
BIBLICAL TRADITION AND
TRANSFORMATIO

FOURTH CENTURY MANICHAEISM’
des1ıderatum when examınıng the reception of ideas and val-

uecs wıthın rel1g10us tradıtıon 18 determıne where the lımıts of
acknowledgement reside. In the GCASe of the adherents of Manıchae1i1sm,
eIr relıg10n W as defined and promulgated accordıng the levels of
dependence IC Manıchaean eachıng wed pr10T rel1g10us Tadı-
t10nNs and theır revealers. The ımportance of the notion of apostolıc
SUCCEesSsSION In determinıng the nature of Manı s eachıng, and for fOr-
mulatıng the teleologıcal character of Manichae1ısm, has een 1ırmly
establıshed and clearly documented.? However, for falrly obvıous 1CAd-

SONS, document STaftfes of dependence between dıfferent
authors wıthın Manıchae1sm tself, remaıns rather nebulous dICca of
investigatıon. For ST the genumne Manıchaean lıterature in OUT DOS-
sess10N consısts argely of fragmentary materıal, and anı y attempt
establısh the influence of the oughts and ideas of early Manıchaean
authors ater Manıchaean wrıters 15 not therefore always eas1ıbile
Furthermore, OUT understandıng of whether Manıchaei1sm experienced
developments in ıts OCIrına. hought from the time of Manı onwards
15 woefully inadequate, thus makıng the conceptual categorlies
employe wıthın reception tudıes (dependence, borrowıngs, influence,
transformatıon etc) somewhat inappropriate in terms of understandıng
the relatıonshıps between Manıchaean wriıters and the reception of theır
teachings. Neve  eless, opportunıity document the nature of rela-
t10ns between dıfferent Manıchaean authors Can be teased irom the
wrıtings of {[WO Manıchaean f1gures, Adımantus, Manichaei,?
and Faustus, Manıchaean Bıshop of Milevıs, whom Augustine urne:
hıs attention towards in the fınal decade of the oOu Century, resulting

My thanks rof. Markus Stein for hıs observatıons OU! aSpeCISs of
thıs artıcle: d} of COUITSC, responsıble for remamınıng faults.

Vıde, REEVES, Heralds of that Good Realm Syro-Mesopotamıan (InNOSLS
and Jewish Tradıtions Leıden, 5-30; also, PEARSON, Gnosticiısm,
Judaıism and Egyptian Chrıistianity (Minneapolıs, 53-823 The formatıve Sf{a-
tement prophetic SUCCEeSsSION in Manıchaean Iıterature Call be found in Kephalaion

21£f£) for references the Coptic Manıchaean WOrK, the Kephalaıa, have used
the Englısh translatıon of Gardner, The Kephalaia of the Leacher (Leıden,

AÄUGUSTINE, Contra adversarıum [e 218 el prophetarum E adv leg2.) I1 11 41
(PL 664)_ BIBLICAL TRADITIONS AND  THEIR TRANSFORMATION IN  FOURTH CENTURY 1YIANICHAEISI\{I_}I  A desideratum when examining the reception of ideas and val-  ues within a religious tradition is to determine where the limits of an  acknowledgement reside. In the case of the adherents of Manichaeism,  their religion was defined and promulgated according to the levels of  dependence which Manichaean teaching owed to prior religious tradi-  tions and their revealers. The importance of the notion of apostolic  succession in determining the nature of Mani’s teaching, and for for-  mulating the teleological character of Manichaeism, has been firmly  established and clearly documented.? However, for fairly obvious rea-  sons, attempts to document states of dependence between different  authors within Manichaeism itself, remains a rather nebulous area of  investigation. For a start, the genuine Manichaean literature in our pos-  session consists largely of fragmentary material, and any attempt to  establish the influence of the thoughts and ideas of early Manichaean  authors on later Manichaean writers is not therefore always feasible.  Furthermore, our understanding of whether Manichaeism experienced  developments in its doctrinal thought from the time of Mani onwards  is woefully inadequate, thus making the conceptual categories  employed within reception studies (dependence, borrowings, influence,  transformation efc) somewhat inappropriate in terms of understanding  the relationships between Manichaean writers and the reception of their  teachings. Nevertheless, an opportunity to document the nature of rela-  tions between different Manichaean authors can be teased from the  writings of two Manichaean figures, Adimantus, sectator Manichaei,}  and Faustus, Manichaean Bishop of Milevis, whom Augustine turned  his attention towards in the final decade of the fourth century, resulting  ! My great thanks go to Prof. Markus Stein for his observations about aspects of  this article: I am, of course, responsible for any remaining faults.  ? Vide, J.C. REgves, Heralds of that Good Realm: Syro-Mesopotamian Gnosis  and Jewish Traditions (Leiden, 1996), pp. 5-30; also, B.A. PEARSON, Gnosticism,  Judaism and Egyptian Christianity (Minneapolis, 1990), pp. 53-83. The formative sta-  tement on prophetic succession in Manichaean literature can be found in Kephalaion  1 (11. 21ff): for references to the Coptic Manichaean work, the Kephalaia, I have used  the English translation of I. Gardner, The Kephalaia of the Teacher (Leiden, 1995).  3 AUGUSTIE, Contra adversarium legis et prophetarum (c. adv. leg.) II. xii. 41  (PL 42. 664): ... et contra Adimantum, qui Manichaei sectator cum ille viveret fuisse  jactatur ..el CONILFa Adimantum, qul Manichael CUM ılle viveret fulsse
Lactatur
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in the magısterı1al Contra Faustum € Faust.), correctly iıdentified dS

"Fundgrube aAaN VONC studyıngz Manichaeism. *
In the mınds of ancıent and modern Commenta(tors, Adımantus

and Faustus STan! together in the hıstory of Latın Manıchae1sm the
foremost scr1ıptur. COMMEeNntTatoOrs wıthın theır relıg10n2. Augustine hım-
self identified hıs writings agaınst the [WO authors aSs representing
unıfıed front agaınst the princıpal fontes of Manıchaean 1DI1Ca Ar gu-
ments > One of the mMoOost authoriıtatıve C  arYy COmMMEenNntTators
orth Afrıcan Manıchaei1sm sStates “NOuUSs SAavVvOons64  N. J. BAKER-BRIAN  in the magisterial Contra Faustum (c. Faust.), correctly identified as  a “ Fundgrube to anyone studying Manichaeism.”*  In the minds of ancient and modern commentators, Adimantus  and Faustus stand together in the history of Latin Manichaeism as the  foremost scriptural commentators within their religion. Augustine him-  self identified his writings against the two authors as representing a  unified front against the principal fontes of Manichaean biblical argu-  ments.> One of the most authoritative contemporary commentators on  North African Manichaeism states: ‘“nous savons ... que les pr&occu-  pations du ‘disciple de Mani’ etaient sensiblement les m&mes que cel-  les de 1’&v&que manich&en d’Afrique. ”® The basis for Decret’s assess-  ment is that both authors adopted a critical attitude towards the Jewish  scriptures, in light of their evaluation against the Christian Gospels  and Pauline texts, which were read according to Manichaean herme-  neutical principles.’ However, the association really ought to be under-  stood primarily on the basis of Faustus’s acknowledgement concer-  ning the importance of Adimantus for Manichees and the theological  teachings of their community, detailed in a statement from the work  of Faustus preserved by Augustine in an early section of his c. Faust.:  * J. vAN OORT, “Augustine and Manichaeism in Roman North Africa: Remarks  on an African Debate and Its Universal Consequences”, in P.Y. Fux, J.M. RogssL1 and  O. WERMELINGER (eds.), Augustinus Afer. Saint Augustin: africanite€ et universalite.  Actes du colloque international Alger-Annaba, 1-7avril 2001, vol. 1, p. 202. For Faus-  tus, v. A. BRUCKNER, Faustus von Mileve. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des abendlän-  dischen Manichäismus (Basel, 1901); concerning the capitula v. P. MONCEAUX, “Le  manich6en Faustus de Milev. Restitution des ses Capitula” in MeEmories de l’Institut  National de France, Academie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 43, 1&re partie (Paris,  1933), pp. 1-111, — to be read alongside, G. WURST, “Bemerkungen zu Struktur und  genus litterarium der Capitula des Faustus von Mileve”, in J. vAN OORT, O. WER-  MELINGER & G. WURST, Augustine and Manichaeism in the Latin West: Proceedings  of the Fribourg-Utrecht Symposium of the International Association of Manichaean  Studies (Leiden, 2001), pp. 307-324. I have been unable to obtain the dissertation of  P. CANTALOUP, L’harmonie des deux Testaments dans la “Contra Faustum Mani-  chaeum” de Saint Augustin (Facult& de Th&ologie de L’Institut Catholique de Tou-  louse, 1955). For a brief introduction to the life and literary activities of Faustus,  V. F. DECRET, ‘““Faustum Manicheum (Contra-)”, and ‘“Faustus Manichaeus’ in Augus-  tinus-Lexikon vol. 1, fasc. 7-8, cols. 1244-1255.  > Augustine’s studies against these prominent Manichees appear, however, not to  have been particularly well received; c. adv. leg. II. xii. 41 (PL 42. 664): et fortasse  si illa vel non omnino, vel non multum necessarium fuisset haec scribere.  © F. DECRET, Aspects du manicheisme dans l’Afrique romaine: Les controverses  de Fortunatus, Faustus et Felix avec saint Augustin (Paris, 1970), p. 98.  7 Concerning the Manichaean manner of reading the scriptures, v. my ““...quae-  dam disputationes Adimanti’ (Retr. I. xxii. 1): Reading the Manichaean Biblical Dis-  cordance in Augustine’s Contra Adimantum” , Augustinian Studies 34:2 (2003), 175-  196YJUC les PreEOCCU-
patıons du "dıscıple de Manı etalent sensiblement les memes YJUC cel-
les de L’Eeveque manıcheen d’Afrique. ”® The basıs for Decret’s 4S5SC8S5-
ment 1S that both authors adopted rıtical attıtude owards the Jewısh
scrıptures, in 12 of theır evaluatıon agaınst the Christian Gospels
and Paulıne OXIS, which WETIC read accordıng Manıchaean erme-
neutical principles.’ However, the assoc1atıon really 0Ug {O be under-
sStOo0d primarıly the basıs of Faustus’s acknowledgement CONCET-
nıng the ımportance of Adımantus for Manıiıchees and the theologica
teachings of theır communıty, etaıle' in Statement from the work
of Faustus preserved by Augustine In early section of hıs Faust

VAN OORT, “ Augustine and Manıchaei1sm in Roman North Afrıca: Remarks
Afrıcan Debate and Its Universal Consequences’”, FUX, ROESSLI and

ERMELINGER e  S Äugustinus Afer Saıint Augustin: africanite el uniıversalıite.
Cles du colloqgue international Alger-Annaba, -Savrıl 2007 vol 19 202 For aus-
[uS, RUCKNER, Faustus Vo.  - Mileve. Ein Beıtrag ZUTF Geschichte des abendlän-
dıschen Manıchdismus (Basel, cConcerning the capıtula ONCEAUX, @
manıcheen Faustus de Mılev Restitution des SCS Capıtula” In Memories de [’Institut
National de France, Academie des Inscriptions el Belles-Lettres 43, lere partıe (Parıs,

11 1’ be read alongsıde, URST, ‘ Bemerkungen Struktur und
A liıtterarıum der Capitula des Faustus VO  —_ Mıleve”, ın VAN ÖOORT, WER-

URST, Augustine and Manichaeism In the Latın West Proceedings
of the Fribourg-Utrecht Symposium of the International Assocıatıon of Manıchaean
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ANTALOUP, L’harmonie des deux Testaments dans la “Contra Faustum Manı-
chaeum ” de Saıint Augustin (Faculte de Theologıe de L’Institut Catholıque de 1T ou-
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Faustus dixıit Since the have been clearly brought 1g
and the treachery (fallacıa) of Jewısh superstition and of the sem1-
Christians has een thoroughly exposed Dy the MOoOst learned 1man-
[US. the OIC who alone 0Ug be tudıed Dy after OUT blessed
father Manı, ıt dıd noTt SCCIN Ouft of place dear brothers, wriıte
these briıef and appropriate ITCSPONSCS for yOU AaCCOUNLT of the sharp
and astute proposıtions of those ebatıng wıth us
Faustus’s sStatement unden1ably contaıns po1nts of

