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Franz Altheem | MAZDAX AND
PORPHYRIOS*

I

The same great crisis which rocked the Roman Empire and the ancient
world in general, around the middle of the third century A.p., also
marked an epoch in spiritual history. To the existing world views it
added two more—the Greek revival of Platonic philosophy and on the
Iranian side the teaching of Mani and his disciples. They originated
almost simultaneously in the two great empires of the Romans and
Sassanians who, although they were inimical neighbors, nonetheless
constituted together the ‘“Lights” and “Eyes of the World.””! As the
two empires were at the same time both distinct and yet bound to-
gether, so were the systems which originated in them.

For not only contemporaneity united the Neo-Platonics and the
Manichaeans. The fact that both movements were re-adaptions of an-
cient traditions establishes a closer bond. That never ending struggle
between the Father of Greatness? and the Prince of Darkness which
was central to Mani’s world myth was inconceivable without Za-
rathustra’s prototype. As with the Platonic revival, there was in Iran
a return to the tradition which included all that was greatest and most

* This article is a translation of a section of the author’s book, Geschichte der
Hunnen, 111 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1961) 61-80.

1 Petr. Patr. Frag. 13, FGH, 1V, 188.

2 The most convenient survey of the evidences is given in H.-Ch. Puech, Le
Manichéisme, p. 154, n. 295.

1



Mazdak and Porphyrios

authoritative for its own folk, its own culture, and an attempt to renew
that tradition in modern form.

To be sure, that which unites the two systems implies also that
they remain separated by deep distinctions. The Manichaean teaching
was as much determined by dualism as Neo-Platonism was by the
unity of the divine. Certainly the latter did not renounce the mani-
foldness of the traditional Greek world of the gods.® But that world
was stripped of its meaning when its multiplicity was returned to
unity. Artemis and Aphrodite had once been mutually exclusive as-
pects of the world which, unreconciled and irreconciliable, clashed and
created the tragic conflict in Euripides’ Hippolytus; now they became
“powers” and ‘“‘energies” of the same divine might. In proportion as
the ancient gods were stripped of their form and with it their divine
substance, the significance grew of the one who was assimilating all
into his own comprehensive essence—the god of the sun. But he him-
self remained only the visible image and the instrument of the great
One who stood above him. As “the Idea of existing things,” the total-
ity of the divine world was subordinated to the latter in a steeply
ascending pyramid.*

Mani wrote in the newly developed Syrian literary language. But
he was of Iranian, not Aramaean, extraction. The Neo-Platonics also
came from a very circumscribed region. Ammonios Sakkas, the Her-
metics, and Plotinos himself were Egyptians; Porphyrios was Phoeni-
cian; Longinos, Kallinikos, and Amelios were Syrians; Iamblichos had
an Arabic name. “Eastern Roman Empire’’ is an unsatisfactory desig-
nation for this territory. Asia Minor, and above all Cappadocia, which
was to be the home of three great teachers of the church, remains out-
side it. Neither does Semitic descent determine the homogeneity. It
may, however, be significant that all the men named came from coun-
tries which would one day be strongholds of Monophysitism. It may
seem surprising, but closer examination reveals an essential connection
here.

When the Council of Chalcedon accepted the formulation of unity
of the West as contained in the “Tome” of Leo the Great, it acknowl-
edged two natures in Christ after his incarnation, in spite of the unity
of his person. Dioscorus and the Egyptian bishops who supported
their patriarch were sacrificed to the alliance between Constantinople
and Rome. Alexandrine theology had always emphasized the divine
nature of Christ at the expense of the human. Thus one side took pre-

“F, Altheim, Aus Spdtantike und Christentum, pp. 56-57, and in the anthology
published by C. Brinkmann, Soziologie und Leben, pp. 179-80.

4 Altheim, op. cit., pp. 19-20.



cedence over the other until finally the Egyptian church advocated
Monophysitism, the teaching of one divine nature. In that teaching
met the opponents of the formulation of 451—all who were united in
repudiating Leo’s “Tome.” The decision at Chalcedon led to an ir-
reparable break with Monophysite Egypt and Syria.

