichaean polemics.

302 Stroumsa 1992, 340.

303 Augustine, Fund., Frg. 9: (6.4). For the whole text see Gardner and Lieu 2004, 168-172.

304 | etter to Menoch 2.3 in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 172-174 (no 54); Lieu 2010, 13.

305 2Keph. 80, 192.3-193.22 (Gardner 1995, 201): “[Once more] the enlightener speaks to his disciples: Know
[and]/ understand that the first righteousness a per[son] / will do to make truly righteous is this: he can
embra/[ce] continence and purity”.

306 |jeu 2010, xviii. Regarding the Manichaean rejection of marriage and procreation cf. Gardner and Lieu (2004,
22); Franzmann (forthcoming [b]): “the distinction between virginal, continent and married ones — with married
as a fully negative category — is amply illustrated in PsB 179.7-181.18”. Arabic sources also testify that
Manichaeans rejected marriage and procreation, cf. Al-Nadim, Fihrist 9 (Dodge, 788).
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The first relevant testimonies come from the Egyptian authors. At the same time as
Diocletian worried about the corruption of the innocent, orderly, and tranquil Roman citizens
by the Manichaean evil deeds and practices, a Christian bishop and a pagan philosopher were
equally troubled by these Manichaean practices. In his circular letter, the bishop of Alexandria
warned the faithful and informed the Roman authorities that “Again the Manich[aea]ns”
misinterpreting Paul's passage (1 Cor. 7: 1ff.), “speak [falsely against marriage saying that] he
[who does not] marry does well”.3%7 Alexander of Lycopolis provided the interpretation of such
practice: The Manichaeans abstain "from marriage and love-making for fear that because of
the continuing of the race, the divine power will dwell within the matter for a longer time" 308

On the opposite side, Manichaean polemics against the Catholic Church commented
on Paul's passage, arguing: “Yet, these are men who have dared to say that this lust is a good
thing in opposition to the evangelical and apostolic books, which they keep reading in vain;
you may see how their holy men at one time have slept with their daughters, at other times
have had intercourse with several concubines and wives as well...when they perform this act,
they think it has been permitted by God”.3%°

Around half a century after Alexander’s and Theonas’ testimonies, circa 350, Didymus
the Blind recorded (in his Ecclesiastes) a dialogue he had with a Manichaean, who maintained
celibacy and abstinence from sex.31° As one reads in the Vita Sancti Ephiphanii, a similar
discussion echoing Manichaean ideas concerning celibacy and marriage took place in the Nile
Delta between Epiphanius and Hierax, an outstanding ascetic of the era.3!! Logically, such
disputes and controversies on the issues of marriage and sexual life should have been part of
the daily agenda.

As Theodoret of Cyrrhus remarks, the Manichaeans “maintain that marriage is the
Devil’s legislation”.312 According to Macarius of Magnesia, a certain Dositheus, a chief among
the “children of the Manichaeans” (Maviyaiwv naibeg), said freely (amoBpuAA@v) that
marriage is an unseemly action and very contrary to the law. This Dositheus claimed that as
this world (humanity) began through mingling and communion, so, through abstinence and
restraint of impulses and desires it has to be terminated.3!3 So, according to Dositheus,
marriage is illegal because it is contrary to the goal of the Manichaeans, which is the gradual
dissolution of the cosmos into its constituent elements in order to release the divine
substance. And, since the cause of man’s creation was the sexual intercourse of the princes of
Darkness, the only way to bring it to an end is to abstain from sex. Thus, Mani’s plan
counteracted the plan of Matter, aiming for the gradual release of the divine principle
(through rituals), and to put an end to its further entrapment (with “the seal of the breast”).

307 pRynalds 3, Gr. 469, (Roberts 1938, 38-46) (Lieu 2010, 36-37, 37; Gardner and Lieu 2004, 114-5).

308 Alexander of Lycopolis, Tract. Man. 4.25-30: énet oOv ardAuoOat Thy VAN 0Tt Beol 8Oy, dméxeoBat pév
e Uxwv maviwy, owtileoBal 8¢ Adyava Kal mdv 6 Tt AvaicOntov, anéxeobal 8¢ yapwv kal adpodioiwy Kait
TekvomoLiag, tva un €nt mAelov f uvaulg évolknon tfj UAn kotd thv tol yévoug Stadoxnv.

309 | etter to Menoch 4, in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 173.

310 pidymus the Blind, Comm. Eccl. 274.17-275.2.

311 Vita Sancti Ephiphanii 27 (PG 41:57-60). For more about Hierax, see ch.[7], section 7.3.

312 Theodoret, Haer. 83:380.28-31: Tov 6¢ StdBoAov moté pév "YAnv kaAel, moté 6¢ Thg "YAng dpyovra. Tov 6&
vauov tol StaBdlou vopoBeoiav dnoi. Timothy the Presbyter, Recept. Haer. (PG 86”: 20): kai tovV yduov,
vopoBeoiav tod daipovog. Didymus, De trinitate.

313 Macarius of Magnesia, Apocriticus, 3.26: Al puév kowvwviag 6 kKdopog thv dpxnv Eoxe: 81d 8¢ thg éykpateiog
TO téAog BéAeL AaBelv. | shall return to Dositheus, who may not have been a Manichaean at all, and about whom
there is substantial literature in ch.[6], section 6.3.1.
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However, as Titus of Bostra notes, although the Manichaeans condemn marriage as
illegal and lawless because of the fear that it will lead to procreation, sex with precaution was
considered desirable. As Titus points out, with astonishment:

[The Manichaeans] curse the begetting of children, while on the contrary, they desire sexual
intercourse if it does not lead to procreation. This is so, because they consider as
bondage/slavery procreation (which is legislated by God), instead of considering as slavery the
sensual pleasure/delight (féovrj).3**

In contrast, for the Church Fathers, legitimate sexual intercourse was only that which aims at
giving birth to children. Thus, one can imagine that their corresponding instructions and advice
were diametrically opposed. As Didymus the Blind argues in his discussion with the
Manichaean, the relationship of a couple is not a sin if they come together (have intercourse)
at the right time (v kaA@ kap@®), namely during woman'’s fertile days, for procreation.3® This
view is apparently in contrast to the advice that the Manichaean Elect gave to their
catechumens, such as to abstain from sex during the fertile days of a woman and other
suggestions for methods of contraception.31®

In addition, in case the above contraception was ineffective, as Titus claims, the
Manichaeans urged their partners to dispose of their foetuses through abortions.