VC interest which ODCH potentially ımportant lIınes for future
investigatıon, ıncludiıng exXxpansıon of the eferred Dy aus-
{us 1C had een COmDate: by Adımantus: fuller apprecı1atıon of
Faustus’s peJjoratıve classıfıcatıon of udaısm and Catholıc Christia-
nıty; and, explanatıon why Faustus chose wrıte hıs °*brıe
and approprıate responses”, terms 1C define theSSCHNC-
rate! by the OppOnents of Manıchae1sm. One aspect of Faustus’s ig
tement, however, 1C has faıled ralse eyebrows the
inevıtable equıvocalıty arısıng from poss1ıble ICasSONSs explaınıng the
composıtıon of hıs OW endeavours, and the STtatus and usefulness of
Adımantus’s work: thus, ıf indeed Adımantus had UuLLY exposed
the why O€Ss Faustus that further rephıes aTre needed for
the benefit of hıs communıty (fratres Carıssıml)? Ihe ımplıcatiıon of
the acknowledgement AapPCArs unambı1ıguous: the orth Afrıcan Manı-
chaean church continues seek AdLISWEeTS questions arısıng Ouf of
polemical envıronment 1C CVCN the work of the revered Adıman-
{uUs CannoTt address hıs investigation ll discuss Faustus’s acknow-
ledgement of Adımantus’s standıng wıthın ou CENLUTY orth AH-
Can Manıchaeism bDy exXamınıng? the in 1C the disputationes
of Adımantus WEeTIC handled Dy Faustus in h1s capıtula, and ddress

Faustus apud Augustine, Faust. Y 231.:22-252.5): Faustus dıxıt
Satıs INn Iucem 1AM traductis erroribus Iudaicae sSuperstitionis ımul el
semichristianorum abunde detecta fallacia doctissımo scılicet el Solo nobiıs DOSsthbeatum patrem nOstrum Manıchaeum studendo Adımanto NO  \ abh ULSUM eslT, fratres
CArLSSIML, haec QUOGQUE hreuia uOoDbLS el CONCINNA propter callidas el ASTULAS
conferentium nobıscum proposıitiones secrıbere. Faust. VI A
6-1BIBLICAL TRADITIONS AND THEIR TRANSFORMATION  65  Faustus dixit: Since the errors have been clearly brought to light,  and the treachery (fallacia) of Jewish superstition and of the semi-  Christians has been thoroughly exposed by the most learned Adiman-  tus, the one who alone ought to be studied by us after our blessed  father Mani, it did not seem out of place my dear brothers, to write  these brief and appropriate responses for you on account of the sharp  and astute propositions of those debating with us.®  Faustus’s statement undeniably contains numerous points of  very great interest which open up potentially important lines for future  investigation, including: an expansion of the errors referred to by Faus-  tus which had been combated by Adimantus; a fuller appreciation of  Faustus’s pejorative classification of Judaism and Catholic Christia-  nity;? and, an explanation as to why Faustus chose to write his “brief  and appropriate responses”, in terms which define the arguments gene-  rated by the opponents of Manichaeism. One aspect of Faustus’s sta-  tement, however, which has failed to raise eyebrows concerns the  inevitable equivocality arising from possible reasons explaining the  composition of his own endeavours, and the status and usefulness of  Adimantus’s work: thus, if indeed Adimantus had so fully exposed  the errors, why does Faustus state that further replies are needed for  the benefit of his community (fratres carissimi)? The implication of  the acknowledgement appears unambiguous: the North African Mani-  Chaean church continues to seek answers to questions arising out of a  polemical environment which even the work of the revered Adiman-  tus cannot address. This investigation will discuss Faustus’s acknow-  ledgement of Adimantus’s standing within fourth century North Afri-  can Manichaeism by examining the manner in which the disputationes  of Adimantus were handled by Faustus in his capitula, and address  ® Faustus apud Augustine, c. Faust. 1. 2 (CSEL 25.1. 251.22-252.5): Faustus dixit:  Satis superque in lucem iam traductis erroribus ac Iudaicae superstitionis simul et  semichristianorum abunde detecta fallacia a doctissimo scilicet et solo nobis post  beatum patrem nostrum Manichaeum studendo Adimanto non ab re uisum est, fratres  carissimi, haec quoque breuia uobis et concinna responsa propter callidas et astutas  conferentium nobiscum propositiones scribere. C£. c. Faust. VI. 6 (CSEL 25.1. 292.26;  293.16-18): ... sicut uester Adimantus, quem post Manichaeum Faustus praecipue  laudat ... quapropter quia in exordio harum litterarum suarum Faustus sic miratur  Adimantum, ut ei solum praeferat Manichaeum ...  ? The Manichaean perception of catholics as semichristiani was of course judged  against their own sense of identity as the veri christiani, making the Manichaean  church “the genuine article”; further work is needed to identity and analyse the exact  components of Manichaean identifiers; cf. I.M.F. GARDNER and S.N.C. LIEU, “From  Narmouthis (Medinet Madi) to Kellis (Ismant El-Kharab): Manichaean Documents  from Roman Egypt”, Journal of Roman Studies 86 (1996), 146-169 (especially, 167).SiıCUL UHester Adımantus, GUEH DOsSt Manıchaeum Faustus praecıpuelaudatBIBLICAL TRADITIONS AND THEIR TRANSFORMATION  65  Faustus dixit: Since the errors have been clearly brought to light,  and the treachery (fallacia) of Jewish superstition and of the semi-  Christians has been thoroughly exposed by the most learned Adiman-  tus, the one who alone ought to be studied by us after our blessed  father Mani, it did not seem out of place my dear brothers, to write  these brief and appropriate responses for you on account of the sharp  and astute propositions of those debating with us.®  Faustus’s statement undeniably contains numerous points of  very great interest which open up potentially important lines for future  investigation, including: an expansion of the errors referred to by Faus-  tus which had been combated by Adimantus; a fuller appreciation of  Faustus’s pejorative classification of Judaism and Catholic Christia-  nity;? and, an explanation as to why Faustus chose to write his “brief  and appropriate responses”, in terms which define the arguments gene-  rated by the opponents of Manichaeism. One aspect of Faustus’s sta-  tement, however, which has failed to raise eyebrows concerns the  inevitable equivocality arising from possible reasons explaining the  composition of his own endeavours, and the status and usefulness of  Adimantus’s work: thus, if indeed Adimantus had so fully exposed  the errors, why does Faustus state that further replies are needed for  the benefit of his community (fratres carissimi)? The implication of  the acknowledgement appears unambiguous: the North African Mani-  Chaean church continues to seek answers to questions arising out of a  polemical environment which even the work of the revered Adiman-  tus cannot address. This investigation will discuss Faustus’s acknow-  ledgement of Adimantus’s standing within fourth century North Afri-  can Manichaeism by examining the manner in which the disputationes  of Adimantus were handled by Faustus in his capitula, and address  ® Faustus apud Augustine, c. Faust. 1. 2 (CSEL 25.1. 251.22-252.5): Faustus dixit:  Satis superque in lucem iam traductis erroribus ac Iudaicae superstitionis simul et  semichristianorum abunde detecta fallacia a doctissimo scilicet et solo nobis post  beatum patrem nostrum Manichaeum studendo Adimanto non ab re uisum est, fratres  carissimi, haec quoque breuia uobis et concinna responsa propter callidas et astutas  conferentium nobiscum propositiones scribere. C£. c. Faust. VI. 6 (CSEL 25.1. 292.26;  293.16-18): ... sicut uester Adimantus, quem post Manichaeum Faustus praecipue  laudat ... quapropter quia in exordio harum litterarum suarum Faustus sic miratur  Adimantum, ut ei solum praeferat Manichaeum ...  ? The Manichaean perception of catholics as semichristiani was of course judged  against their own sense of identity as the veri christiani, making the Manichaean  church “the genuine article”; further work is needed to identity and analyse the exact  components of Manichaean identifiers; cf. I.M.F. GARDNER and S.N.C. LIEU, “From  Narmouthis (Medinet Madi) to Kellis (Ismant El-Kharab): Manichaean Documents  from Roman Egypt”, Journal of Roman Studies 86 (1996), 146-169 (especially, 167).quapropter U1a INn exordio harum litterarum SUAFTUM Faustus S1IC mıiratur
Adımantum, Ul el solum praeferat ManıchaeumBIBLICAL TRADITIONS AND THEIR TRANSFORMATION  65  Faustus dixit: Since the errors have been clearly brought to light,  and the treachery (fallacia) of Jewish superstition and of the semi-  Christians has been thoroughly exposed by the most learned Adiman-  tus, the one who alone ought to be studied by us after our blessed  father Mani, it did not seem out of place my dear brothers, to write  these brief and appropriate responses for you on account of the sharp  and astute propositions of those debating with us.®  Faustus’s statement undeniably contains numerous points of  very great interest which open up potentially important lines for future  investigation, including: an expansion of the errors referred to by Faus-  tus which had been combated by Adimantus; a fuller appreciation of  Faustus’s pejorative classification of Judaism and Catholic Christia-  nity;? and, an explanation as to why Faustus chose to write his “brief  and appropriate responses”, in terms which define the arguments gene-  rated by the opponents of Manichaeism. One aspect of Faustus’s sta-  tement, however, which has failed to raise eyebrows concerns the  inevitable equivocality arising from possible reasons explaining the  composition of his own endeavours, and the status and usefulness of  Adimantus’s work: thus, if indeed Adimantus had so fully exposed  the errors, why does Faustus state that further replies are needed for  the benefit of his community (fratres carissimi)? The implication of  the acknowledgement appears unambiguous: the North African Mani-  Chaean church continues to seek answers to questions arising out of a  polemical environment which even the work of the revered Adiman-  tus cannot address. This investigation will discuss Faustus’s acknow-  ledgement of Adimantus’s standing within fourth century North Afri-  can Manichaeism by examining the manner in which the disputationes  of Adimantus were handled by Faustus in his capitula, and address  ® Faustus apud Augustine, c. Faust. 1. 2 (CSEL 25.1. 251.22-252.5): Faustus dixit:  Satis superque in lucem iam traductis erroribus ac Iudaicae superstitionis simul et  semichristianorum abunde detecta fallacia a doctissimo scilicet et solo nobis post  beatum patrem nostrum Manichaeum studendo Adimanto non ab re uisum est, fratres  carissimi, haec quoque breuia uobis et concinna responsa propter callidas et astutas  conferentium nobiscum propositiones scribere. C£. c. Faust. VI. 6 (CSEL 25.1. 292.26;  293.16-18): ... sicut uester Adimantus, quem post Manichaeum Faustus praecipue  laudat ... quapropter quia in exordio harum litterarum suarum Faustus sic miratur  Adimantum, ut ei solum praeferat Manichaeum ...  ? The Manichaean perception of catholics as semichristiani was of course judged  against their own sense of identity as the veri christiani, making the Manichaean  church “the genuine article”; further work is needed to identity and analyse the exact  components of Manichaean identifiers; cf. I.M.F. GARDNER and S.N.C. LIEU, “From  Narmouthis (Medinet Madi) to Kellis (Ismant El-Kharab): Manichaean Documents  from Roman Egypt”, Journal of Roman Studies 86 (1996), 146-169 (especially, 167).The Maniıchaean perception of catholics semiıchrıstianı W ds>s of COUTSE Judgedagalınst theır OW of identity the erl christiani, makıng the anıchaean
church “the genuılne artıcle” ; further work 1s needed ıdentity and analyse the EeXaAC
COmMponents of Manıchaean ıdentifiers; cf. L.M. (JARDNER and S.N LIEU, ° From
Narmouthis (Medinet Madı) Kellıs (Ismant EI-Kharab): Manıchaean Documents
from Roman Egypt”, Journal of Roman Studies 86 (1996) 146-169 (especıally, 167)
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the 1SsSue whether ıdentity transformatıon of Adıman-
tus’s Status wıthın the Manıchaean communıity in the western Roman
Empıre.

Augustine 15 OUT arlıest authorıty for the lıttle that 15 known
Ou both Adımantus and Faustus the former Manıchaean audıtor

u and sect1ons from the wrıtings of both i1gures
Adımantus’s 1DI1Ca. work 1Ss preserved Dy Augustine In the form of
antıtheses, opposing quotations paraphrastıc statements from the
scrıptural Augustine also the capitula of Faustus ıth
the teachıngs of Faustus introduced Dy the formula Faustus dixit.!© Cle-
arly then, ere SerOus lımıtations ASs hat Can be known Oou
the wrıtings of 1mantus and Faustus, and must bear In mınd that
there W as undoubtedly greater detaıl the Manıchaean works than
Augustine chose present for the benefit of hıs audıence. IThe LSPU-
tatıones of Adimantus,*' antıthetical collection of paırs of scr1ptu-
ral9 ave een preserved Dy Augustine ın hıs C’ontra Adı-
AaAntum (6 ım and In SOIMNEC of hıs ad populum.'  2 It 18
also Augustine who relates the tradıtıon which held that Adımantus
(AWÖELWOAVTOG- ‘undaunted’ wıthout fear’!°) W as ONEC and the Samne

PCISON Adda,!* the mi1ss1ıonary-teacher charged by Manı hımself ıth

On the lıterary of the capıtula wıthın the CoONnftfext of Manıchaean ıte-
Lar Yy CNICS (VIZ. the Kephalaıa), URST, “ Bemerkungen Struktur und
Ilıtterarıum der Capıtula des Faustus VON Mileve”, 2007324

11 AÄUGUSTINE, Retractationes . ©18 VIL 63 1-13) eodem lempore
UuMenerun InUMeds quaedam disputationes Adımantı, qui fuerat discıpulus Manı-
chael, qUAS conscrıipsit aduersus legem el prophetas, uelut contrarıa e1Ss euangelica
el apostolica scrıipta demonstrare CONALUS.