We need only to articulate it—Monophysitism continued the tenets
of the Egyptian and Syrian Neo-Platonics. Both sides did not com-
pletely suppress that which had been given them: the Neo-Platonics
did not fully lose the multiplicity of the ancient gods, nor did the
Monophysites lose the logos beside the father. But they devaluated
that which contested unity by assimilating it to a higher unity. The
same tenet came to the fore in both Monophysitism and Neo-Pla-
tonism, and it is hardly an accident that both views recruited out of
Egypt and Syria. A passionate striving for unity was just as character-
istic of the men of these lands as dualism was of Iran.

The Arabians remain. The internal relationship between Monophy-
sitism and Islam has recently been emphasized. Eutyches, one of the
fathers of the Monophysite teaching, has been called a forerunner of
Mohammed.? Indeed the developments of the two run parallel. Mo-
hammed’s teaching was also inspired by reflections on unity and by
the recognition that God has no “partner.” He stands in a direct line
with his Neo-Platonic and Monophysite neighbors and predecessors.
But Mohammed’s religious passion gave that which those before him
had perceived and to which they had aspired a dissimilar and more
distinctive stamp.

Nonetheless it is most astounding that Neo-Platonism also influ-
enced Iranian thinking and recast it in its own likeness. The teaching
of the divine unity gripped the land which had always professed dual-
ism. It was strong enough to blot out the classic mythos of Iran; for
awhile it seemed as if unity would triumph over divine duality there.

After their Athenian school was closed in 529, the heads of the
Neo-Platonic teaching left the East Roman Empire and sought sanc-
tuary with the Sassanians. They hoped to find there the Platonic state
in which justice ruled, kingship and philosophy coincided, and subjects
were temperate and humble. Reality was of such kind that the exiled
philosophers preferred death to an honored life at the Persian court.
Thus runs the report of Agathias.® Neither he nor the exiled philoso-
phers knew that a teaching grounded in the Neo-Platonic had just
recently effected a revolution in Iran.

¢ H. Grégoire in Mélanges Ch. Diehl, I, 107 f.
¢ Ibid., II, chaps. xxx—xxxi.
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Mazdak and the Mazdakites, whose elevation under Kavad I
(48897, 499-531) shattered the social and economic order of the
Sassanian Empire, are of interest to contemporary historiography as
precursors and pioneers of socialist thought. Yet already Th. Noldeke,
to whom we are indebted for the first scientific study of Mazdak and
his teachings,” concluded that the reformer differed from all of his true
or ostensible successors in his religious character.® A. Christensen has
formulated this conclusion more specifically in his comprehensive and
still fundamental monograph on the reign of Kavas I and the
Mazdakite communism.® He maintained that Mazdak’s teaching
built on the foundations which Mani had laid and that his system
represented only an extension and special development of the Ma-
nichaean.!® Christensen was enabled to go beyond Noldeke both by the
discovery of original Manichaean scriptures in Chinese-Turkestan and
by long-range progress in Manichaean research. Undoubtedly Chris-
tensen has made an important discovery. We must ask only whether
this one spiritual-historic characteristic of Mazdak concludes every-
thing which may be said about him. We shall see that a second ad-
vance is permitted by a further discovery, of which Christensen could
have known as little as Noldeke before him knew of the Manichaean
find. We may anticipate that it will lead us far away from Christen-
sen’s results.

The point of departure for this study will be an original fragment
from a writing of Mazdak—the only one extant. Again we are in-
debted to Christensen for the recognition that these are Mazdak’s own
words. But Christensen’s translation and interpretation of the frag-
ment, preserved in Arabic translation, leaves something to be desired.
Furthermore, the necessary conclusion has not been drawn out of the
recognition that this is an original fragment.

That which has been and still is primarily available on Mazdak’s
teaching consists of doxographic reports which classify it according to
rigid categories like communal property, communal wives, teachings
of principles and elements. Such classifications may be necessary for
certain ends; they have the advantage of simplicity and fixed order.
But such methods threaten to evaporate the spiritual form of a teach-
ing. It emerges only when the distinctively personal and unrepeatable
original wording is available. Everyone remembers what a decided

7 Gesch. d. Perser u. Araber, pp. 455 ff.
8 Ibid., pp. 459 f.

9 Klg. Danske Videnskab. Selskab., Hist.-filol. Medd., Vol. IX, Fasc. 6; the
results repeated: L' Empire des Sassanides, 2d ed., pp. 316 ff.

10 Ibid., pp. 96 f.; L’ Empire des Sassanides, 2d ed., pp. 337 {.



advance was made in opening up pre-Socratic philosophy when schol-
ars turned from doxographic reports and kept to that which was pre-
served in the texts. At that moment there began a new epoch in
pre-Socratic research. In the following pages, we shall turn from doxo-
graphic reports to a text which, no matter how brief it is, nonetheless
guarantees that Mazdak himself is speaking to us.