But those who often enjoy pleasure necessarily hate the fruit that derives from it and order

women to break up and to reject conceptions by magical practices and not to wait for childbirth

(at proper time).37
It is for this reason, Titus comments, that Mani befriends the young people, because the
license to sin is given to them.3'® A well known case of a person who was labelled as a
Manichaean and was sentenced to death in 386 was Priscillian the bishop of Avila. Among the
charges against him, it is said, was that a “young [woman] Procula had become pregnant by
Priscillian and had disposed of the unwanted child by abortion” 31°

The above stance of Manichaeans toward marriage and procreation, described by
Eastern Church Fathers, is confirmed by Augustine’s critique.3?° As Augustine’s criticism has a
confessional character it gives more detailed and intimate information since he knew things
from within, having himself been an auditor for nine years. Thus, Augustine blamed his former
companions:

314 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 2.56.29-32: THv te nawSoyoviav UBpilovteg Tag pifelg adtolg dveu ye TadTng
<BouAovtar> cupBaivety, SoUlotl ye 6vteg Thg dvaykaiog dladoxfig mpog Beol vevopobetnuévng, AN ol Tiig
néovig.

315 Didymus the Blind, Comm. Eccl. 274.17-275.2: To0t6 mote kal m[poc] ToUg Maviyaioug gitov < >, 8t
‘GKOTINGOV, 0LV EYEBOG £0TLY Ta[V]TNG TAC owdPooHVNG: KA yap KoAdost UoBAAeTaL, £4v oUVEADN Tf yuvatki
€autol év [Ka]A® kap®- pun yap Woyov alt® dépel, pun yap mapavopia avtd Aoyiletal.

316 Augustine, Mor. Manich. 18.65, (PL 32 :1178), cf. Lieu 1994, 294; Lieu 2010, 75. See also Chadwick 2001 170:
“Hearers who cooked selected food for the Elect and were allowed sexual relations at safe periods of the monthly
cycle. They were discouraged from having children since this incarcerated sparks of divine light in soggy matter”.
317 Titus of Bostra, ¢. Manichaeos, 2.56.48-52 (CCSG 82: 223): Ol 6¢ thv RSovrAv moAMAKLG KaproUpevoL To &’
auThg €pyov Avaykaiwg poodal, kal mapeyyudmot Talg mapayyehiov éparhopévalg payyaveiolg TG cuAAYPELS
EKAVELV TE Kal PUTTELV KOl TOUG €V WPQ TOKOUG Wy vapévewy (CCT 273). Cf. Pedersen 2004, 32: “The Manichaeans
encourage women to dispose of their foetuses, and they are enemies of nature and the Creator”. Cf. Pedersen
(2004, 171-77), for Titus’ portrayal of Manichaeism as determinism and immorality.

318 Titus of Bostra, c. Manichaeos 4.39-43. Pedersen 2004, 55: “he introduces coercion and banishes the hope of
conversion, and that is why he becomes the friend of young people who want permission to sin”.

319 See Chadwick 1976, 37.

320 Augustine, Haer. 46 (Cf. Gardner and Lieu 2004, 187-191); Faust. 30.6 (NPNF* 4: 566-67).
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For (you do not forbid) sexual intercourse; but, as has been said long before by the apostle, you
really forbid marriage, which is the only honourable justification for such a deed (1 Tim 4:3) ...
Are you not the ones who are accustomed to advise us to observe as far as possible the period
when a woman was fit for conception after the purification of her womb (menstruation), and at
that time to refrain from sexual intercourse, lest the soul be entangled in the flesh?’3%

And, though you allow many of your followers to retain their connection with you in spite of
their refusal, or their inability, to obey you, you cannot deny that you make the prohibition.3??
This proves that you approve of having a wife, not for the procreation of children, but for the
gratification of passion.3®

As | have argued above with regard to “the seal of the mouth”, it is also in the case of “the
seal of the breast” that Augustine’s writings, unlike those of Eastern Church Fathers, make a
clear distinction between the Elect and the auditors. The prohibition of marriage applied only
to the Elect.3?* Auditors were allowed to marry, even though they, too, were encouraged to
avert procreation.3?> However, for Augustine, “there is no marriage where action is taken to
prevent motherhood” 326 As BeDuhn comments, in Augustine’s “Catholic point of view, the
Manichaean encouragement of birth control is incompatible with marriage in the true
sense” 3?7 “This avoidance of childbearing led to Augustine's accusation that the Manichaeans
had turned the bed-chamber into a brothel”.328

Augustine also associates this problematic Manichaean stance toward marriage and
reproduction with the dualistic background of the Manichaean doctrine. He further points out
that the different treatment of auditors is a contradiction of the Manichaean doctrine for the
sake of the Manichaean community and its missionary policies.

They abstain from sexual intercourse, that he may not be bound more closely in the bondage of
the flesh.

The prohibition is part of your false doctrine, while the toleration is only for the interests of the
society. [...] You see, then, that there is a great difference between exhorting to virginity as the
better of two good things, and forbidding to marry by denouncing the true purpose of
marriage.3?®

Recapitulating, according to both Eastern Church Fathers and Augustine, the Manichaeans
considered childbearing as a more serious sin than sexual intercourse. As one can easily
realize, such attitudes and behaviours threatened the Church Fathers who feared the negative
influence of the Manichaean advice to young couples. As Chadwick aptly comments, “the
Manichees were known to hold that procreation should be avoided, and horrified orthodox

321 Augustine, Mor. Manich. 18.65 (Lieu 2010, 75).

322 Augustine, Faust. 30.6 (NPNF!4: 567).

323 Augustine, Mor. Manich. 18.65 (NPNF! 4).

324 As BeDuhn (2000b, 36) remarks: “Throughout his exposition, Augustine implicitly associates the seals
exclusively with the Elect class. He clearly envisions a distinct set of values for Auditors, and does not indicate
that they were organized according to a Three Seals scheme”.

325 Augustine, Faust. 6.3-5. Cf. Chadwick 1998, 582: “Hearers, who were allowed wives or concubines but were
expected to avert procreation”; BeDuhn 2000b, 96. Augustine, Mor. Manich. 65 (BeDuhn 2000b, 36): “but do not
prohibid marriage since your Auditors, who are in the second rank (secundus gradus) among you, are not
forbidden to have wives”.