1ıde NS Manıchaean UsSsc of the Mınor Prophets In Augustine’s B
forthcoming.

Perhaps honorific tıtle; |_IDDELL SCOTT, Greek-English CX1-
COM In  < ed.; STUART ONES CKENZIE Oxford,

AUGUSTINE, adv leg IL X11 (PL 666) Iam ıllud aliud quod INn eodem
Ccodice scrıbi eral, Adımanti ODUS est, ıllıus discıpulı Manichael, quıl propr10
nomıne Aas dictus est. Concerning the identificatıon of Adımantus ıth Adda in
Augustine and ater SOUTCCS, MERKELBACH, ‘ Addäs=Adeımantos”, Zeitschrift
für Papyrologıe und Epigraphik 56 (1984), 51-53; ERKELBACH, Nachtrag
Manıchaıica ( Addas=Adeımantos”, Zeitschrift für Papyrologie und Epigraphik 58
(1985), 57-58; BACH, “ Nochmals Addas-Adeımantos , Zeitschrift für Papyrolo-
Z1€ und Epigraphik 106 (1995) 170-174; also, SFAMENI ASPARRO, * Addas-
Adımantus 1NUS dıscıpulıs Manıiıchae!l: for the Hıstory of Manıchaeism In the
West‘, In EMMERICK, UNDERMANN and JIEME S Studia Manichaica

Internationaler Kongress ZU. Manichädismus, Berlin, 14-T8 Juli 1997 (Berlın,
6-59; MOoOst recently Nıls Arne Pedersen, Demonstrative Proof INn

Defence of GoOod Study of T ıtus of Bostra’s C'ontra Manıchaeos- The Work’s SOUuUr-
CES, IMS and Relation L$fs Contemporary I’heology Leıden, 179-186
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the development of Manıchaeism in the estern Empıre of the late
thırd century. ” Therefore, SUrVIVINg works Dy Adda/Adımantus,
er how {ragmentary, of immense sıgnıfıcance terms of ON-

structing the hıstory of Manıchae1sm, Its bıblıcal tradıti1ons, and partı-
cularly ıts place in the rel1g210us envıronment of ate Roman orth
Afrıca ater Iragmentary Iranıan Manıchaean make reference
Addä’s lıterary endeavours wıthın the Onftext of hıs 1sSsıon the
Roman Empıre, and ıt 15 apparent that he produce number of WTI1-
tings: '° VE hıttle 15 known Ou ese works, and consıderable COIMN-

Jecture, both ancıent and modern, has surrounded eIr character !’
Neve  eless, ere 1s emarkable sımılarıty detallıng controvers1al
intent between Faustus’s description of Adımantus contribution
the Manıchaean the “eXxposer of reachery”, ıth the aCHVI-
t1es of dda In ater Iranıan lıterature, where he 1S remembered the
opposer of dogmas’”: infer from ese Uunts that ere W as

polemical PUTDOSC the writings. *® Ihus, workıng ıth
paucıty of detaıl, the descr1iption g1ven by Faustus of Adımantus’s
ımportance for Manıchaeism 15 perhaps MOST appropriately alıgzned wıth
the ents of the work (Or works’?), the disputationes, 1C ugus-
tine challenged ıIn h1ıs and INOTEC ulLYy in the dım Ver
per10 of approxımately four YCAaIs between 301 (8 According

15 For translatıons of these NOW, IAIN ARDNER S AMUEL LIEU,
Manıiıchaean L exts from the Roman Embpire ambrıdge, 2004), PP. F<1 for COIM-

SUNDERMANN, “Studıen ZUT kırchengeschichtlichen Literatur der 1ITranı-
schen Manıiıchäer H”, Altorientalische Forschungen (1986) addıtional COIMN-

in S AMUEL LIEU, Manıchaeism In Mesopotamia and the Roman ast
(Leıden, PP 20428

CT DERSEN, CiE.. 180
Vıde Photius the COMMENIXIS of Heraclhlıanus of Chalcedon cConcerning the

refutatiıon of Adda’s wrıtings Dy Tıtus of Bostra and Dıodorus of JTarsus, Bibliotheca
(65a/b) 9-10 FG 103 28 1: and recently, SFAMENI ASPARRO, Citz

549, nt 21: and DERSEN, C 182-3, modern aSSOCI1-
ate the HWOOLOG of Adda ıth the antı-Old JTestament ork refuted bDy Augustine in the

dım
Specıifically, 11-33, NDREAS ENNING, Mitteliranische

Manichaica aAUS Chinesisch Turkestan I1 In Sıtzungsberichte der preussischen ade-
MLe der Wıssenschaften Berlin, SMUSSEN, anıchaean ıte-
rature Kepresentative Texts Chiefly from Middle ersian and Parthıian Wrıtings New
York, 21-22:; reproduced in {AIN (JARDNER and S AMUEL. LIEU, Manı-
chaean Texts from the Roman Embpuire, 117

CT. ECRET,; L’Afrique manıcheenne (IVe-Ve siecles). Etude historique el
doctrinale; Texte (Parıs, 9 C} Decret that Adımantus’s disputa-tLONeS, ıth Augustine’s appended, INaYy or1ginally have cıirculated in the
form of cartulae, which WEIC then collected nNto OIC volume, VIZ the diım Recon-
structing the Circumstances behınd the development and IN of cartulae WOUuU assıst



68 BAKER-BRIAN

nıtıal investigatıons formıing the 1IrsS CVCT complete study of the
dim.,  20 the CONCETINS of Adımantus WEeEITIC contaiıned wıthın Ser1es

of antıthetical paırıngs of from the scrıptures, each seit COIMN-

prısıng ONC ILNOTC texti aken from the Old Jlestament, and the OPPO-
sıng PAaSSagc en from eıther the Gospels and/or the etters of Paul
(or oOse ascr1ıbed au. Wıth Manıchaean hermeneutical princıples
determinıng the readıng of the al hand,*' the Juxtaposıtıion of
the 1DI1Ca W ds understood set adıcal ser1es of OppoOSsI-
t1onal statements dealıng ıth number of ımportant COMNCECINS for the
Manıchaean communıty includıng, the characters of the {[WO gods in
the Jewısh and Chrıstian traditions,““ the delineation of fo0d laws,*
and the nature of the substance comprising the soul.“* As reported Dy
Augustine, addıtional ommentary of interpretive form explamıng
the nature of the opposıtıon asSsoc1lated ıth the orıgınal disputationes
W as ıimıted, amounting the appendıing of rhetorıical question
sStatement 1C demonstrably served the PUITDOSC of accentuatıng the

of opposıtıon between the passages.“”
Arısıng from polemical endeavours of thıs nature, the reputa-

10n of Adımantus In Manıchae1sm W as second only the founder,
Manı TIhe Dy Faustus therefore ımportant channel for
understandıngz the evaluatıon wıthın Manıchaean cırcles of those SOUT-
CO IC lay outsıde the Canon of Manı s OW wrıtings Wıth thıs in
mınd, the 1ssue that all be addressed In thıs short COMNCECINS the
extifent C Faustus CEMPIOVE the arguments of Adımantus In hıs
capıtula- determıne the extent of hıs borrowıngs from 1mantus
Was Faustus’s admıratıon for Adımantus retflecte': in hıs UuUsc of the
Manıchaean authorıty s disputationes”? Or, do S6e Faustus develo-
pıng hıs OW lınes of argumentatıon In order aAaNSWeT the demands
of the Manıchaean communıty In the ou CENTUTY, perhaps meeftl
the challenge presented Dy atholıc f1gures ıke Augustine Manı-
chaean hermeneutics?

in understandıng the cCirculatiıon of Manıchaean works In Augustine’s time useful
comparatıve model couldo be ugustine s inıtlal knowledge of Juhan of clan-
um s Turbantium which W ds acquıred In through cartulae; ÖSSL, Julian
VoN Aeclanum.: Studıen seinem Leben, seinem Werk, seiner Lehre und ihrer-
Überlieferung (Leıden, 281, nt 183

AKER-BRIAN, Manichaeism IN Roman North Afrıca UdYy of Augusti-
ne’s  LA Contra Adımantum (Lewıston IN ampeter, forthcoming

AKER-BRIAN, C 180-186
dım 77 LIG cT. Faustus apud Augustine, AaUS. XACHE
dım 1 15
dım

1de BAKER-BRIAN, Eit. 178-180
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Augustine T'  S!  S the antıtheses of Adımantus °unıts’ (for
z of A ILNOTEC Su1taDlile term) of Sayıngs and teachıngs from the
accordıng the scheme of (Old estamen passage(s) VeErsus New JTes-
tament passage(s): it 18 VE 1kely that Augustine 1sal the Or1-
gına presentatıional methods of Adımantus. It 15 mportant ote al
thıs that the capıtula contaın surprisıngly few of these scrıptural
°  unıts’,  ? and the NCSs that reproduced Dy Faustus AdICc NOTt entirely
unproblematıc. In fact, reported Dy Augustine, perhaps only OIlC
antıthetica nıt be found in Faustus’s capıtula IC 1s identical

disputatio from Adımantus In book nıneteen of the Faust.,
Faustus hıghlıghts the antıthesıs presented by the opposıtıon between
Ex 21 and Mt 38-40, the key plece of evidence ın hıs Argu-
ment demonstrating that Jesus destroyed rather than fulfilled the law
of the Hebrews the opposıtıon hıghlıghte for Faustus hat he COMN-
1dered be the ou nature of Mt L/ accordıng which
Catholics held that Jesus had expressed hıs 1ssıon OIC of fulfiıllıng
the Mosaıc law opposed seekıng ıfts destruction.?® However,
whıılst thıs SaJmıe antıthetical example appeare: in Adımantus’s aArg Uu-
ments,“' ıt 1s Jesus hımself In the atthean who introduces the
opposıtıon between hıs OW teachıngs and the commandment from the
law hıs example clearly 0€Ss NOT or1g1nate from Adımantus:;: rather,
wıthın Manıchae1sm thıs together ıth er examples from the
Gospel demonstrating the repudıatıon of Jewısh legalısm Dy Jesus
determıiıned ıt Dy the discourse in Mt 21- had acquıred
the STatus of antıthetical archetype prec1isely because the Manı-
chaean mınd, Jesus hımself had instıtuted the hermeneutical COMNCEITINS
which orme: the basıs for the Manıchaean approac the scrıptures.
Ihus, SC thıs antıthetical nıt ıng central place In INanYy Manı-
chaean and antı-Manıchaean sources.?28

Ihe entire discourse from Mt 271-44 15 cruc1a|l for Faustus a10)1 only iın demon-
stratıng the interpolated nature of Mt 1 , but for ıllustratıng Jesus’ fulfiılment of
the teachıngs TOM prev10us postles of Light; Faustus explicıtly refers NOC and
Seth the promulgators of Ex 3-16 Faustus apud Augustine, Faust € D7€

51 9-2.BIBLICAL TRADITIONS AND THEIR TRANSFORMATION  69  Augustine presents the antitheses of Adimantus as ‘units’ (for  want of a more suitable term) of sayings and teachings from the bible  according to the scheme of Old Testament passage(s) versus New Tes-  tament passage(s): it is very likely that Augustine is faithful to the ori-  ginal presentational methods of Adimantus. It is important to note at  this stage that the capitula contain surprisingly few of these scriptural  ‘units’, and the ones that are reproduced by Faustus are not entirely  unproblematic. In fact, as reported by Augustine, perhaps only one  antithetical unit can be found in Faustus’s capitula which is identical  to a disputatio from Adimantus. In book nineteen of the c. Faust.,  Faustus highlights the antithesis presented by the opposition between  Ex. 21. 24 and Mt. 5. 38-40, as the key piece of evidence in his argu-  ment demonstrating that Jesus destroyed rather than fulfilled the law  of the Hebrews: the opposition highlighted for Faustus what he con-  sidered to be the doubtful nature of Mt. 5. 17, according to which  Catholics held that Jesus had expressed his mission as one of fulfilling  the Mosaic law as opposed to seeking its destruction.”° However,  whilst this same antithetical example appeared in Adimantus’s argu-  ments,?’ it is Jesus himself in the Matthean verse who introduces the  opposition between his own teachings and the commandment from the  law. This example clearly does not originate from Adimantus; rather,  within Manichaeism this verse, together with other examples from the  Gospel demonstrating the repudiation of Jewish legalism by Jesus  determined so it seems by the discourse in Mt. 5. 21-44, had acquired  the status of an antithetical archetype precisely because to the Mani-  chaean mind, Jesus himself had instituted the hermeneutical concerns  which formed the basis for the Manichaean approach to the scriptures.  Thus, we see this antithetical unit taking a central place in many Mani-  chaean and anti-Manichaean sources.?®  2 The entire discourse from Mt. 5. 21-44 is crucial for Faustus not only in demon-  strating the interpolated nature of Mt. 5. 17, but for illustrating Jesus’ fulfilment of  the teachings from previous Apostles of Light; Faustus explicitly refers to Enoch and  Seth as the promulgators of Ex. 20. 13-16. Faustus apud Augustine, c. Faust. XIX. 3  (CSEL 25.1. 498.19-25): ... non occides, non moechaberis, non peierabis- haec autem  erant antiquitus in nationibus, ut est in promptu probare, olim promulgata per Enoch  et Seth et ceteros eorum similes iustos, quibus eadem inlustres tradiderint angeli tem-  perandae in hominibus gratia feritatis- cui non uideatur hoc eum de ueritatis dixisse  lege et eius prophetis?  27 ıc. Adim. 8 (CSEL 25/1. 130. 9-20).  23 Cf. N. A. PEDERSEN, op. cit., p. 184. Interestingly, in c. Faust. XIX. 3, Faustus  acknowledges that Jesus himself sets out to develop a series of oppositional state-  ments against the teachings of the law, and he provides the examples from Mt. 5. 17-  40. In the c. Adim. 8, the citation from Mt. 5. 39-40 does not contain Jesus’ originalAOoON occlides, NN moechaberis, A”ON peierabis- haec Aautem
ran antıquitus In nationibus, Ul est In DFrOMDTU probare, olım promulgata DEr Enoch
eft Seth eft Celeros sımıles 1UStOS, quibus eadem inlustres tradıderint angeli fem-
perandae In hominibus gratia feritatis- CUl NO  - uldeatur hoc ECU. de uerıitatis dixisse
lege ef 1US8 prophetis?