II

In his kitabu l-milal wa-n-nihal Sahrastani has also given a report
about the teachings of Mazdak.!! He begins with a few notes on his
life, follows with a short report in the doxographic style and, begin-
ning with hukiya or haka,? he gives some additions. At the begin-
ning there appears as guarantor Muhammed b. Hariin, named Abi
<Isa 1-Warrak!® with his kitabu l-makalat.*

A third section is introduced by wa-ruwiya <anhu. The passage is
distinguished from everything which precedes it by a great number of
Iranian names and concepts in which, as we shall see, the Middle
Persian form still shines through. The -hu in <anhu can only refer to
Mazdak. This tradition claims to go back to Mazdak himself. Al-
though reference to Mazdak is at first in the third person, there is no
doubt that these are his own words.® The terminology indicates that;
both the innumerable details and the originality of the opinions ex-
pressed confirm it.! The stylistic adaption made in the beginning is
continuous with the preceding report; it does not deny that a fragment
of one of the writings of Mazdak is here in slightly revised form. In the
passage on the letters which is introduced by kala, Mazdak speaks
directly. The fragment thus continues literally.

According to the text, the object of Mazdak’s veneration—pre-
sumably the god of light—sat on his throne in the upper world, just
as Husraw did in the lower. The failure to mention the name of the
deity is characteristic; we shall see it again. Opposite him there are
four powers (kuwd), which will later be termed spiritual powers (al-
kuwa r-rahaniya) :

11 P. 192, lines 19 f. ed. Cureton; Vol. I, pp. 119 f. of Bombay ed. of 1314 H.

12 Tt cannot be determined whether, according to A. Christensen (%p. cit., p. 80,
n. 2) a change of the source is assumed (hukiya) or whether Abii <Isa 1-Warrak
speaks again (haka).
'3 Sahrastani, p. 188, lines 14 ., shows that he had formerly been a Zarathustran
&Chrlstensen, op. cit., p. 79); cf. L. Massignon in Enc. d. Islam, IV, 1218, and
. Brockelmann, Gesch. d. arab. Lit.-Suppl., I, 341.
14 Bertini, Chronol., p. 277, line 13; p. 284, line 6; 23 ed. Sachau.

1 Christensen, op. cit., p. 80, n. 3, accepts a third source, “‘qui prétend citer les
paroles méme de Mazdak.”

18 I'ted., p. 82.
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1. The power of discrimination (famyiz), compared with the
maobadan mobad;

2. The power of insight (fahm), compared with the Great-hérbas;

3. The power of vigilance (hifz),!” compared with the spahbad;

4. The power of joy (surar), compared with the ramiskar.

Christensen translates ramiskar as “musicien.” More pregnant is
his interpretation ‘“maitre de plaisir du roi,” corresponding to kuwwatu
S-surar.

These four powers link the affairs of the two worlds (yudabbirina
amra l-<dlamain) by seven of their viziers. T7lka, in Arabic, refers
generally to the far distant; therefore it means the four powers of the
upper world. “Their viziers,” then, are the viziers of the four kuwa.
The viziers rule amra I<alamain “the affairs of the two worlds”; that
is, the upper and lower world.!® Only thus does a later sentence become
intelligible—that when all the powers named unite in a man he belongs
to God even in the lower world. We shall consider this later. The seven
viziers bear the following names:

1. salar, Middle Persian saréar, ‘“the highest, the chief’’;

2. beskar,'® Middle Persian péskar, “he whose deed is first, he who
first acts”;
balwan, compare Old Persian* bardvan,?® ‘“‘the high one”’;

. barwan, Middle Persian parvan, ‘“‘the executor’;*

. kardan, Middle Persian the same, ‘he who supervises the work”’;
. dastwar, Middle Persian dastavar, “Judge’;

. kadak, Middle Persian kodak (k6day), ‘‘the insignificant.”’??