326 Augustine, Mor. Manich. 18.65 (BeDuhn 2000b, 284).

327 BeDuhn 2000b, 36.

328 Lieu 1994, 294. Augustine, Faust. 15.7, p. 480,6-8 (& Augustine, Mor. Manich. 18.65).

329 Augustine, Faust. 6.3 & 30.6 (NPNF' 4:288 & 567).
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catholics by openly advising married couples to confine sexual intercourse to the ‘safe period’
of the menstrual cycle. They were naturally accused of justifying abortion”.330

For Church Fathers, the heretics of the later times, referred to in the pseudo-Pauline
letter to Timothy (1Tim. 4.1-5), were unquestionably the Manichaeans. As Chrysostom
stresses, apart from Paul’s prophesy that they would abstain from food and marriage (‘forbid
marriage and demand abstinence from foods’), they will give, for all related issues, the most
destructive advice.33! Macarius of Magnesia, commenting on the Manichaean concepts of
chastity, purity, and virginity, states that these would not benefit the world at all, because
they are based on wrong grounds.33?

Also, Alexander’s critique on the Manichaean beliefs concerning sexual abstinence is
harsh, caustic, and relentless:

As for their abstaining from marriage and love-making for fear that, because of the continuing
of the race, the divine power will dwell within matter for a longer time, | wonder how they are
able to convince themselves. For if God's providence is not strong enough to separate the divine
power from matter both by means of births and through those things which are always the same
and in the same way, what, then, is Manichaeus' inventiveness able to contrive for his sake? For
surely, he does not say that he really has come to assist God in this task with a giant's mettle in
order to quicken and speed up the departure of the divine power from matter through the
abolishing of births.333

Along the same lines is Titus’ of Bostra criticism. The Manichaeans became lawmakers in the
place of God. They want to determine nature’s processes and to eliminate the perpetuity of
the human race. Thus, they become enemies of nature, or rather of God, nature’s creator.33*
The notion that the divine substance was entrapped into the flesh through the births and the
subsequent practices (abstinence from lawful intercourse) were some of the things that
converted Manichaeans had to abjure in a particular chapter of the abjuration formula.

| therefore anathematize and condemn those who [...] say that bodies are of the evil (principle)

[...] those who forbid marriage [...] and withholding [...] themselves from the lawful intercourse
with woman [...] that is [the one which] is clearly referring to the procreation of children

330 Chadwick 1976, 37.

31 John Chrysostom, Hom. 1 Tim. (homiliae 1-18), 557.55-558.30: £otal kalpdg 6Te YaAeMWTEPOV aUToL ol Tfg
TOTEWG LETEOYNKOTEG TOUTO £pydoovTal, oU PEXPL BPWHATWY, GANA Kal LEXPL YAUWY, KOl TTAVTWY TWV TOLOUTWV
TV OAéBplov cupPoulnv eiodyoviec. OU mepl lovdaiwv Agyel tadta: [...] AMA mept Mavixaiwv, kal t@v
APXNYETOV TOUTWV.

332 Macarious of Magnesia, Apocriticus 3.52.27: kal 008&v 008auod Tt kowov wdEAnoav, kav rapBevelewy, kav
TV dkpav cwdpoouvny év Biw Sddokwol.

333 Alexander of Lycopolis, Tract. Man. (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 94-95): To 8¢ dméxeoBal ydpou kai
adpodioiwv 6edLotag, un kata trhv tod yévoug dtadoxnyv émt mAéov évotknon Tfj UAn f SUvaypg f Beia, Bavpalw
@G Kat avTtol €autolc arodexovral. i yap ur £€apkel f ol Beol mpdvola, wWote kal SLd yevéoswy Kail SLd TV
AEL <KATA T& AUTA> KAl woalTwG EXOVTwyY amnotkovouroacdat tfig UANG tv Beiav SuvapuLy, ti n 1o Mavixaiou
€mivola Umép toutou SlapnyavioacBat Suvatal; ol yap SAmou yyavteiw Afpatt wg AAnO®O¢ dpnowv T® Be®
BonBo¢ mpog tolito yeyovévay, tva Tag yeveoelg Avatp®v cUVTopov rotfon TV TG Belag Suvapewg ano tiig UANng
Avaxwpnotv.

334 Titus of Bostra, ¢. Manichaeos 2.56.33-38 & 53-55: éxBpol ye t& ndvrta tfig dAnBolc kal yvnotioag dpethg Kai
g eboePeiag Ovieg, Womep aitlwpevol TO dgilwov tol TV avBpwnwv yévoug kal Boulouevol altod mou
otijvat tov Spopov tfg dpuoewg, vopoBetodvteg T® Be® kal dyavaktolvieg mpog thv ayabdotnta, &U Av
AvelIkakwg €xel mpodg TV alTdv BAaohnuiav. [...] éxBpol g Ppuoewg éynyepuévol, pdAhov 6¢ tod taltnv
Snuloupyroavtog, kol paviav kot toisde Tod mavtog EKUaBOVTEG.
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(childbearing), which the Manichaeans detest, so as not to drag, as they say, souls down into
the mire of human flesh.3®

These Manichaean positions on marriage, celibacy, sexual behaviour and procreation were
further associated (as is expected) with moral deviations, and fuelled accusations of ‘crimes’
against nature (e.g. anal intercourse, homosexuality). There is no doubt that the rumours
about such behaviours were reinforced by the anthropological perspective that the
Manichaeans held (as interpreted by anti-Manichaean authors), according to which evil is
congenital in man’s nature, acting independently (in absentia) of man’s own volition and
intension, hence free will was absent.

The correlation that the opponents of Manichaeans made between celibacy and ‘orgies’,
is clearly illustrated in the SC. The converted Manichaean anathematized abnormal sexual
behaviour and acts which his former comrades, men and women, ‘were forced’ in a way to
commit among them, since they abstained from ‘normal’/lawful intercourse.

[...] and because of this [withholding themselves from the lawful intercourse] “they commit
shameless acts” (Rom 1:26-27) against nature with men and women even as do the women
among them.33¢

5.3.4 The “Seal of the Hand” and its Implications in Everyday Social and Economic Life

The concept of the Living Self as the basis for the “seal of the hand”
The concept of the Living Self is also the theoretical basis of the third Manichaean seal, which
is related to both religious and social behaviour: “the seal of the hand”.