dım 29 130 9-20)
DERSEN, El 184 Interestingly, in Faust. AIX 3! Faustus

acknowledges that Jesus hımself SEeTSs Out develop ser1es of opposıtıonal e-
ents agaınst the teachıngs of the law, and he provıdes the examples TOM Mt. \ TE
40 In the dim S, the cıtatıon from Mt 39-4) does noTt contaın Jesus’ or1ıgınal



AKER-BRIA

Neve  eless, when ıt the repudıatıon of the laws and
the legalıstıc nature of the Law and the Prophets, Faustus ollows faıth-
fully in the footsteps of Adımantus One example in partıcular demon-
strates noTt only the in which Adımantus hought Was recel-
ved by Faustus, but ıt also provıdes mportant informatıon concerning
hat be understood about the intentions behind the ument(tSs;
LNOTC correctly, the lınes of investigatıon that 0Ug be followed for
the PUTDOSCS of developıng reasonably ACCUTrate reconstruction of
Adımantıan materıal In the sıxteenth book of the Faust., Augustine
transmıts ser1es of Manıchaean arguments from the capitula of aus-
{us, all ofa Centre around the argument VGL Faustus’s assertion
that he has identified interpolatıon in the Texti of the Gospel- Moy-
SE de SCrK1LDSIt: el $1 crederetis OYSsl, crederetis el mihrL (Jn

For Faustus, VEeISCS such thıs OIlC from John WEIC intende
ENCOUTASC Catholics hold the cConvıctiıon that the retention
of the Law and the rophets, theır rıtes and belıefs, Was fundamental
for Christians in the profession and practice of theır al Faustus’s
a4SsSeEesSsSMENT W as determıned Dy mportant Manıchaean hermeneuti-
cal presupposıtıion, that the author of the Law and the rophets WIS-
hed restrict the salvıfıc teachıngs of Jesus and Paul by dıluting theır
wısdom ıth materı1al derıving from the evıl principle.”

reference Ex 21 2 C} and therefore g1VveEs the impression the reader that the [WO
,Kx Z and Mt 30-4() ex1ist independently of ONC another. I hıs 15 the
WaY in which the opposıtıon 1S presented in the epistle TOM Dıodorus Archelaus
summarısınz the teachings of Manı In Hegemonius, cta Archelai XN 97 which
aAaPPCAaIs hold that Manı hımself brought forward the opposıtıon between the [WO paS-

(ed Beeson, Dıie griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei
Jahrhunderte 16 (Leipzıg 1906)) On the hıstorıicıty of the Acta, amue Lieu,
Manıchaeism INn Mesopotamılia and the Roman East, 99 BeDuhn has
recently delıvered (“Bıblıcal Antıtheses, Adda, and the Acts of Archelaus”)
examınıng possıble lınes of influence between the exegetical ork of Adda/Adıman-
{us and the antıtheses ascrıbed Manı in the cta Archelai XE VE NO Ihe
aDStIrac be viewed on-hıne al http://www4.nau.edu/manıchaean/2003abstracts.asp

Faustus apud Augustine, Faust. y e'IE Ya 439.25-440.3) Faustus
dıxıt Ouare Moysen AON AaCCIpILS, CUM Christus dıicat. Moyses de scrıpsit, et Z
crederetis Moysi, crederetis el mihrL E20 er° O  > solum Moysen de Christo Scr1ıp-
SISSEC uelım, sed etıam prophetas Iudaeorum el gentium. Ihen ater, Augustine
elates Faustus’s assessment of then Faust. XVI Al 441 4-1 ANaAM

ESO quidem Scripturas 1US$ persCrultaltus, Ul IUSSUM eSi nullas ıhıdem de Christo DFO-
phetias Invenl, 1Ve qu1a nullae SUnl, 1ve qul1a intelligere IDSse AOonNn potut unde INn
ıngenti DOSItUS AesIu ratiıone cogebar INn alterum duobus, Ul aul falsum pronuntia-
rem capıtulum hoc, aul mendacem Iesum. Sed 1ıd quidem alıenum pietatıs eral, deum
exiıstıiımare mentıtum. rectius ErSO ULSUM eST,; scriıptoribus ascrıbere falsitatem, QUAM
verıtatis auctorı mendacıum.

Vıde, BAKER-  RIAN, Cit.. 182-3
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ere 15 wo-fold SITUCLUTrE the Manichaean a.rgüments PIC-
served In the sixteenth book of the Faust Hırst, Faustus demonstra-
tes that such wıtnesses exIist in the books of the Law and the Pro-
phets who be brought OTrTWATI! er proclamatıon of Jesus:
second, he employs antıthetical ser1es of iıllustrate the
separatıon of the Jewısh and Chrıstian traditions.}! TeEE antıtheses
ATre introduced 118 iıllustrate the dıvısıon, al] of which Taw the PTC-
VIOUS of 1mantus the relıg10us importance of the Sab-
bath and the requırement of rest from labour In ExX s-11 set agaınst
the repudıatiıon of Sabbath observance Dy Jesus In JIn 17’32 the cul-
t1c sıgnıfıcance of CITrCcumcCIs1oN and the punıshment of those remal-
nıng uncırcumcısed in Gen 9-14, agaınst the Jjudgement of Jesus
In Mt 15 that Circumc1ised Ian becomes wo-Tfold SOM of
Gehenna:; ° and, the extensive 1st of prohıbited and permiss1ıble 00
In Lev L1I: ExX ö-11, Ex 31 13-17, and the instruction of Jesus in
Mt B which 15 taken represent eachıng 18 the aTrY, that pol-
lutiıon 15 only caused by hat Ouft of man ’s MOU and not Dy
that IC enters into ıt The mportant eature of all three examples
15 that Jesus 18 SCCH 1{8 repudıate specıfic pomts of the Law (the Sabh-
bath, CIrCUMCIS1ON, dıetary requırements); and althoug these examples
dIeC NOTL self-contained unıts of the Lype best represented Dy Jesus’

Faustus apud Augustine, Faust. XAVI D 444 ..QqU1aA
dissimilis admodum fradıitio est el longe altera Moyseos el Christi, ul Z OÜ alterı
Iudaei crederent, alterı NECESSAFLO Fr  Nnl

Faustus apud Augustine, Faust. XVI Z -1 | Note
Moses 18 the author of the law Ven though God SaAaVC the command | Na Moyses
quidem DYAade ceterıs ah D: OMnı abstinendum docet INn sahbbhato CAUAUSAMGUE Indu-
Cıt religi0nNLs AuUIUS hanc CISE, qu1a deus CUM mundum el QUAE In SUNf omnla fabri-
arel, SEX diehus indulserit operl, septima erı Cessaverıt- quod est sabhatum. (SE
dımantus’s argument iın dim 751 116Zwhere In 18
setl agaınst Gen (also discussed earher Dy Augustine In hıs De (Jenesı CONLILFa
Manichaeos XX11. 33) De quod scriıptum est. el CONSUMMAULT eUSs die Sexto
OMNLAd SUd, quae fecit, el INn septimo requieult ab eisdem Oomnıbus operibus ULS
QUAE fecerat. Huic etiıam I0c0 Manichaeli calumnıam MOUuUeNT el dıcunt NOUO a-
ento aduersari, quod INn genesi scriıptum est deum septimo die FEQULEULSSE ab OMNL-
hus operibus SULS, quae fecıit, quoni1am dominus In euangelio dicıt Meus qu
MmoOdo

Faustus apud Augustine, Faust XVI 251 5.7-10) el hoc EYSOIudaei ualde crediderant, adseuerante Moyse, LACLFCOQUeE dem Christo habere NO  >
Infirmanti el Insuper adseueranti, quod dupliciter gehennae filius fieret,

qul e SSE. CIFCUMCLSUS. dım where Augustine the disputatio COIIN-
pose of Gen. Y-14 agaınst Mt. 273 15 of larger argument which also
includes the repudıatıon of Deut Da concerning the observatıon of the Sabbath
agalnst the statement from Gal 10-11 1es obseruatiıs el sabbata el sollemnitates:
t1IMeo UOS, frustra laborauerim In uobis)
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repudıatiıon of HX ]: In Mt 38-40, the ımportance of these antı-
theses in anıchaean tradıtıons 15 that Jesus 15 presented providing
the po1In of departure from the influence of Jewısh legalısm.

Whıle the methodology and examples employe by Faustus In
ese portions from hıs capitula unden1ably reveal the influences of
ımantus, ONC of the learest examples of hıs adoption Dy Faustus
be SCCH In the eXeges1s of the from Mt 15 11 (nıhıl est Ingre-
dıiens In homınem COINQUINANS CUM, sed QUAE procedunt de CO1LN-
quinan 1C 15 taken straıght irom the disputatio of Adımantus
Turning the fifteenth chapter of the Adım.., Augustine reproduces
ımantus’s argument cComprisıng the Juxtaposıtion of Lev 11 ıth
Mt 15 @ In the followıng statement

Concerning what 1S wriıtten In Levıticus: Separate the clean from the
unclean, and ONeE eal the meal of the camel, of the aSS,
of the rabbit, C(2F- of the SwIine, of the eagle, of the kıte (miluus),

of the CYOW, of the vulture, NOYr of those others Dn remaın
‚.. Adımantus|] hought that thıs PaSsSasc from the Gospel where the
1Lord saıd, Nothing entering Mdd. pollutes him, hut those Fhing2s {{
COME from hım pollute him, 0Ug be opposed the eadıng from
Leviticus.“
The crucı1al po1n for Augustine CONCEOINS the Comparıson of thıs

argument ıth the prev10us disputatio preserved in chapter ourteen of
the dım., where Rom 142 (bonum est Aon manducare CArNenm

hibere VInum) together ıth 20 34, and Cor. Z had
een set agaınst eut 15-16.° For Augustine, the fact that Adı-
MaAantius in OIMNC argument employe TexXTil stated that It 18 200d
nolLt eal mMmealt and rın WIiNe, and In nother the sayınz that Nothing
entering Into Md. pollutes hım W dads the clearest indıcatıon of hıs S19-
nally opportunistic approac interpreting the (exti (hoc S1 imprudens