Again, the seven viziers revolve inside a circle of twelve rahaniyan,
“‘Spiritual beings.” These are named:

1. bwanandah, read* jwadandah,?* Middle Persian zyadanday, “the
covetous’’;

2. dahandah, Middle Persian dahanday, ‘“the giving”’;

3. sitanandah, Middle Persian stananda~y, “the taking away’’;

No G AW

17 I'bid., p. 81: “la Mémoire.” This could also be hifz, but then the comparison
with the spahbas does not emerge.

18 Incorrectly translated by Th. Haarbriicker (Schahrastani’s Religionsparteien
u. Philosophenschulen [Halle, 1850-51]), I, 292, “die Angelegenheit der Welten’;
Christensen follows him.

19 by$k>h and the like in Oxon. Arab. XLVII Hunt. 158 and XCV Poc. 83, which
we have compared.

20 Cf. avest. barazman—‘‘high.”
21 Christensen, op. cit., p. 81, n. 2.
22 The particulars in Chr. Bartholomae, Altiran. Wb., col. 472 to avest. kutaka-.

23 pwahandah: Ozon. Arab. XCV. O. Szemerényi remarks on the 6. 3. 54:
“rwahanda~y is die Form, die man fiirs Mittelpers. erwarten sollte: intervokalisches
d wird hier zu -h-; dahand von da-da ‘geben.’ ”’
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4. barandah, Middle Persian baranday, ‘‘the bringing”’;

5. pwarandah, Middle Persian zyaranday, ‘“the eating’’;

6. dawandah, read* darandah, Middle Persian darandavy, ‘“the keep-
ing”;

7. bizandah, Middle Persian xezandavy, ‘“the rising’’;

8. kiSandah, Middle Persian kisandavy (kasandavy), ‘“the plowing” ;4

9. zanandah, read* radandah,?® Middle Persian radanday, “he who
makes (himself) ready”’ ;2

10. kunandah, Middle Persian kunanda~y ‘‘the acting”’;

11. ayandah and Sawandah, Middle Persian ayanday and Savanday,
“the coming” and ‘“‘the going”;

12. bayandah, Middle Persian payandavy, “the preserving’’ or ‘‘the
enduring.”’?

As the Lord of Light in the upper world has in Husraw his counter-
part for the lower, so the four spiritual powers have theirs in the four
arch-officials—the mobadan mabas, the highest hérbasd, the spahbas,
and the ramiskar. The seven viziers who follow them work in both
upper and lower worlds. Whether or not this holds true of the twelve
spiritual beings is not indicated. One would imagine them to have
been, like the viziers, in both worlds.

Explanation of particulars can begin with the spiritual beings. The
linguistic form of their names is the same in all instances—they are
present participles of verbs, expressing activity. The spiritual beings
are therefore actors, as opposed to the powers, which represent spirit-
ual dwépues and are accordingly spiritual aspects of the Lord of Light.
Thus there unfolds a polarity of aspect and deed, enduring and acting,
being and becoming; we shall find this ‘“‘syzygian principle’’?8 again
in the viziers.

The original Iranian terminology is given for the spiritual beings,
unlike the powers. In three instances we adopt light conjectures. They
each involve single letters, letters which are known to be readily con-
fused in the Arabic language; that is, n for d, w and z for r. These
changes seem to us to be imperative. Only in this way can we make
sense of the order of the spiritual beings. Clearly, each two of the
rahaniydn constitutes a matching pair. Opposed are demanding and

24In New Pers. kafidan, avest.? kar§- “to plow”’; Bartholomae, Altiran. Wb.
col. 457; H. 8. Nyberg, Hilfsbuch des Pehlevi, 11, 128.

26 wlydh: Oxon. Arab. XLVIL

28 Zu avest. rad- ‘“make ready”’: Bartholomae, op. cit., cols. 1520 f.; cf. Middle
Pers. rasenitan.

27 Christensen, op. cit., p. 81: “celui qui reste.”
28 J. Friedlinder in JAOS, XXIX, 116; F. Meyer in Art. Asiae, XVI, 149.
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giving, taking away and bringing, consuming and preserving, growing
of fruit and preparing the fields, preparation and activity, motion (for
we can only comprehend coming and going in this generic term) and
inertia. Thus we preserve the twelve rahaniyan which are required,
unlike Christensen?® who has thirteen, against the explicit information
given at the beginning of the text.