According to the Kephalaia, the “the seal of the hand” or alternatively “the rest of the
hands” is “to take great care not to harm the light soul trapped everywhere in matter and
especially vegetation (the Cross of Light), for instance by plucking fruit”.33” As al-Nadim
records, quoting Mani, “He who would enter the cult”, apart from refraining “from eating
meats, drinking wine, as well as from marriage”, has also “to avoid [causing] injury to water,
fire, trees, and living things”.338
According to Turbo’s presentation of the Manichaean doctrines and precepts:

They also say that if anyone walks on the ground he harms the ground, and if he moves his hand
he harms the air, because air is the soul of men and animals, birds, fish and reptiles and
everything there is in the world.3*

The concept and the importance of the Living Self for the Manichaeans has been presented in
detail in the section above that examined the implications of Manichaean fasting, the “seal of
the mouth”. Further, “the seal of the hand”, with its prohibition against injuring the divine

335 6C, ch. 7 (Lieu 1994, 248-250 & Lieu 2010, 123-125): AvoBepati{w olv Kot KortaBepati{w toug [...] Td owpata
Aéyovtag elvat Tod movnpod [...] kal yopelv kKwAUovTog [...] Kol Thc VEVOULoHEVNG TTPOE TAC Yuvaikag cuvousiag
anexopévoug [...] dnhadn mpdg nawdomnotiav, fiv ol Mavixaiot BdeAvtrovtal, tva pun Yuxag, wg altol dacwy, €ig
TOV BopBopov TV AvBpwIivwv CapK®V KATAywol.

336 SC, ch. 7 (Lieu 2010, 123-125): [..] kai 81& tolto [tfi¢ vevoulopévng mpog Tag yuvaikag cuvouctiog
ameyopévouc] év Bppeot Kal yuvalEl mopd GpucLy, Womep olV Kal ai map’ aUTdY YUVOIKES, “Thv doxnpocuvny
katepyaldpevol”. See also Basil of Caesarea, Asceticon (PG 31:1256); Basil of Caesarea, Quod deus non est auctor
malorum (PG 31:329-353): kat ai pév OnAetat map’ adtolg petnAagav v duoknv xpfiotv €ig TV mapd ¢puacty,
Appeveg 6¢ €v Gpoeat TV aoxnuoolvnv katepyaovral.

337 2Keph. 80 (Gardner 1995, 201).

338 Al-Nadim, Fihrist 9 (Dodge, 788). Lieu 2010, xviii-xix.

339 AA 10.8 (Vermes, 55); Epiphanius Pan. 66.28.9 (Williams, 258).
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substance in animals and plants, but also in the elements of nature (e.g. water, fire, air, earth),
entailed implications in a number of daily activities in social and economic life.

Murderous professions

At the economic level, “the seal of the hand” affected many productive sectors. A series of
occupations, mainly in the primary sector (e.g. reapers, farmers, growers, breeders), but even
in processing (e.g. food preparation, cooks, bakers, carpenters) and in the construction sector
were scorned and should be avoided by the catechumens, because they were considered of a
criminal nature.

Harvesters who gather the harvest are compared with the princes who originating from matter
are in darkness, from when they chewed from the armour of the first man. For that reason it is
necessary for them to be transformed into hay or beans or grain or corn or vegetables, so that
they too are cut down and harvested. [...] He who kills a chicken must also become a chicken
himself, [...] [...] He who has built himself a house, will be scattered through all bodies.?*°

And (I anathematize) those who [...] think that those who pluck corn or barley or grass or
vegetables are transformed into them, in order that they may suffer the same experiences, and
that harvesters and bread-makers are accursed [...].3*

Alexander of Lycopolis criticizes the Manichaean elitist discrimination of professions which
states that farmers, architects, builders, and other professionals are sentenced to be deprived
of the good (ayadov). He compares it with the attitude of Jesus:

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 led them
towards an understanding of God and helped them to achieve a desire for the good.3*

As Augustine critically remarks, agriculture is a crime for the Manichaeans.

They believe that [...] souls pass into [...] everything that is rooted [...] For they are convinced
that plants and trees possess sentient life and can feel pain when injured, and therefore that no
one can pull or pluck them without torturing them. Therefore, they consider it wrong to clear a
field even of thorns. Hence, [...] they make agriculture, the mostly innocent of occupations,
guilty of multiple murder.34

Indeed, as Augustine comments, they go as far as to say that “It is better for a man to be a
usurer than a farmer... For, they say, the person who gives money on usury does not injure
the Cross of Light”, while, “the person who is a farmer very much harms the cross of light [...]
Those parts, they say, of God which were captured in that battle, were mixed altogether with
the world and are in the trees, plants, fruit trees and fruit. He who furrows the ground troubles

340 AA 10.2-5 (Vermes, 53-54); Epiphanius, Pan. 66.28.2-5/63-64 (Williams, 257): oi 8¢ Bepiotai, ool Bepilouaty,
¢olKaoL TOTC &pXoUGL TOTG AU’ ApXFiC 0UGLY €1¢ TO OKOTOG, OTE Edayov €K TG ToD MPWTOU AVOPWITOU TTAVOTALAC.
816 avaykn altoug petayylobijval eig xoptov A €i¢ daonAia f i kpOARV A ig otdyuv A eic Adxava, iva <kai
autol> BeploBiot kat kom@ol.[...] €l tig poveloel dpviBlov, <kal alTOG> Opviblov Eotal: [...] €l &€ TG oikodopel
£aut® oikiav, SlaomapayBricetal i Td GAa cwpata.

3415C, ch. 6 (Lieu 2010, 123): [...] tob¢ TOV ottov A kpBRv A Botdvag A Adyava tiAhovtag eig éketva petaBdAlecBat
olopévoug, tva ta dpota mdbwaot, Kai Toug BePLOoTAC Kal TOUG APTOTOLOUG KATAPWHIEVOUG.

342 pAlexander of Lycopolis, Tract. Man. 16 (van der Horst and Mansfeld, 80): 6'Inco0¢ kai tva pr dreAnAapévol
oL ol dyaBol yewpyol Te Kol TEKTOVEC Kal 0ikoSOpoL kal ol BANOL &Ttd TGV TEXVGIV, KooV cuVESpLOV KaBioat
MAVTWY 0ol Kal SLd AmA@V Kai eLKOAWV Slahégewv Kal gig Beol Evvolav alTol¢ drtevnvoxéval kat tod kahod
elg émBupiav éABelv motfjoal.

343 Augustine, Haer. 46.12 (Gardner and Lieu 2004, 189).
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God’s parts. He who plucks fruit from tree troubles God’s parts”.3* On the contrary, for the
Church Fathers it was usury that was a sin and not agriculture. Usurers were heavily criticized
by many Christian authors.34>

This discrimination and rejection of professions—especially of agriculture—is also
evidenced by the Manichaean sources. An Iranian text, for example, records “regulations
against engaging in agriculture”,3%® and a Parthian text “reminds Auditors that they torture
the living things” 347

Dualism in the economy
Another implication of the “seal of the hand” was the division of society into workers and non-
workers. As mentioned above, the Elect did not work; or rather, their work was the ritual meal
and their prayers. Catechumens were those who offered the Elect all the necessities of life.
The Church Fathers are very critical about the dualistic structure of the Manichaean
communities; they considered that the dual structure mainly served the Elect who exploited
the catechumens as means of their support.