dım 251 154.4-15): De quod INn leuitico scrıptum estL. SCDA-
'ale mundo iInmundum el eMO manducet CUTNNEM camell, ASINL el leporis el DOFrCI
et aquilae el milul el COFUulL el vultures el reliquorum72  N. J. BAKER-BRIAN  repudiation of Ex. 21. 24 in Mt. 5. 38-40, the importance of these anti-  theses in Manichaean traditions is that Jesus is presented as providing  the point of departure from the influence of Jewish legalism.  While the methodology and examples employed by Faustus in  these portions from his capitula undeniably reveal the influences of  Adimantus, one of the clearest examples of his adoption by Faustus can  be seen in the exegesis of the verse from Mt. 15. 11 (nihil est ingre-  diens in hominem coinquinans eum, sed ea quae procedunt de eo coin-  quinant) which is taken straight from the disputatio of Adimantus.  Turning to the fifteenth chapter of the c. Adim., Augustine reproduces  Adimantus’s argument comprising the juxtaposition of Lev. 11 with  Mt. 15. 11 in the following statement:  Concerning what is written in Leviticus: Separate the clean from the  unclean, and no one shall eat the meat of the camel, or of the ass, or  of the rabbit, or of the swine, or of the eagle, or of the kite (miluus),  or of the crow, or of the vulture, nor of those others which remain  ...[Adimantus] thought that this passage from the Gospel where the  Lord said, Nothing entering a man pollutes him, but those things which  come from him pollute him, ought to be opposed to the reading from  Leviticus.*  The crucial point for Augustine concerns the comparison of this  argument with the previous disputatio preserved in chapter fourteen of  the c. Adim., where Rom. 14.21 (bonum est non manducare carnem  neque bibere vinum) together with Lk. 21. 34, and 1 Cor. 10. 21, had  been set against Deut. 12. 15-16.” For Augustine, the fact that Adi-  mantus in one argument employed a text which stated that Zf is g0od  not to eat meat and drink wine, and in another the sayıng that Nothing  entering into a man pollutes him was the clearest indication of his sig-  nally opportunistic approach to interpreting the text (hoc si imprudens  3 . Adim. 15 (CSEL 25.1. 154.4-15): De eo quod in leuitico scriptum est: sepa-  rate a mundo inmundum et nemo manducet carnem cameli, asini et leporis et porci  et aquilae et milui et corui et vultures et reliquorum ... namque huic sententiae illud  ex euangelio credidit obponendum, ubi dominus dicit: nihil est ingrediens in homi-  nem coinquinans eum, sed ea quae procedunt de eo, coinquinant.  3 c. Adim. 14 (CSEL 25.1. 148.1-11): De eo quod scriptum est in deuteronomio:  secundum desiderium animae tuae occide et manduca omnem carnem iuxta uolupta-  tem quam dedit tibi dominus. cave autem, ne sanguinem manduces, sed effunde tam-  quam aquam super terram. his uerbis legis Adimantus contrarium esse arbitratur  quod in euangelio dominus ait: non grauentur corda uestra cruditate, et vinolentia et  curis saecularibus et quod ait apostolus: bonum est non manducare carnem, neque  bibere uinum, et iterum: non potestis mensae domini participare et mensae daemo-  niorum.HNHAMQUE AuıLcC sententiae ıllud
€} euangelio credidit obponendum, uhı domınus dıcıt. nıhıl est ingrediens In homlı-
HnNem COINQUINANS CU: sed QUAE procedunt de A coinquinant.

dım Dn 48.1-11) De quod scrıptum est In deuteronoml10:
secundum desiderium anımae Iuae occıde el manduca CUTNEM LUXIa uolupta-
fem GUUM dediıt fihL dominus. UVeE autem, sangzuiınem manduces, sed effunde FAM.-
GUUP GUC: UD terram. hiLs uerbis [e 215 Adımantus contrarıum A a arbıtratur
quod INn euangelio dominus aıt. NO  - grauentur corda UHestra crudıtate, el vinolentia el
CUFLS saecularıbus el quod aıt apostolus: hbonum est NO  > manducare CUFNENM, qu
hıhbere UINUM, el ıterum.: O  - potestis Mensae domuinı partıcıpare el Mensade daemo-
NLOTrUM.
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fecıt, NL CAEeCIUS: $Z SCLIENS, nıhıl sceleratius).” ugustine CON-

tinued by suggesting that Adımantus hımself had recognısed that ere
W as glarıng dısparıty between the meanıngs of the [WO exX(tSs, and In
order 18 remedy thıs problem, he had annotated hıs argument Dy
emphasısıng that the atthean had een spoken Dy Jesus ad [UF-
bam.}! Augustine NOTtfes that thıs Was one nNnOoTt only amehorate
clear contradıction between the teachıngs of [WO of the foremost PTO-
phets wıthın Manıchaeısm (VIZ. Jesus and au but princıpally
because 1mantus had wanted 18 dıstıngu1s the jetary requırements
of the electi irom OSse of the audıtores. hıs argumen 1S elated by
Augustine in the followıng sStatement

| Adımantus recCcalle. that the Lord spoke thıs [sayıng the crowdBIBLICAL TRADITIONS AND THEIR TRANSFORMATION  73  Fecit, nihil caecius: si autem sciens, nihil sceleratius).?° Augustine con-  tinued by suggesting that Adimantus himself had recognised that there  was a glaring disparity between the meanings of the two texts, and in  order to remedy this problem, he had annotated his argument by  emphasising that the Matthean verse had been spoken by Jesus ad tur-  bam.? Augustine notes that this was done not only to ameliorate a  clear contradiction between the teachings of two of the foremost pro-  phets within Manichaeism (viz. Jesus and Paul), but principally  because Adimantus had wanted to distinguish the dietary requirements  of the electi from those of the auditores. This argument is related by  Augustine in the following statement:  [Adimantus] recalled that the Lord spoke this [saying] to the crowd ...  in order that later he [Adimantus] should say to the Hearers that the  Lord spoke these things to the crowd and not to a few sacred people,  such as they [the Elect] themselves wished to be seen; since, they [the  Elect] permit their Hearers to eat meat in so far as they are in an  unclean state, whereas the Elect think that it is utterly depraved and  execrable for them [to eat meat] as if they were clean.®  3% c. Adim. 15 (CSEL 25.1. 154.7-16): nusquam manifestius plenissima dolis et  fraudibus anima huius hominis deprehendi potest, qui tanquam sibi aduersa atque  contraria de utroque testamento capitula obiecit, quam in hoc loco, ubi commemo-  rauit in leuitico scriptum esse, ut a nonnullis animalium carnibus temperetur. nam-  que huic sententiae illud ex euangelio credidit obponendum, ubi dominus dicit: nihil  est ingrediens in hominem coinquinans eum, sed ea, quae procedunt de eo, coinqui-  nant. hoc si imprudens fecit, nihil caecius; si autem sciens, nihil sceleratius.  37 Vide c. Faust. VI. 6, for clear evidence of Adimantus’s reading of Mt. 25. 11;  Viıtext'below ; nt: 37  3 C_ Adim. 15 (CSEL 25.1. 156.18-25): commemorauit dominum hoc ad turbam  dixisse ... ut postea diceret auditoribus suis ad turbam dominum ista locutum esse,  non ad paucos sanctos, quales se ipsi videri volunt, ut, quoniam suos auditores tam-  quam adhuc inmundos permittunt carnibus uesci, sibi autem quasi iam mundis cons-  celeratum et nefarium esse arbitrantur. Augustine’s response to Faustus’s reading of  Mt. 15. 11 stresses that Jesus reiterated what he had said to the crowd, to his disci-  ples remotus a turbis (c. Faust. VI. 6. (CSEL 25.1. 293.1-2)). The whole passage per-  taining to this issue reads as follows (c. Faust. VI. 6 (CSEL 25.1. 292.21-293.16)) :  ita delirantes adhuc putatis, quod ideo sumus inimici ueteris testamenti, quia nullam  carnem inmundam dicimus tenentes apostoli sententiam dicentis: omnia munda mun-  dis (Tit. 1. 15), et illud, ubi dominus ait: non quod intrat in 0s uestrum, uos Coinqui-  nat, sed quod exit (Matt. 15. 11). quod non ad solas turbas dominus dixit, sicut ues-  ter Adimantus, quem post Manichaeum Faustus praecipue laudat, cum ueteri  testamento calumniaretur, uoluit intelligi, sed etiam remotus a turbis hoc idem disci-  Dulis suis euidentius et expressius elocutus est. cum enim hanc domini sententiam tes-  tamento ueteri obposuisset Adimantus, quia in illo scripta sunt quaedam inmunda car-  nium, a quibus ille populus iussus est abstinere, timuit ne sibi diceretur: cur ergo uos  non quasdam, sed omnes carnes inmundas existimatis atque ab edendis omnibus tem-  peratis, cum tu ipse proferas euangelium testimonium, non coinquinari hominem exin order that later he | Adımantus should SaYy the Hearers that the
Lord spoke these thıngs the crowd and not few sacred people,
such they Ithe Elect| themselves wıshed be SCCH,;, SINCe, they Ithe
Elect| permıiıt theır Hearers eaft meat in far they AICcC in
unclean whereas the ec hınk that ıt 15 utterly eprave: and
execrable for them |tO eal meat| ıf they WeIC clean.°®

dım 251 54.7-16) HUSGUUAPM manifestius plenissıma dolıis el
audıDUsS anıma Ahuius homintıs deprehendi potest, qul LANQUAM ıbl aduersa
contrarıa de ULlroque festamento capıtula obiecıit, GQUUP In hoc [0CO, ubhı COMMEMO-

rauıt INn leutitico scrıptum ESISIE;, Ul nonnullıis anımalıum Ccarnıbus temperetur. Nam.-

GUE ULC sententiae ıllud euangelio credidıit obponendum, ubhı dominus dicit. nıhıl
est ingrediens In homıiınem COINQUINANS CUM, sed El QUAE procedunt de A COINGUL-
NANıL. hoc S17 imprudens fecıt, nıhıl CAECLIUS; Z autem SCLENS, NL sceleratius.

ıde Faust. VI 6‚ for clear evidence of Adımantus’s readıng of Mt IS
text below, nL.

Adım 251 8-2 CommemoOrauıt dominum hoc ad turbam
dixisseBIBLICAL TRADITIONS AND THEIR TRANSFORMATION  73  Fecit, nihil caecius: si autem sciens, nihil sceleratius).?° Augustine con-  tinued by suggesting that Adimantus himself had recognised that there  was a glaring disparity between the meanings of the two texts, and in  order to remedy this problem, he had annotated his argument by  emphasising that the Matthean verse had been spoken by Jesus ad tur-  bam.? Augustine notes that this was done not only to ameliorate a  clear contradiction between the teachings of two of the foremost pro-  phets within Manichaeism (viz. Jesus and Paul), but principally  because Adimantus had wanted to distinguish the dietary requirements  of the electi from those of the auditores. This argument is related by  Augustine in the following statement:  [Adimantus] recalled that the Lord spoke this [saying] to the crowd ...  in order that later he [Adimantus] should say to the Hearers that the  Lord spoke these things to the crowd and not to a few sacred people,  such as they [the Elect] themselves wished to be seen; since, they [the  Elect] permit their Hearers to eat meat in so far as they are in an  unclean state, whereas the Elect think that it is utterly depraved and  execrable for them [to eat meat] as if they were clean.®  3% c. Adim. 15 (CSEL 25.1. 154.7-16): nusquam manifestius plenissima dolis et  fraudibus anima huius hominis deprehendi potest, qui tanquam sibi aduersa atque  contraria de utroque testamento capitula obiecit, quam in hoc loco, ubi commemo-  rauit in leuitico scriptum esse, ut a nonnullis animalium carnibus temperetur. nam-  que huic sententiae illud ex euangelio credidit obponendum, ubi dominus dicit: nihil  est ingrediens in hominem coinquinans eum, sed ea, quae procedunt de eo, coinqui-  nant. hoc si imprudens fecit, nihil caecius; si autem sciens, nihil sceleratius.  37 Vide c. Faust. VI. 6, for clear evidence of Adimantus’s reading of Mt. 25. 11;  Viıtext'below ; nt: 37  3 C_ Adim. 15 (CSEL 25.1. 156.18-25): commemorauit dominum hoc ad turbam  dixisse ... ut postea diceret auditoribus suis ad turbam dominum ista locutum esse,  non ad paucos sanctos, quales se ipsi videri volunt, ut, quoniam suos auditores tam-  quam adhuc inmundos permittunt carnibus uesci, sibi autem quasi iam mundis cons-  celeratum et nefarium esse arbitrantur. Augustine’s response to Faustus’s reading of  Mt. 15. 11 stresses that Jesus reiterated what he had said to the crowd, to his disci-  ples remotus a turbis (c. Faust. VI. 6. (CSEL 25.1. 293.1-2)). The whole passage per-  taining to this issue reads as follows (c. Faust. VI. 6 (CSEL 25.1. 292.21-293.16)) :  ita delirantes adhuc putatis, quod ideo sumus inimici ueteris testamenti, quia nullam  carnem inmundam dicimus tenentes apostoli sententiam dicentis: omnia munda mun-  dis (Tit. 1. 15), et illud, ubi dominus ait: non quod intrat in 0s uestrum, uos Coinqui-  nat, sed quod exit (Matt. 15. 11). quod non ad solas turbas dominus dixit, sicut ues-  ter Adimantus, quem post Manichaeum Faustus praecipue laudat, cum ueteri  testamento calumniaretur, uoluit intelligi, sed etiam remotus a turbis hoc idem disci-  Dulis suis euidentius et expressius elocutus est. cum enim hanc domini sententiam tes-  tamento ueteri obposuisset Adimantus, quia in illo scripta sunt quaedam inmunda car-  nium, a quibus ille populus iussus est abstinere, timuit ne sibi diceretur: cur ergo uos  non quasdam, sed omnes carnes inmundas existimatis atque ab edendis omnibus tem-  peratis, cum tu ipse proferas euangelium testimonium, non coinquinari hominem exUl DOStea dıceret audıtoribus ULS ad turbam domınum 1sSta Oocutum C3JE,
A”ON ad aUCOS SANCLIOS, quales 1DS1 viderı volunt, Ul, quoniam UOS audıtores [AM-
QUAM UC Inmundos permuittunt CAarnıbus UESCL, ıhl aAautem quası 1aAM MundtiSs ONS-
celeratum et nefarium AAY SS arbıtrantur. Augustine s Faustus’s readıng of
Mit. 15 11 STITESSES that Jesus reıterated hat he had sa1d the crowd, hıs disc1-
ples FeMOTUS turbis C Faust VI DE 293.1-2)). Ihe ole DasSsSarc PCI-
taınıng thıs 1sSsue reads follows (& Faust. VI OEl 292.21-293.16)
ıta delırantes UC putatıs, quod ıdeo INLIMILCI ueterıs testamenlti, qu1a nullam
C(UrNnem ınmundam diecimus apostolı sententiam dıicentis: OMNLA munda MUuN-
dis (Tıt 15), el Ullud, ubhı domıinus aıt. O  _ quod intrat In unestrum, UOS COINGUL-
Nat. sed quod exıt 15 Ir quod HNOn ad SOLas turhas dominus dixit, SICUL UECNS-
fer Adimantus, GQUEHIN pDOost Maniıchaeum Faustus praecıpue laudat, CUM ueterı
lestamento calumnıiaretur, uoluit intelligi, sed etiıam FeEMOTUS turbhis hoc idem Adiscı-
Dulis ULS euldentius el EeXPFESSIUS elocutus est. CUM nım hanc dominı sententiam les-
amento ueterı obposulsset Adimantus, qu1a INn ıllo scr1ıpta SUNL quaedam inmunda Car-
nIuUM, Qquibus Ile populus IUSSUS est abstinere, fimuıt ıbi diceretur: (C(UFr EFSO UOS
HNan quasdam, sed CArnes Inmundas existiımatıs ab edendtis Oomnıbus fem-
peratıs, CU. LDSE proferas euangelium testiımonium, Aon CoInquinarı hominem
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hıs partıcular 1ssue ralses SOTIIC 116e  S arcas of investigatıon, DTI1-