The order of the viziers is in accordance with the same principle.
But now we do not have giving, growing, and preserving on the one
side and use and consumption on the other. The chief, the high one and
planning beside the first acting, executing, and judging reflect a dis-
tinction between thought and deed. Again we meet the same polarity
which was revealed in the comparison of powers and spiritual beings.
Moreover, it pervades the collectivity of the viziers. Only the seventh
vizier, ‘“the insignificant,” does not fall into line. But as a lesser mem-
ber (who is named accordingly), he effects the transition to the twelve
spiritual beings who constitute a lower order than the viziers. For that
order is not unfolded of the tension between thought and deed, but
rather of the material tension between consumption and creation. By
contrast, the first, third, and fifth viziers, expressing the intellectual,
point upward toward the powers who stand next to the throne of the
Lord of Light.

We recognize an order of rank and degree. At its summit is God or
the Light; before him are the four powers; then come the viziers, clas-
sified according to thought and deed; finally come the spiritual beings,
also classified, but according to consumption and creation. There is
revealed a succession which descends from light and its spiritual as-
pects, through thought and deed, through gratification of the require-
ments of life, to the material creation of the latter. The higher the rank
of one of the beings named, the more he is characterized by light and
spirit, by purity and self-contained contemplation. The more we de-
scend, however, the more we attain to the realm of the material and
the active.

Next is a sentence which Christensen translates as follows: Dans
chaque homme toutes les quatre forces sont réunis, et les sept et les
douze sont devenus maitres dans le monde inférieur, et I'obligation
leur a été Otée.”’3® Linguistically, this rendering is inconceivable; fur-
thermore, it is meaningless. The sentence can only mean: “And that
man, in whom these four powers, the seven viziers, and the twelve
(spiritual beings) unite, he becomes one who belongs to God (rab-

29 Op. cit., p. 81, n. 4. Ozon. Arab. XCV omits rahaniyin, No. 10.
30 Jbid., pp. 81 {., in direct continuation of Haarbriicker, op. cit., I, 292.



ban?)* (already) in the lower world, and his (earthly) burden will be
taken from him (faklif).” The world is divided into many individual
powers and mights. They govern and order their designated provinces;
they are active in different ways. But if once they unite in a single
man, an integration is effected which transcends their division and
lifts that man to God.

Now there is a new thought, introduced by kala. Husraw in the
upper world, it says, rules by means of the letters whose sum is equiva-
lent to the most powerful name (al-ismu l-a‘zam—it is probably that
of the god of light). Previously the term Husraw had been used for the
lord of the lower world (husraw bi-l-<alami l-asfal); and the god of the
upper world remained unspecified (ma<biduhu). The master of the
upper world still has no name. In its place is a metonymic “Husraw in
the upper world.” This can only be understood to refer to that name-
less god of the upper world who corresponds to ‘“Husraw of the lower
world.” The meaning of the letters by means of which the lord of the
upper world rules is generally denied to men. Nevertheless, to that
man who is capable of formulating an idea of them (man tasawwara
min tilka l-hurifi $aan), the highest mystery is revealed (as-sirru
l-akbar). Now the reason why the lord of the upper world remains
unnamed becomes clear. Only the man to whom the ‘‘highest mystery”’
has opened can know that name; and a man with such knowledge will
never relinquish his discovery. Moreover, the man to whom ‘‘the high-
est mystery’’ is refused (man hurima dalika), exists in opposition to the
spiritual powers (f7 mukabalati I-kuwd l-arbac) ; that is, in the blindness
of ignorance (<ama l-gahl) as opposed to the power of discrimination,
in forgetfulness (nisyan) as opposed to insight, in spiritual indolence
(balada) as against vigilance, in sorrow (§amm) as opposed to joy.

The connection with that which has already been said is evident.
Just as the man in whom the powers unite can become like god, so the
man who knows the meaning of the letters knows the highest mystery.

III

In interpreting the fragment, we have kept as close as possible to
Sahrastant’s text itself. We have explained what is there and how it
came to be there. However, one observation must not be neglected.
The text has a series of discrepancies which give the impression that it
has been abbreviated; hence it is inconclusive in and of itself. Its be-
ginning compares the unnamed lord of the upper world and Husraw in
the lower, the four powers in the upper world and the four imperial

31 The two Oxford manuscripts have rabban.
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officials of the lower. We expect the seven viziers and the twelve
spiritual beings to have this same division according to two worlds.
The term ‘‘vizier” is just as appropriate to the lower world as the
term “spiritual being” is to the upper. One cannot escape the impres-
sion that there is in each case only one term of an anticipated pair.
Furthermore, the names of the powers, that is, of the upper world, are
Arabic; those of the officials of the lower world are Middle Persian.
Similarly, the circumlocution for the lord of the upper world is
macbiduhu; in the lower world Husraw reigns. The individual names
of viziers and spiritual beings are all in Middle Persian form, but the
designation for the class as such is Arabic. Following the preceding
train of thought, we must infer that the viziers both collectively and
as individual beings belong to the lower world and that their counter-
part in the upper world is missing. On the other hand, rahaniyin as a
generic term belongs to the upper world, but its corresponding specific
names seem to have been left out. Conversely, one should assign the
Middle Persian names of the spiritual beings to the lower world. Their
generic term would be left out with r@haniyan, which should actually
be part of the upper world, substituted.