Epiphanius, in his commentary, ridicules the shockingly ‘scandalous’ and parasitical
behaviour of the Elect towards their catechumens.

But their other complete absurdities, such as their so-called “elect.” [...] For they are drones who
sit around and “work not, but are busybodies” [...] The holy apostle [...] says, “If any does not
work, neither let him eat!”34

Augustine, as a former auditor himself, states clearly several times in his work that the Elect
did not work but were nourished by their auditors.

The Elect themselves perform no labors in the field, pluck no fruit, pick not even a leaf, but
expect all these things to be brought for their use by their Auditors.3%

You yourselves do not pluck fruits or pull up vegetables, yet command your Auditors to pick
them and bring them to you.3*®

It is important to note at this point, that unlike the ancient Greco-Roman world, which
devalued manual labour for its connections with slavery, for Church Fathers, the issue of
labour was very important for both individuals and society. According to the Constitutiones
Asceticae (ascribed to Basil of Caesarea), labour is a factor of joy, as well as important to the
mental and psychological health of the individual. Further, (as the author argues developing a

344 Augustine, Commentary on Psalm 140.12, cf. Gardner and Lieu 2004, 245: “Augustine on the Manichaean
preference for money-lending over farming”.

345 see for example Gregory of Nyssa, Contra usurarios v.9 p.201, 203 & 206; Basil of Caesarea, Homilia in divites;
Athanasius of Alexandria, Syntagma ad monachos; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Haer. (PG 83:429). Cf. Brown 2012.

346 BeDuhn 2000b, 44 (M801.475-532).

347 BeDuhn 2000b, 107-08 (M580).

348 Epiphanius, Pan. 66.53.1 (1Tim 1:7 & 2 Thes 3:11) (Williams, 277-78): 53. T 8¢ &A\\a xAeUng EumAea, wg ol
ékAektol aUT@WV KkaAoupevol. [...] é€kelvor yap kabelopevol kndfiveg kat “undév €pyalopevor, GAAQ
TieplepyaOpevol” Kol NS yWOKOVTEC * o1G EmiKnpuKeUEeTaL 6 &ylog amootorog, [Aéywv] e katd mpodnteiov
YWwoKwv 6Tt oUK €K Tfi¢ o0 B0l Sibaokahiag émidolt®otv, AN €k ol StaBolou Eu<Be>Bpovinuévol TVEG
Apyol Kat avBAadelg Kak@Ov: GAoKeL <ydp> Aéywv «O ur| €épyalopevos unde £00LETwy, tva mapayapdén thv tdv
TapEpywyv TouTWV UNdBeotv. Williams 278, fn. 249: “Manichean sources indicate that the behavior of the elect
sometimes gave scandal; Cf. 1Keph. 88 219,1-221,17 (“Concerning the Catechumen who found fault with the
Elect: why he is angry”, Gardner 1995, 226).

349 Augustine, Haer. 46.114ff, in BeDuhn 2000b, 47.

350 Augustine, Mor. Manich. 57 in BeDuhn 2000b, 130.
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theory of ethics in economic life) social prosperity and peace depend on the balanced
distribution of labour among the members of society.3>!

Attitudes against labour that resembled those ascribed to the Manichaeans were
adopted by various religious groups of the era (e.g. Messalians), and by some monks and
hermits. The representatives, however, of the official Church, seemingly rejected such
practices. In one of his letters, Cyril of Alexandria argues that the real motive of the wandering
ascetics, who were not working and depended on alms-giving of other people, was their
laziness:

There are some other men going about, as they say, who pretend to devote all their time to
prayer, without working at all, and have turned piety into a pretext for laziness and a means of
gaining a living, holding on to views that are not right. [...] The Church, therefore, does not accept
those who act in this way [...]. If they still think that it is good not to work at all, in case everyone
will imitate their behaviour, who will feed them? Some, then, use the idea that all time should
be devoted to prayer and not even thinking about work as a cover for laziness and gluttony.3*

In any case, catechumens had to nourish the Elect; thus, they necessarily had to work. By
gardening or preparing food, they inevitably injured the divine substance within it. As a
punishment, according to anti-Manichaean sources, they had to suffer what they had caused,
that is to be reincarnated in what they had killed and to suffer the same fate.

Just as | said to you a moment ago, if anyone has harvested, he will be mown down, likewise if
anyone has put corn to the grindstone, he too will be put to the grindstone, or if anyone has
scattered seed, he will be scattered, or if he has cooked bread he will be cooked.?>?

Thus, reincarnation (uetayyioudcg) was a punishment for those who did not observe “the rest
of the hands”, while the Elect, “for this [same] reason” were “not permitted” “to do any
work”.3>* However, the Elect managed to convince their auditors that they had a way to be
forgiven for violating “the seal of the hands”: to feed them (the Elect) generously. “For this
reason if they have anything good to eat they offer it to those Elect”.3°>

Manichaeans instruct their catechumens to feed these people generously. They offer their Elect

all the necessities of life, so that < whoever> gives sustenance to Elect souls may appear
supposedly pious.3>

For all these reasons, it is reasonable to guess that the Manichaean auditors preferred other
professions than agriculture, such as trade, as is indicated in Epiphanius.3>” As Gardner and

351 pseudo-Basil of Caesarea, Asceticon fus. 37: 39: 42; Asceticon brev.121: 143: 144-46.

352 cyril of Alexandria, Ep. 83 (to Calosyrius) 7, 603-607: Mepiépyovtar 8¢ kai £tepoi Tveg, WG daoi,
T(POOTIOLOVHEVOL LoV OXOAATEW Tf) Tpooev)fi, Kal oudév épyaldpevol, kal Okvou mpddaoly kal moplopod
notoUvtal TV eVoéPelav, oUK 6pBA bpovolvieg. [...] oUK dmodéxetal Toivuv Toug tolto Sphvtag ) EkkAnaia.
[...] €l 8& vopiZoucty givat kakodv, TO €pyou i dmtecBar, dtav MAvTeg T alTAOV INAWOWGL, Tic 6 Tpédwy avToug;
apyiog toivuv kai yaotplpapyiag mpodactyv motodvral tveg, to Selv oleoBat povn oxoAdletv tfj mpooeuyii, £pyou
6& 6Awg pry drttecOdat.