marıly concernıng the WaY that Manıchees sed bıblıcal
proof-texts iıllustrate that theır codes and practices had SOl foun-
datıons In the teachıngs of Jesus and Paul; representing, perhaps, ONC
of the MoOSst ımportant qualıifiers for the nternal ıdentity of the Manı-
chaean church Indeed, further and indıcate that the Manı-
chaean ommunıty perce1ved the scrıptural texfi record of InsStruc-
t1ons 1{8} be rece1ved in ıteral and utilıtarıan and SUOUTCE
whose teachıngs WeEeIC allore 18 the Varıo0us duties and responsı1bıilı-
t1es cCorrespondıng ıth the bıcameral TUuCiIure of theır
Thus, In ese [WO Adımantıan examples, Jesus’ sayıng Was taken
determıne the letary characteristics of the Hearers, whıiılst Paul’s Sa Yy-
Ing Outilıne: the ascet1iCc lıfestyle of the Elect.

In the capıtula, SC the faıthful transmıssıon of thıs ate 1T'
CENTUTY into late ou CENTUTY Ontext Faustus eprodu-
CCS the argument exactly, maıntamıng the lıne of interpretation aSCTI-
bed ı1man(tus, that Jesus spoke for the benefit of the crowd In
INaNnneT 16 i1ctate: that the alty AdIc NOoTt requıred to dıstınguısh
certaın ıtems of food prohıbıited, whıılst upholdıng the stıpulatıon
for the discıpuli that meat 0Ug 181011 be consumed, serving they

his, QUAE INn ingrediuntur el INn Mentrem uadunt INn latrınam emuttuntur ? ıta-
UE has artıssımas et Jallacıam UAM manifestissima uerıitate praefocantes anZust1as
CONALUS euadere aıt hoc domınum ad turhbas dIXLSSE, quası DAUCLS Ile In secreto erd
diceret, In turbas ulem falsa Lactaret, CI el hoc de domino credere sacrılegum Sıt,
el qul legunt, nouerıint hoc el remotis turbiıs eum planıus dixisse discıipulis.

Evıdence for "targeted exeges1s” of the scrıptures be found in
places In Manıchaean lıterature. By WdYy of cıtıng Just ONC example, Kephalaion 01
229 6-15, for indıcatıon the in which Manıchaeism developed the COI -
relatıon between bıblıcal proof-texts and the graduatıons wıthın theır Church. Whıılst
dıscussing the possı1ıbilıty that Manıchaean Hearers who lıve perfect ıfe In imıtatıon
f the electi be saved ımmediately wıthout havıngz undergo transmıgration, the
Kephalaion repOTTS Manı cıtıng Cor. 29-3 1 in order establısh unbroken
lıne of continulty between Manıchaean teaching the unblemıished catechumenate,
who recogn1ıse the value of materı1al wealth, and the or1gınal SOUTCC of thıs instruc-
t10Nn from aul the Apostle The evidence fOor ““targeted exeges1s ” the dım COI -

responds ıth sımılar evidence preserved TOM wıthın the atın Manı-
chaean tradıtıon tself, namely the codex Thevestinus. In col (8) the author of
the ork introduces the bıblıcal exempla of “the [WO sısters , namely Mary and Mar-
tha (Lk 10 38-42; JIn the typologıcal representations for the bıcameral
iructure of the anıchaean communıty For text and cCommentary, STEIN, Manı-
chaıca Latına Ban codex Thevestinus (Paderborn, 48; 265-210
For Englısh translatıon, ASON BEDUHN (JEOFFREY HARRISON, °"CThe Tebessa
Codex Manıchaean Treatıse Bıblıcal Exeges1s and Church Order”, PAUL
ECKI ASON BEDUHN (  S Emerging from Darkness: Studies In the Recovery of.
Manichaean SOources (Leıden, 3387
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dıd the emplate for the DAauUCI sanctı of the Manıchaean COININU-

nity.“° Therefore, thıs OCCasıon Can clearly demonstrate the
influence of Adımantus capıtulum of Faustus

Thus, it 15 reasonable suggest that in number of instances,
Faustus replicated the theses of Adımantus, and yel In certaın instan-
CCS he sed the argumen(ts the foundatıon for h1ıs OW challenge.
One partıcular example i1llustirates thıs PTOCCSS of adaptatıon well, in
the openıng chapters of 00 four and ıfteen of the Faust Our
arca of interest 15 only Sma. part of much arger Manıchaean AL U
ment xplamıng, ıth the assıstance of analogıes drawn from the ©
the 1C4SONS for eir rejection of the Old Testament Faustus f{urns hıs
attentions towards the eme of rewards raemıa and cıtes SOTNC

examples of ose offered Dy the eUs Hebraeorum worshıppers
who by hıs wıshes. ese rewards, eferred by Faustus d SOr-
dıdı estUusS, comprIise gold and sılver, abundance of food (satu-
Fitas ventris), and the and of Canaan.“! An interest in comparıng and
contrastiıng the rewards presented by the gods of the [WO estaments
ADDCAaIS ave een ONMNC of Adımantus foundatıonal themes, for-
mıng the centrepiece of hıs Comparıson between the mammonısh

of the Law and the rophets ıth hat Was perce1ved be
the leadıng COMNCEIN ıth ascet1iCc restraınt present In the teachings of
Jesus and Paul In the elated but wıder 9 Adımantus also
employe: the antıtheses In order illustrate the localısed and mafte-
ral g1 offered Dy the Jewısh god (alıas the princeps tenebrarum)
those who abıded Dy the Law of Moses (rewards unwiıttingly leadıng
belhevers bınd atter and 1g closer together), in TAas the

Faustus apud Augustine, Faust. XVI Za 445.16-23) haec ET SO
Iudaei fortiter crediderunt scrıbente Moyse idcircoque Christo 1aA4M credere NO  - pDolte-
'ant indifferentiam docenti cıborum el 'ULS quidem discıpulis OMNILA penıtus OU-

ent1, saecularıbus eTro5° uuLl20 concedenti OMNLA QUAE DOoSSsent edi, adseueranti,
quod "AOAN nıhıl In Intrans pollueret, quia QUAE de OYe inpudenter procedant, sola
Sınt, GQUAE polluant homiınem. Faustus apud Augustine, Faust XX  X

41 Faustus apud Augustine, Faust 251 2-1 LENOFAS
fe. Melus Chananaeorum terram repromuttere, sed CA: amen Iudaeis, ıd
eSt, CIFCUMCLSLS el sacrıficantiıbus el abstinentibus DOorCcina reliquis cCarnibus, GUAS
Inmundas Moyses appellat, 'abbhata obseruantıbus, el sollemnitatem,
reliqua huiusmodi, GUAE 1US$ 1DSE e1s obseruanda mandauıt ? Also, Faustus
apud Augustine, Faust 254 416 12-2' HESLIrAa Ua”ane ecclesia UF -

pet fe. Uetu. QUAE Ul lasciua ULr 20 InmemoOr pudoris, alıenı 1rı el munertl-
hus gaudet el litteris. amator denique Ile UMester el DUdOrLS COFFUptOr Hebhraeorum
Deus iptychio lapıdeo SUO uobırLSs promauttıt el argentum, uUentrLs saturılatem el
lerram Chananaeorum. hı UOS delectauerunt am sordidı Qquaestus, ul lıheat DECCAFE
DOst Christum, Ul SIELS ingrati fam INMENSLS dotibus 1US$ haec HOS inlıcıunt, Ul In
Hebhraeorum depereatıs Deo DOST nNuptias Christi.
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spırıtual rewards presented to the followers of G0od the Father (ultı-
mately, reedom from the confines of Matter) Augustıine has PICSCI-
ved al eas four examples of suchufrom the work of Atrhı-
u  C} and the possı1bilıty 15 that Man Yy INOTC ex1isted The key
arguments afc ollows

1) Haggıa Z and Tiım 1 042
11) Deut 16 Mt 24-206, Mt 35 and
111) CQO WW/A qul divitias do AMICLS MEeLS el D  m INLIMILCLS

Mt 3, 2244
1V) Lev 3-10 Mt 9-10 20 45

XX 625 1-15) De A220 propheta Manichael calumniantur,
INULdLOSE ACCUSANtes quod dixerit DEYTSONG dei loquentis: Meum est UFYUÜ.  9 el Meum
est argentum, el qula euangelium ueter. legi student pugnacıter COMDAFAaFe , ul sıbhL

scrıpturae uelut aduersarıae contrarıaque uldeantur, ıta DFrOopOoNnunt QUAS-
ftionem: In Aggeo’ inquiunt propheta scriıptum est Meum est Ü  g el Meum est
argentum, In euangelio Aautem saluator nOster NaAMMONdd huiusmodı INIQULEALLS specıem
appellauit, de CULUS UU beatus apostolus ad Timotheum sScrıibens: Radıx autem
OMNLUM malorum, INquIit, est auarıtia, GUUHFHN quidam appetenftes, auersıi SUNft fide el
Inseruerunt dolorihbus multis.”

43 dim 22 8 VL 15-2' De quod INn deuteronoml1o0 scrıptum
est. 1 4AUFYE Aaudieris domuiniı dei {Ul, henedictus In ASTO [UO, henedictus
INn [UO, benedictus fructus MentrLS {ul et fructus flerrae Iuae el generatiıones IUumen-
Orum [UOFTUM el armentum houm [UOTrUM el STEX OULUM IUArum. henedictus In
Introıitu IUO el ULC capıtulo dicunt In euangelio AWYS Contrarıum.: S QULS
uult SEQUL, abneget seme LDSUM ıhL el tollat CYUCerm Uam el MN quid
nım prode est hominı, Z mundum [ucretur, anımae ulem UaAe detriımentum
patıatur 7 aul GQUAM dabit OMO commutatiıonem DFO anıma SUd

dım 254 75 8-13) De quod SCIptum est In ege CQO UFL,
quıl diuitias do AMILCLS MELS el Da  m INIMILCLS. hulic sententiae ıllud obponunt,
quod dominus dıcıt heatı spırıtu, quoniam LDSOrum est FESNUM caelorum
el UE HODLS diuitibus, qu1a percepistis consolatiıonem Hestram

dım 251 1-1 De quod scrıptum est In lege: SZ
ambulauertitis In lege el praecepta Med custodieritis, dabo pluulas lempore SUO el DFO-
ducet erra fructus UOS el arbores DOMAa el ulndemıae [uae MESSLIDUS succedent el
Satıo UINdemıllLS: el saturabıminı el sedebitis INn DACE In erra UHestra el dormietis el HON
rıt qul HOS erreal; el perdam heluam er UHestra el persequemuiniı INIML-
(OS uesLroS, el cadent Aante HOS In gladıo; el Insequentur quinque uWODLS Centum el
Centium uobirLs persequentur decem muilıa el Concıldent IANLIMILCI uestr.1 ante UOS In gla-
dio el uenıam el henedicam UOS, el multiplicabo HOS el disponam UO,  S Manducabiıtis
UeLIuS, quod Inueterault, el proicietis UHEeIuUsSs anlte76  N. J. BAKER-BRIAN  spiritual rewards presented to the followers of God the Father (ulti-  mately, freedom from the confines of Matter). Augustine has preser-  ved at least four examples of such arguments from the work of Adi-  mantus, and the possibility is that many more existed. The key  arguments are as follows:  i) Haggia 2.9 vs. Lk. 16. 9 and Tim. 6. 10%  ii) Deut. 28. 1-6 vs. Mt. 16. 24-26, Mt. 5. 35 and Mk. 8.38.®  ill) ego sum qui divitias do amicis meis et paupertatem inimicis vs.  ME S5USR 672410  iv) . Lev. 26. 5 10 75 NI 10. 910 _1K 1220°  2 s L. 1 (CCSL XXLI. 625. 1-15): De Aggo propheta Manichaei calumniantur,  inuildiose accusantes quod dixerit ex persona dei loquentis: Meum est aurum, et meum  est argentum, et quia euangelium ueteri legi student pugnaciter comparare, ut sibi  utraeque scripturae uelut aduersariae contrariaque uideantur, ita proponunt quas-  tionem: ‘in Aggeo’ inquiunt ‘propheta scriptum est: Meum est aurum, et meum est  argentum, in euangelio autem saluator noster mammona huiusmodi iniquitatis speciem  appellauit, de cuius usu beatus apostolus ad Timotheum scribens: Radix autem  omnium malorum, inquit, est auaritia, quam quidam appetentes, auersi sunt a fide et  inseruerunt se doloribus multis.’  % C. Adim. 18 (CSEL 21.1. 172. 15-26): De eo quod in deuteronomio scriptum  est: si aure audieris uocem domini dei tui, benedictus es in agro tuo, benedictus es  in prato tuo, benedictus fructus uentris tui et fructus terrae tuae et generationes iumen-  torum tuorum et armentum boum tuorum et grex oulum tuarum: benedictus es in  introitu tuo et ergressu. huic capitulo illud dicunt in euangelio esse contrarium: si quis  uult me sequi, abneget semet ipsum sibi et tollat crucem suam et sequatur me, quid  enim prode est homini, si totum mundum lucretur, animae autem suae detrimentum  patiatur? aut quam dabit homo commutationem pro anima sua?  4# C. Adim. 19 (CSEL 25.1. 175. 8-13): De eo quod sciptum est in lege: ego sum,  qui diuitias do amicis meis et paupertatem inimicis. huic sententiae illud obponunt,  quod dominus dicit: beati pauperes spiritu, quoniam ipsorum est regnum caelorum  et: uae uobis diuitibus, quia percepistis consolationem uestram.  %5 c. Adim. 20 (CSEL 25.1. 176.21-177.16): De eo quod scriptum est in lege: si  ambulaueritis in lege et praecepta mea custodieritis, dabo pluuias tempore Suo et pro-  ducet terra fructus Suos et arbores poma et uindemiae tuae messibus succedent et  satio uindemiis: et saturabimini et sedebitis in pace in terra uestra et dormietis et non  erit qui uos terreat; et perdam omnem beluam ex terra uestra et persequemini inimi-  cos uestros, et cadent ante uos in gladio; et insequentur quinque ex uobis centum et  centum ex uobis persequentur decem milia et concident inimici uestri ante uos in gla-  dio: et ueniam et benedicam uos, et multiplicabo uos et disponam uos. Manducabitis  uetus, quod inueterauit, et proicietis uetus ante nouum. ... Sed tamen quod etiam huic  loco de nouo testamento dicunt esse contrarium illud uidelicet, quod dominus ait:  nolite portare aurum neque argentum neque nummos in zonis uestris, non peram in  ula neque duas tunicas neque calciamenta neque uirgam: dignus est enim operarius  mercede sua ... (CSEL 25/1. 178.3-5): Addunt etiam de illo diuite, cui deus dixerat:  stulte, hac nocte a te animam tuam expetam: quae autem praeparasti cuius erunt?Sed amen quod etıiıam huic
I0c0 de OUO testamento dicunt AYY A contrarıum ıllud uldelicet, quod dominus aıut
nolıte portare q qU HAUIMUUMNOSN INn ZONLS uUeEStrLS, O:  \di IN
U1 q duas tUNLICAS quUu calciıamenta qU ULr 2AM: dienus est nım operarıus
mercede SUd76  N. J. BAKER-BRIAN  spiritual rewards presented to the followers of God the Father (ulti-  mately, freedom from the confines of Matter). Augustine has preser-  ved at least four examples of such arguments from the work of Adi-  mantus, and the possibility is that many more existed. The key  arguments are as follows:  i) Haggia 2.9 vs. Lk. 16. 9 and Tim. 6. 10%  ii) Deut. 28. 1-6 vs. Mt. 16. 24-26, Mt. 5. 35 and Mk. 8.38.®  ill) ego sum qui divitias do amicis meis et paupertatem inimicis vs.  ME S5USR 672410  iv) . Lev. 26. 5 10 75 NI 10. 910 _1K 1220°  2 s L. 1 (CCSL XXLI. 625. 1-15): De Aggo propheta Manichaei calumniantur,  inuildiose accusantes quod dixerit ex persona dei loquentis: Meum est aurum, et meum  est argentum, et quia euangelium ueteri legi student pugnaciter comparare, ut sibi  utraeque scripturae uelut aduersariae contrariaque uideantur, ita proponunt quas-  tionem: ‘in Aggeo’ inquiunt ‘propheta scriptum est: Meum est aurum, et meum est  argentum, in euangelio autem saluator noster mammona huiusmodi iniquitatis speciem  appellauit, de cuius usu beatus apostolus ad Timotheum scribens: Radix autem  omnium malorum, inquit, est auaritia, quam quidam appetentes, auersi sunt a fide et  inseruerunt se doloribus multis.’  % C. Adim. 18 (CSEL 21.1. 172. 15-26): De eo quod in deuteronomio scriptum  est: si aure audieris uocem domini dei tui, benedictus es in agro tuo, benedictus es  in prato tuo, benedictus fructus uentris tui et fructus terrae tuae et generationes iumen-  torum tuorum et armentum boum tuorum et grex oulum tuarum: benedictus es in  introitu tuo et ergressu. huic capitulo illud dicunt in euangelio esse contrarium: si quis  uult me sequi, abneget semet ipsum sibi et tollat crucem suam et sequatur me, quid  enim prode est homini, si totum mundum lucretur, animae autem suae detrimentum  patiatur? aut quam dabit homo commutationem pro anima sua?  4# C. Adim. 19 (CSEL 25.1. 175. 8-13): De eo quod sciptum est in lege: ego sum,  qui diuitias do amicis meis et paupertatem inimicis. huic sententiae illud obponunt,  quod dominus dicit: beati pauperes spiritu, quoniam ipsorum est regnum caelorum  et: uae uobis diuitibus, quia percepistis consolationem uestram.  %5 c. Adim. 20 (CSEL 25.1. 176.21-177.16): De eo quod scriptum est in lege: si  ambulaueritis in lege et praecepta mea custodieritis, dabo pluuias tempore Suo et pro-  ducet terra fructus Suos et arbores poma et uindemiae tuae messibus succedent et  satio uindemiis: et saturabimini et sedebitis in pace in terra uestra et dormietis et non  erit qui uos terreat; et perdam omnem beluam ex terra uestra et persequemini inimi-  cos uestros, et cadent ante uos in gladio; et insequentur quinque ex uobis centum et  centum ex uobis persequentur decem milia et concident inimici uestri ante uos in gla-  dio: et ueniam et benedicam uos, et multiplicabo uos et disponam uos. Manducabitis  uetus, quod inueterauit, et proicietis uetus ante nouum. ... Sed tamen quod etiam huic  loco de nouo testamento dicunt esse contrarium illud uidelicet, quod dominus ait:  nolite portare aurum neque argentum neque nummos in zonis uestris, non peram in  ula neque duas tunicas neque calciamenta neque uirgam: dignus est enim operarius  mercede sua ... (CSEL 25/1. 178.3-5): Addunt etiam de illo diuite, cui deus dixerat:  stulte, hac nocte a te animam tuam expetam: quae autem praeparasti cuius erunt?251 178.3-5) Addunt etiıam de Ilo dıiuite, CUl deus diıxerat:
stulte, hac anımam [uam expetam QUAE Aautfem praeparastı CULUS erunt ?



TITRADITIONS AND TIRANS  ATION

The of thıs eme hıe deep wıthın Manıchaean tradıtıons,
and undoubtedly treich back O the teachıngs of Manı, who 15 OL-
ted ave repudıated earthly ireasures for ..  an immortal
[gıven by the Father], 10 0€Ss noL DaAaSS away.  22746 TIhe fact that thıs
antıthesıs Was presented In VIv1d rehef in the [WO lTestaments a_
led ı1mantus, who made much of the between the mate-
rıal 1 of the eUsSs Hehraeorum and the spırıtua. rewards of Jesus in
the Gospel.

It 15 indeed VE ıkely that the arguments of Adımantus served
N emplate for the CONCEITINS of Faustus:; nevertheless, ıt 1S also AaDDd-
rent that when compared ıth the attention gıven the eme of
rewards In the scrıptural texti by Adımantus, Faustus of Mılevıs dıd
not devote great deal of hıs work the role of praemia In hıs CAapL-
tula The dıfference In emphasıs between the COMNCECINS of the [WO WT1-
ters only therefore be explaıned by the dıstinct intentions IC
theır wrıtings served. Wıth regard thıs p  ıcular eme: Faustus
refers praem1a of hıs attempt develop 1CS-

explaınıng Catholics the T1Casons for the Manıchaean rejection
of the Law and the rophets (guare NO  > ACCIPILELS Testamentum
Vetus? y In E} the ımportance of ese arguments for Adı-

lay ıIn the indıvıdual 1SSUES brought 18 1g by the dısputations,
and the iımplıcatıons that such antıtheses had for the Manıchaean COIN-

munıty. hıs explaıns in why e VC hlıttle emphasıs In aus-
tus’s capıtula the interpretation of partıcular antıthetica unıts la
Adımantus What 15 ımportant for Faustus 1s 1{0 provıde wıder 1CS-

concerning the pOo1ts of separatıon between atholıc and Manı-
chaean tradıtions, and the reception of the Law and the rophets PTO-
vides OIlC of the maın AdIcCcas of divergence.“® IThe dıfferences between

Cologne Manı exX 45 Gx ed OENEN and ÖMER, Der Kölner
Manı-Kodex. Ühber das Werden SeINES Leıibes. Krıtische Edition aufgrund der Von

Henrichs und Koenen besorgten Erstedition herausgegeben Von Ludwig Koenen
und Cornelia Römer. Abhandlungen der Rheimisch-Westfälischen Akademıie der WI1Ss-
senschaften. Sonderreıihe Papyrologıca Colonıjensı1a:; N (Opladen, 52}

(CC'AMERON and EWEY (Montana, 59
C URST, ‘ Bemerkungen Struktur und liıtterarıum der Capıtula

des Faustus VO|  — Miıleve ”, PP RR
48 Another ımportant 1Ca of COMNCEIN for Faustus in the capıtula lay in the dıs-

CUSS10NSs surroundıng the Catholıic understandıng of the Incarnatıon (derıved in part
Irom Faustus’s reading of the genealogıes In Mt and LK.) ın relatıon Manıchaean
Christology (VIZ. Faustus, apud Augustine, Faust. AA 4 There 15 possı1bılıty that
Faustus’s repudıatıon of the Catholıc chrıstologıical posıtıon also derıved TOM Adı-
mantus, perhaps TOmM the diısputationes from dıfferent WOTrK, accordıng the
anathema ormulae of Zacharıas of Miıtylene Capıta VII CONIra Manıchaeos
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the [WO Testaments- theır authorshiıp, CONtents and intent10ns- hıgh-
lıghts for Faustus the chasm between the ewı1sh-Christian and Manı-
chaean relıg10ns. Ihıs approac 15 unden1ably derıved from the prın-
cıples informıng the hermeneutical of ı1man(tus; however,
Adımantus in examınıng indıvıdual from the scr1ıptures, WI1S-
hed fo demonstrate the prec1ıse po1nts of dıfference between the under-
standıng and aCt0ONS of the [WO tradıtıons primarıly in the of the-
ologıcal dıscourse, behavıourıal demands, anthropologıca reflection,
and ascetic consıderations. Therefore, a  oug the disputationes
demonstrate the separatıon of the [WO JTestaments, areful attention
needs to be pa1d each argumen prec1ısely because they illustrate the
princıpa. accordıng 1C Manıchaei1sm determıined ıts SCPDaA-
ratıon from ıts ewı1sh-Christian herıtage