35344 10.7 (Vermes, 54-55). Epiphanius, Pan. 66.28.8 (Williams, 258): (¢ yap eirtov Upiv pod OAiyou, €1 Tic Bepilel,
BepLodnoetal, oUTtwg €av gig unxavrv ottov BaAAn, BAnBrioetal kat avtdg, i dupdoag dupabroetal fj dOITHoAg
dptov omtnBricetal.

354 AA 10.7 (Vermes, 55). Epiphanius, Pan. 66.28.8 (Williams, 258): kai 514 Tolto dneipntatl avtois épyov notficat.
355 Epiphanius, Pan. 66.28.6 (Williams, 257): kai 81& tolto &l Tt KkdA\otov év Bpwpaoct TOl¢ £KAEKTOTG
npoodépouct.

3% Epiphanius, Pan. 66.53.4 (Williams, 278): mapakeAevoviat o0V TOlG alTGOV KATNXOUMEVOLS TPEPELY aUTOUG
SaP\@c¢. ol 8¢ mav otolv dvaykaiov mpoodépouat Tolg EKAeKTOIG Eautdv, (va &fibev eloephg 0dOein <o>
TpEdwV TAG PUXAG TAG EKAEAEYUEVQSG.

357 Epiphanius, Pan. 66.1.8-12.
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Lieu comment, “It is perhaps no accident that the Manichaean community in fourth-century
Kellis, the only such group from the Roman Empire that we can study in their full socio-
economic context, appears to have centred on families of traders”.3>8

That the auditors daily supported the Elect with foods is also confirmed by the
Manichaean sources. The work of the Elect was to maintain their purity, in order that the ritual
meal and their prayers be effective. Terms such as, ‘good works’, ‘apostolate’, ‘soldiery’,
‘ministry’, ‘career’, that characterise the work of the Elect and the Elect himself as ‘soldiers’,
‘collaborators in business’, ‘participants in the ‘toil’ of this mission’, are revealing of the
importance that their ‘work’ (or profession) had in the Manichaean community.3>® On the
other hand, one of the first works of the ‘catechumenate’, according to the commandments
of the teacher (Mani), was almsgiving to the righteousness (Elect).36°

“The seal of the hands” for the Elect was established by Mani himself. As is recorded
in the CMC, when Mani was young and still in the community of the Baptists in Mesopotamia,
he took into consideration the warnings that plants and water gave him, and himself first
practiced the anapausis (rest) of the hands.

Rest, one of the leaders of their Law spoke to me, having observed did not take vegetables from
the garden [...] He said to me: "Why did you not take vegetables from the garden [...] After that
Baptist had spoken to [me] [...] [it] wasted away, [wailing] like human beings, and, as it were,
like children. Alas! Alas! The blood was streaming down from the place cut by the pruning hook
which he held in his hands. And they were crying out in a human voice on account of their blows.
[...] [from] the waters [a face] of a man appeared to me, showing with his hand the Rest, so that
I might not sin and bring trouble to him 3!

Thus, Mani “provides a prototype of the perfect Manichaean, exemplifying in his life the
correct behaviour, and explaining through his spiritual experiences the rationale for that
behavior” 362

In addition, in the same text (CMC), the dual socio-economic structure of the
Manichaean community is justified on Biblical grounds. Firstly, Mani in order to support his
view that the Elect should not work, uses the example of the students of Jesus.

Consider, moreover, how even the disciples of the Savior ate bread from women and idolaters

and did not separate bread from bread, nor vegetable from vegetable; nor did they eat, while
laboring in the toil and tilling of the land, as you do today. Likewise, when the Savior sent his

358 Gardner and Lieu 2004, 22. More about commercial activities of Kellites (textile trade and trade of agricultural
goods) see Brand 2019 (90, 131, 134, 143-44, 153, 211 and 244-45). As Brand (2019, 90) states, “textile trade
belonged to the professional and domestic world of Kellites”. Manichaeans from Kellis “traveled into the Nile
valley to conduct trade and sell agricultural goods from the oasis” (Brand 2019, 211). Cf. Ruffini 2016, 334-347.
359 Tebessa codex, in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 270-271.

360 1Keph. 80 (Gardner 1995, 202).

361 CMC 9.2-10.17 & 12.1-6 (Cameron and Dewey, 12-15): #Aeyev mpdc éut eic [td]v dpxny®Vv tod VOpoy altiv
Bewpnioag pe Adxava amnod 1ol kfmou pry AapBdvovta, A drattobvta altolg év Adywt eboeBeiac: EAeyév pou
“o0 tivog xapv oUK EdaBeg Addxava arod told krmou, dAN év uépel eboeBeiag aitels map’ €UQT;” Kl LETA TO el
6¢ ék[el-]vov tov Bam[totAv] mpog [Eue ...]. 8¢ .[... K]al étdk[n 6Aodupo-]uevov maparinliwg dv-]0pwneiolg
npoow[rotg] kai woel matdiots. oal o[U-]at 62 T aipa KaTekéXUTO ToD TOMOU Tol KOTévTog SLd TS Spemdvng
¢ HETA XETpOG Elxev. Ekpalov 8¢ kal avBpwreiat pwvij St TS MAAEELS AUTMV. O 8& PATTTLOTAC AU EKVAON £’
0l £Bewpnoev kal EABwV [r]p[6]aBey pou mpoaoéne[oev. omnvika Toivuv [..... ..... JEUETG | [ceene v e Jou] [...]
[... &K TG mnyfic] v VSATwWY £18[oc] dv(Bpwt)ou dON pot b[rodeL-] kviov S TAS Xetp[oc] THY Avdmauowy we
Av 1A Qudaptw Kal movov Endyw gig alToOV.

362 BeDuhn 2000b, 78.
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disciples out to preach in [each] place, [neither] mill nor [oven] did [they] carry [with] them, but
[made haste], taking one [garment] from [...].3%3

Further, he displays and promotes the model of Martha and Maria from Luke (10:38-42). This
became one of the favourite passages of the Manichaeans, an exemplar in order to justify the
distinction between the two classes.3%

Likewise, he also reclined to eat in the house of Martha and Mary on the occasion when Martha
said to him: "[Lord], do you not care (enough) for [me] so as to tell my [sister to] help [me]?",
the Savior said [to] her: "Mary has chosen the [good] portion and it will not be taken away from
her. 365

Based on the same Biblical grounds, much later (fourth-fifth cent.), a Manichaean Elect in the
Western part of the Roman Empire, elaborated and justified this position in his Apologia for
the Distinction between Elect and hearer. According to him, “The rich, who [...] are themselves
known as disciples of the second order” [have] to be “friends with the Elect, who are without
these resources” and “are transitory visitors and strangers in the world”. The text emphasizes
the mutually supportive relationship of the two classes. As it explains, in order for the
difference in nature of the two classes to be understood, one has to see “the example of the
two sisters”, Martha and Maria, “of whom one had chosen the most excellent lot, that is the
higher rank of the Elect; whereas the other [...] carried out the housekeeping and domestic
duty”. The Elect are “poor in resources, and few in number, they walk by the narrow way”.
“Those possessing wealth are called hearers, or rather, as we have said, catechumens, who,
since they have made their fortunes in this world, and are still below that rank of the perfect,
because they possess wealth, are referred to by the term ‘mammon’ in the Gospel.” [...]
However, the catechumens who had difficulty in achieving the level of Election [how?] stayed
in their homes; but they helped the Elect and, receiving them under their roofs and into their
own homes, they provided them with the necessities of life” 356

Apparently, the paradigm of Martha and Maria must have been used often for the
defence of the dual structure of the community. In addition, the author of the Apologia
answers Epiphanius’ charge that Paul’s saying “If any one will not work, let him not eat”
(2Thess 3:10)%%7 targeted the Elect Manichaeans, clarifying and giving reassurances that the
above passage does not apply to the Elect: “However, | affirm that that [Apostle’s saying] does
not so much concern the order of these perfect ones”.368

363 CMIC 93.3-21 (Cameron and Dewey, 74-75): okomelte toivuv we Kai ol padntai tol o(wth)p(o)g [...] o06E év
Tfj £pyaoial kail yewpyiat Tfg yiig épyaloueviot] foBlov bv Tpomov thuepov Slamnpdtteod|e]. Opoiwg 6¢ omnvika
a[né-Joteev aUtold ToU[g pa-10ntag 6 ow(th)p kad’ Ek[actov] tomov knpugal, [olte] puAov olte KA{[Bavov]
ouvenedpépov[to pe-] T avtdv, aAJN [......] yov ToT.. [..... .... ] pav €k 1o [..... ... ] AapBav [...."].

364 Appart from CMC and Tebessa codex (cited above) the model of the two biblical sisters Martha and Mary is
known from the Manichaean Psalms (2PsB 192.21-24), whereby Mary behaves as a man, cf. Coyle 2009c, 176:
“she hunts, she casts the net, and later, like her Gnostic counterpart, she becomes talkative” whereas “Martha,
on the other hand, is a servant (though a joyful one)”.

365 CMC 92.14-93.2 (Cameron and Dewey, 74-75): opoiwg 6¢ kal [€]v tfj oikial MdapBag kat [Ma]piag ékAion.
onnvi[ka] einev abToL | Mdap[Ba- ‘k(Upt)]e, oU péhet oot mept [€no]T iva einng Tij a[6eAd]f pou avtihaBé[obat
poly;’ 6 ow(th)p £dn [Mpog altlAv: ‘Mapia thv [ayadnv pelpida émeAéfato kai oUk ddatpebiostatl an’ avThg.

366 Tebessa codex (An apologia for the distinction between elect and hearer) in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 268-272.
According to the text apart from the Elect, “there are two other groups, namely the catechumens and the
gentiles” (Gardner and Lieu 2004, 268). Cf. Lieu 2010, xxiii.

367 Epiphanius, Pan. 66.53.

368 Tebessa codex, An apologia for the distinction between elect and hearer Col. 21 (vi.1) in Gardner and Lieu
2004, 269-70.

230



MANICHAEAN BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

Numerous Manichaean texts scattered across a wide temporal and spatial range attest
to the fundamental division of the Manichaean community into Elect and catechumens, and
that the latter supported the former. In ancient Kellis many letters were found confirming that
the subsistence of the Elect depended on the alms of the catechumens.3%°

However, another aspect of the dualistic character of the socio-economic structure of
the Manichaean community is also illustrated by the Manichaean sources: that of the model
of barter economy. The catechumen nourishes the Elect with food, while “The Elect nourishes
the Auditor through his wise knowledge”.3’° As was established by Mani, “the second
righteousness that [the Elect] should do is this”:

He can add to it [...] wisdom and faith so that / [...] from his wisdom he can give wisdom, to
every person who will he/ar it from him. And also from his faith he can give faith, [to th]ese who
belong to the faith. From hi[s grace] he can give freely / of love, shower it upon them, that he
might join them to him. / For, when that one acquires a great riches [...] / in righteousness. By
this second godliness / he may cause others to be sent, resembling him in [righteous]ness.3”*

The juxtaposition now is between those that preach and those that hear.3’2 According to the
Manichaean sources, both classes are necessary: “And who[ever] comes [...] no one is rejected
[...] either in Auditorship [....] (or) in Righteousness [...] according to their order, zeal, and
power” 373 “Each degree (bathmos) within the Manichaean community has a task ‘in the yoke
of Jesus’”.37* BeDuhn emphasizes repeatedly the importance that both classes had for the
existence of the Manichaean community and Church.

This study has shown the essential role played by the Auditors in the community, such that there
was no "rest" for the Elect in the world without them, there was no metabolic salvation without
their alms-service, there was no possibility of the Elect lifestyle without their support.3”

However, it seems that such an argumentation regarding the role of the catechumens could
not convince the opponents of the Manichaeans who still regarded the relationship of the two
classes as exploitation. Thus, East-Roman anti-Manichaean sources, unlike their silence for the
Manichaean idea that the stomachs of the Elect function like altars, are quite vocal in their
criticism and ridicule of the Manichaean attitude that catechumens had to nourish the Elect.

The Elect do not cut the cluster themselves but they eat the cluster, which shows them up as
out-and-out drunkards rather than persons with a grasp of the truth. For which is the worse?
The harvester cut the cluster once, but the eater tormented and cut it many times over, with his
teeth and by the crushing of each seed, and there can be no comparison between the one who
cut it once and the one who chewed and crushed it. < But they do this* > only to give the
appearance of < abstaining from God’s creatures* >, < while proving by their* > phony behavior
how much evidence of the truth Mani has.3’®

369 For instance, see the letter ‘An elect writes to ask for alms’, P.Kell. v Copt. 31, in Gardner and Lieu 2004, 277-
78 (no 96).

370 Turkic source R.i.2-8, 27-29/T 1l D 171, in BeDuhn 2000b, 113.

371 1Keph. 80, 192.3-193.22 (Gardner 1995, 201).

372 2psB 241,47.13-14.