Neve  eless, ıt 15 faır Sa y that Faustus aDPPCAIS 1{8 ave under-
StO0d thıs nuanced qualıty of Adımantus’s argument. Whılst he MaYy
nOoTf ave chosen CONCENXLLrate antıtheses In the MOUuU of AdI1-
mantus, Can ST1 detect the influence of the discıpulus Manichael

the CoONntents of the capitula. Indeed, in order apprecılate the full
sıgnıfıcance of hıs influence, ıt requıres hat ave
thus far presumed be the maın interest of Adımantus INAaYy be that
the clearest sıgn of Faustus’s dependence Adımantus 1S NOoTt ıIn the
uUuse of antıtheses, but in the AWaliCIl1lCcss that the scr1ıptural (exti 15 PTaC-
1cally applıcable the sens1ıbilıties of ıts Manıchaean audiıence. As

ave SCCIL, Adımantus sought explaın the Mt 11
and Rom z informing the behavıour and responsıtbılıties of
the earers and the ec respectively. Takıng thıs startıng po1n
for understandıng the DUTDOSC of hıs work, AdICcC 110 In posıtiıon

egın revaluatıon of the long-standıngz a4SSESSMENT of Adımantus
polemicıst, whose only COMNCECIN W ds> ıth ıllustratıng the diıver-

between the Law and the Gospel. Whılst Adımantus erme-
neut1ic 15 both antıthetica and controversı1al, ıt Call nevertheless be
plausıbly maıntaıned that he W as also ookıng NOTLaTte hıs Aargu-

ıth the that the he employe WEIC dırectly
relevant in terms of efinıng and determinıng the needs and actıvıtles
of h1s communıty; In er words, Adımantus wıshed transmıt
serl1es of bıblıcal proof-texts for informıing Manıchaean hought and
act10n. hıs 1S perhaps where SG Adımantus’s irue influence

Manı, Addas and Adeımantos treated [WO separate indıviduals) cıted the M1gU-
ICS who repudıate the MYSTeTrYy of the Incarnatıon: for the tEXT, translatıon and COM-

mentarYy, S AMUEL. LIEU, Manıichaeıism in Mesopotamıa and the Near East,
247
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Faustus Aspects of the capıitula demonstrate that Faustus continued
ın thıs lıne of EXEDESIS; borrowıng important bıblıcal
employe Dy Adımantus and demonstratıng h1s OW commıtment
the morTal inJunct10ons of the Gospel: thus, posıtıng 1CasSsOIls for aus-
tus’s UuUsc of Adımantıan materı1al In thıs INAanNnneT 15 surely pressing
matter for invest1igatıion.

It Can be argue therefore that scrıptural eXeges1s understood in
terms of actıng the inJunctions of the Gospel W as COMNCELN of SOTNC

ımportance for ıimantus, h1s disputationes Ilag ola of eN-
teen sayıngs from the Gospel IC represent call ascet1ic WaYy
of ıfe In the MOUuU of Jesus and hıs apostles, sefi agamınst 0Ose a_
SCS from the Law and the rophets i& advocated engagement ıth
the amılıa and mercantıle CONCETINS of the world.“? In OIMNC memorable
section of hıs capıtula Faustus takes number of ese and
creatfes autobiographical gallımaufry demonstrating hıs commıtment

the Gospel and the ascetic lıfestyle in imıtatıon of the apostles: >°
above all else, thıs portraıt 1s cshameless plece of self-promotion.
Indeed, it COUu be argue that Faustus’s portraya. of hımself the
devoted adheren of Jesus’ inJunctions played cruc1al role in the
Manıchaean defence of eIr exegetical approac agaınst the challenge
brought by the Catholics thus, accepting (and by implıcatıon, under-
standıng the Gospel 18 Ou actıng hat Jesus taught and ordered,

For examples of SOINC of these antıtheses irom Adımantus dım &_ Gen.
8-24 Mt 2 $ Adım A Gen ()12 Mt 3 E} 26 dım 6- Ex

59-60; dim Z Deut y S16 Z 34:; Rom Z1:;
LOr 71

Faustus apud Augustine, AaUsS. 28 1-1 E 20 patrem
diımiıisı el matrem, UAOTENL, filios el Celera QUAE euangelium ıubhet (Mt 19 29); ct.

dım Za 9-24 AulLC TUTSUS [0Cc0O Gen 18-2 Manichael cal-
umnlantur, dicentes CONIFra OU le.  S 88E ıstam sententiam, GUA euUus
scriıbitur et formasse mulıerem el 1ro CONIUNXISSE, propterea qu1a INn euangelio dicıit
dominus: OMNLS qul reliquerit domum aut aul aul fratres Aaut JilL0s
propter FESHUHN caelorum Faustus apud Augustıin, Faust 251
5-1 E20 arg  ue relecCı el des INn ZONLS habere destiti (Mit -
10):; ci. dım Z E S1-14) sed en quod etiıam U1LC I0C0O (Lev
3-10) de OMUO festamento dicunt |Manıchae1] AAYS contrarıum ılud uldelicet, quod
dominus aıt nolıte portare UTru. d argentum q HAUMUNOS In ZONLS UEeSFLS.
Faustus apud Augustine, AauUs. 25.1 uldes,
uUldes miıtem, uldes pacificum, D: corde (Mt 5-9) el dubitas um accıpıam
euangelium ? cft. dım 19 Za E 175 4-1 heatı spırıtu, QUO-
nıam LDSOruUmM est FESNUM coelorumBIBLICAL TRADITIONS AND THEIR TRANSFORMATION  79  Faustus. Aspects of the capitula demonstrate that Faustus continued  in this line of exegesis, borrowing important biblical passages  employed by Adimantus and demonstrating his own commitment to  the moral injunctions of the Gospel: thus, positing reasons for Faus-  tus’s use of Adimantian material in this manner is surely a pressing  matter for investigation.  It can be argued therefore that scriptural exegesis understood in  terms of acting on the injunctions of the Gospel was a concern of some  importance for Adimantus, as his disputationes flag a total of seven-  teen sayings from the Gospel which represent a call to an ascetic way  of life in the mould of Jesus and his apostles, set against those passa-  ges from the Law and the Prophets which advocated engagement with  the familial and mercantile concerns of the world.*® In one memorable  section of his capitula Faustus takes a number of these passages and  creates an autobiographical gallimaufry demonstrating his commitment  to the Gospel and the ascetic lifestyle in imitation of the apostles:°  above all else, this portrait is a shameless piece of self-promotion.  Indeed, it could be argued that Faustus’s portrayal of himself as the  devoted adherent of Jesus’ injunctions played a crucial role in the  Manichaean defence of their exegetical approach against the challenge  brought by the Catholics: thus, accepting (and by implication, under-  standing) the Gospel is about acting on what Jesus taught and ordered,  %9 For examples of some of these antitheses from Adimantus v. c. Adim. 3- Gen. 2.  18-24 vs. Mt. 19. 29; c. Adim. 4- Gen. 4. 10-12 vs. Mt. 6. 34; 26; c. Adim. 6- Ex. 20.  12 vs. Lk. 9. 59-60; c. Adim. 14- Deut. 12. 15-16 vs. Lk. 21. 34; Rom. 14. 21;  1.Cör. 10.21.  > Faustus apud Augustine, c. Faust. V. 1 (CSEL 25.1. 271.11-13): Ego patrem  dimisi et matrem, uxorem, filios et cetera quae euangelium iubet (Mt. 19. 29); cf.  c. Adim 3 (CSEL 25.1. 118.19-24): huic rursus loco (Gen. 2. 18-24) Manichaei cal-  umniantur, dicentes contra nouum testamentum esse istam sententiam, qua deus  scribitur et formasse mulierem et uiro coniunxisse, propterea quia in euangelio dicit  dominus: omnis qui reliquerit domum aut uxorem aut parentes aut fratres aut filios  propter regnum caelorum  . Faustus apud Augustin, c. Faust. V. 1 (CSEL 25.1.  271.15-16): Ego aurum argentumque reieci et aes in zonis habere destiti (Mt. 10. 9-  10); cf. c. Adim. 20 (CSEL 25.1. 177.11-14): sed tamen quod etiam huic loco (Lev. 26.  3-10) de nouo testamento dicunt [Manichaei] esse contrarium illud uidelicet, quod  dominus ait: nolite portare aurum neque argentum neque nummos in zonis uestris.  Faustus apud Augustine, c. Faust. V. 1 (CSEL 25.1. 271.21-24): uides pauperem,  uldes mitem, uides pacificum, puro corde (Mt. 5. 8-9)... et dubitas utrum accipiam  euangelium? cf£. c. Adim. 19 (CSEL 25.1. 175. 14-16): beati pauperes spiritu, quo-  niam ipsorum est regnum coelorum ... beati mites, quoniam ipsi hereditate posside-  bunt terram. Concerning the Manichaean imitation of this apostolic paradigm, v. the  important study by DANIEL CANER, Wandering, Begging Monks: Spiritual Authority  and the Promotion of Monasticism in Late Antiquity (Berkeley, 2002), pp.76-78.heatı mites, quoniam LDS1 hereditate pOosside-
hunt flerram Concerning the Manıchaean imıtatıon of thıs apostolıc paradızm, the
ımportant study by ANIEL (CANER, Wandering, begging Monks Spiritual uthorı
and the Promaotion of Monasticism In ate Antıquity (Berkeley, pp./6-78.
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and NOoTt solely belıeving in the genealogies statıng that Christ W ds
born .}

How Adımantus W as remembered by fourth CENLUrYy Manıchees
1s ımportant question 1C requıres further investigation. We INAaYy
tentatıvely conclude al thıs that there Was INOTEe 1{8 Adımantus’s
lıterary legacy than sSımply the remembrance of polemicıst who
dvanced the of Manıchaeism In the Empire through bıblıcal
antıtheses. Whılst thıs MaYy ave een hıs principal achıevement, ıt
INaYy also be true that ımportant aspect explamıng the standıng of
Adımantus wıthın the Manıchaean communıty lay In hıs role the
custodıian DAr excellence of OSse bıblıcal XIS AC defined the cul-
t1Cc responsıbilıties of Manıchaeism. According (0 the clues garnered
Irom the capıtula of Faustus, Adımantus  S disputationes also had the
collective Status compendıium of scrıptural9 contamıngımportant practical instructions drawn from the eachings of the post-les of 1g Jesus and Paul, and 1C In turn WEIC adopted the
templates for the behavıour and responsı1bıilıties of the communıty.hat such arguments COu ave dual PUTDOSC aAaDPPCATrSs plausıble;
indeed, the [WO characteristics of polemics and dıdactics coalesce in
the that Manıchees COu iıllustrate {O er Chrıstian STOUDSwhere they had een led aSLTaYy by the corrupting influence of the Law
and the Prophets, by demonstrating the extfent IC Manıchaean
doctrine and practices WeTeC squarely In lıne ıth the precedents of the
Apostles.
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5 ] Faustus apud Augustine, Faust 2951 273.8-18) Age ET SO, IDSUMeundem interrogemus Christum, el unde potissımum nobıs salutis Oorıatur OCCASIO,1US$ OVYe discamus.80  N. J. BAKER-BRIAN  and not solely believing in the genealogies stating that Christ was  born.!  How Adimantus was remembered by fourth century Manichees  is an important question which requires further investigation. We may  tentatively conclude at this stage that there was more to Adimantus’s  literary legacy than simply the remembrance of a polemicist who  advanced the cause of Manichaeism in the Empire through biblical  antitheses. Whilst this may have been his principal achievement, it  may also be true that an important aspect explaining the standing of  Adimantus within the Manichaean community lay in his role as the  custodian par excellence of those biblical texts which defined the cul-  tic responsibilities of Manichaeism. According to the clues garnered  from the capitula of Faustus, Adimantus’s disputationes also had the  collective status as compendium of scriptural passages, containing  important practical instructions drawn from the teachings of the Apost-  les of Light, Jesus and Paul, and which in turn were adopted as the  templates for the behaviour and responsibilities of the community.  That such arguments could have a dual purpose appears plausible;  indeed, the two characteristics of polemics and didactics coalesce in  the sense that Manichees could illustrate to other Christian groups  where they had been led astray by the corrupting influence of the Law  and the Prophets, by demonstrating the extent to which Manichaean  doctrine and practices were squarely in line with the precedents of the  Apostles.  Dr. N. J. BAKER-BRIAN  ° Faustus apud Augustine, c. Faust. V. 3 (CSEL 25.1. 273.8-18): Age ergo, ipsum  eundem interrogemus Christum, et unde potissimum nobis salutis oriatur 0Ccasio, ex  eius ore discamus. ... non dixit: docentes eos quia sim natus, sed ut mandata conse-  ruent. item alibi: amici mei eritis, si feceritis quae praecipio uobis, non dixit: si natum  me credideritis. Cf. G. STROUMSA, “The Words and the Works: Religious Knowledge  and Salvation in Augustine and Faustus of Milevis”, in S.N. EISENSTADT and I.F. SIL-  BER (eds.), Knowledge and Society: Studies in the Sociology of Culture Past and Pre-  sent vol. 7 (Connecticut, 1988), pp. 73-84.HON dıxıt docentes C0S qUu1a SIM Aalus, sed Ul mandata NSe-
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sent vol (Connecticut, 73-84