373 Sogdian parable-book (fragment M7420), in BeDuhn 2000b, 29.

374 BeDuhn 2000b, 27.

375 BeDuhn 2000b, 211.

376 Epiphanius, Pan. 66.53.7-9 (Williams 278): [...] atol ¢ oU tépvouat Tov Bdtpuv, dAAL €cBiouact TOV BoTpuy,
va éheyxB®oL mavtanaot péBnv pdAAov €xovteg fimep aAnBeiag katdAnyv. molov yap €0TL 1O SevOTEPOV; O HEV
yap Tpuy@v dnaf Etepe tov BOTpuY, O € £€0Biwv SLA TOV HaonTAPWY Kal 5L Tol Katadapdlely EKACTOV KOKKOV
udAAov moAumAaciwg éBacdvioe Kai £tepe, Kal oU) OoL0g OUKETL £oTal TQ) TEUVOVTL dmaf O pacnodpevog Kol
katadanavioag. A’ tva povov 66€waot * Sofomolelv doov TFig dAnBeiag ExeL TekUrpLOV.
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Texts such as the Apologia (Tebessa Codex) reflect the need of the Manichaeans who lived in
Roman territory to defend themselves against the above charges and ridicule. Additionally, it
reveals that the topic of labour was highly disputed, and the criticism of opponents was
effective.

5.4 Conclusions

As one may observe, the main target of anti-Manichaean critique concerns the Manichaean
ascesis. References to rituals, apart from sun worship during the daily prayers of the
catechumens, are really very scant. In specific, information concerning the ritual meal itself is
non-existent.3”” The occasional charges for occultism (mainly the consumption of human
semen and menstrual blood) and for crimes against nature are likely an arbitrary induction,
made by the opponents of Manichaeans, since this was a standard accusation that rival
religious groups of the era made against each other. Thus, it could be argued, that the critique
mainly focuses on the so-called three seals; namely, “the seal of the mouth” (fasting), “the
seal of the breast” (avoidance of marriage and procreation), and “the seal of the hands” (not
to injure the living soul trapped in the material world).

The implications of the seals of the mouth and breast concern the sphere of religious
and social life respectively. The seal of the hands has both religious and social implications. On
the religious level, it is related with the Manichaean holy meal. One pole of criticism is the
ritualization of the feeding of the Elect by the catechumens. In the context of the sacred meal
of the community, the catechumens were obliged to feed the Elect on a daily basis. The other
pole of criticism (interrelated with the former) is the division of the Manichaean church into
two separate categories, or classes of believers (Elect and catechumens). Further, the critique
targets the hypocrisy of the Elect who encouraged the above practice (alms-giving) by
cultivating soteriological expectations to the catechumens.

On the social level, anti-Manichaean criticism is related with the economic life of the
Manichaean community. It attacks the social elitism which discriminates members of the
Manichaean community, dividing them into workers and non-workers, the contempt that the
Manichaean Elect had for labour, and the repudiation of a number of professions. What is
emphasized on both levels (religious and social) is the relationship of exploitation of the
catechumens by the Elect.

What East-Roman anti-Manichaean sources do not criticize at all, whereas Augustine
criticizes it thoroughly and ridicules it, is the objective, the very purpose of the sacred meal.
This was based on the Manichaean belief that the Elect by eating the food offered by the
catechumens during the holy meal liberated the divine substance entrapped within it,
‘breathing out angels’ and ‘bits of God’.3’® Their silence implies that they were not aware of
it.

Generally, in the corpus of Greek anti-Manichaica, the distinction between Elect and
catechumens is rare. Sources describing the Manichaean religious and social attitudes and
behaviour do not differentiate between the two classes. Charges, accusations, and criticisms
are addressed to Manichaeans in general. Specifically, sources do not clarify whether everyday
fasting, fasting from meat and wine, abstinence from marriage and procreation, and praying

377 The rare testimonies about the sacred Manichaean meal indicate a small number of participants and possible
secrecy of the ritual. On the contrary, the numerous references to the worship of the sun indicate a wider circle
of participants.

378 pugustine, Conf. x (18).
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to the sun was an obligation of the Elect or/and of the catechumens. An explanation for this
is that either they were not well informed, or more likely that in the framework of their
polemics, their rhetoric equated the two classes. They generalized by attributing to all
Manichaeans behaviours that applied only to the Elect.

The distinction of the two classes is clear only in the case of alms-giving by the
catechumens to the Elect; yet this is not always the case. In some cases (e.g. in Cyril and
Theodoret) it seems that the distinction is made rather between Manichaeans and non-
Manichaeans, than between the Elect and hearers. Indeed, some texts give the impression
that only the Elect were considered as Manichaeans, whereas catechumens were not
considered as ‘totally’ Manichaeans. The charges concern mainly the Elect’s attitudes and
rules, while Church Fathers sometimes seem to defend the Manichaean catechumens,
describing them as those ‘simple persons’ who bring Manichaeans their food. Characteristic
is the example of Cyril of Jerusalem, who admonishes his (Christian) catechumens “Let no one
bring offerings to the soul-destroying Manichaeans”.3”° It could be argued that, in the above
case, Cyril was addressing former Manichaean hearers among his catechumens, preventing
them from offering alms service to the Manichaean Elect, as they used to do. If this was the
case, it seems as if Manichaean catechumens could have been Christian and Manichaean
catechumens simultaneously. Indeed, as BeDuhn comments, “it is possible [...] that some
Auditors also participated in the rites of other religions. In practice, the boundaries of the
Auditor class probably varied considerably in exclusivity of commitment from one region to
the next”.389 In this context, it is likely that Christian authors, in their proselytizing policy, tried
to appeal to Manichaean catechumens and take them over to their side, identifying the
Manichaeans only with the Elect. In favour of the mobility hypothesis is the fact that, in the
case of the Manichaean catechumens, there was not any prospect for them to be initiated
into the class of the Elect. Catechumenate in the case of Manichaeism was not, necessarily, a
transitional stage (at least during this life) as was the case of Christian catechumens who
entered the class of believers after being baptized.

This obscurity in the boundaries of the class of catechumens was further intensified in
the Roman East by the interconnection of Manichaeism with other extreme ascetic
movements, which adopted common practices in the field of ascesis and had corresponding
behavioural and social models. The latter issue is one of the key questions that will be
examined in the next chapter.

379 Cyril, Catech. 6.31.4-5: MinSei¢ npoodepécbw toig PuxodBopoLg Mavixaiolg.

380 BeDuhn 2000b, 162. On the question of the status of the Manichaean catechumens, i.e. whether they were
considered (by both insiders and outsiders) as members of the Manichaean community and Church, see BeDuhn
2000b, 211 ff., 29 ff. Puech 1979, 260-63.
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