There is one final difficulty. Christensen has observed that the num-
ber seven corresponds to the planets and the number twelve to the
signs of the zodiac.?? This will be confirmed. But even if one assumes
that the planets revolve inside the circles of the zodiac, the same
notion (hadihi s-sabcatu tadurw fi itna <asara ruhaniyan)®® applied to
viziers and spiritual beings is implastic and totally absurd.

So much for the interpretation of the fragment. Now we must at-
tempt to establish its historic context.

The first question concerns the counterpart to the unnamed Lord of
Light of the upper world. Who is Husraw in the lower world? He can-
not possibly be the contemporary of Mazdak who bore the name—the
later Chusrd I Andsarvan (531-579). For Mazdak could hardly have
named in honor of his most inimical opponent the ruler who later
murdered the prophet himself and thousands of his disciples. More-
over, Chusrd had already killed Mazdak when he ascended the throne
(at the end of 528 or the beginning of 529).3¢ Mazdak therefore could
not have known him as ruler. Finally, our fragment itself shows that it
was composed before the reign of AnoSarvan. Mention of only one
spahbaé implies that, for Mazdak, only a single “spahbas of the lands”’

32 Christensen, op. cit., p. 102.
33 We are giving the correct form.
3 Christensen, op. cit., pp. 124 f.
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existed; he had not yet been replaced by the four bearers of that title
whose appointment constituted one of the first official acts of the reign
of AnoSarvan.®

Husraw can only mean “king” in general, and not a specific bearer
of the title. It is thus to be understood in the same way as the Arabic
kisrd, a collective designation for all the Sassanians. But kisra was
first used as general designation of the kings of Persia only after
Chusrd I and II, the two greatest among them, had invested the name
with glory. Once more we are up against the problem of Mazdak’s
having used a term which he could not have adopted out of his own
time.

A previously neglected remark of Ibn Hurdadbeh suggests a solu-
tion. In a section dealing with the surnames of the kings of Chorasan
and of the East occurs that of the king of Chwarezm—pjusraw
pwarizm.3 Therefore Husraw was the name of the ruler who appears as
bwrzmn mlk> in the inscription of Paikuli®” (parth.).

Except for a short episode under Bahram V. Gor,* Chwarezm was
never subjected to Sassanian rule. In particular, neither Chusrd I
Anodsarvan nor Chusro II ABarvéz ever exercised any sovereignty
there. Accordingly the term Husraw cannot stem from them. We do
know well—and from a most authoritative source—that a mythologi-
cal king of Chwarezm bore the name. According to Bériini,* a na-
tive of Chwarezm, Kai Husraw appears at the head of all dynasties as
first ruler of the land. The name of his historical successor is derived
from this Ur-king.

Thus Mazdak used as example not the Sassanian king, but the
ruler of Chwarezm, a country lying far to the north and one not under
Sassanian rule. The fact that Kavas I, at least at times, was or was
reported to be a disciple of Mazdak makes this conclusion even more
astounding. Mazdak can only have been induced to choose his par-
ticular type of ruler by the immediate accessibility of the kingdom of
Chwérezm to himself and to his audience. In other words, Mazdak
was himself a native of Chwarezm or its vicinity and first came forward
there.

To be sure, this contradicts existing opinion. Apart from Tabriz
155“5 Ta2bari, ann. I, 894, lines 5 f.; Dinawari p. 69, lines 11 f.; Néldeke, op. cit., p.

, 1. 2.

% P. 40, line 2, ed. de Goeje.

3742’ ed. Herzfeld.

3 E. Sachau, in SBAK Wrien, LXXIII, pp. 505 f. after a quotation of al-
Baihaki which goes back to Bérini’s lost history of Chwarezm.

39 Chronol., p. 35, lines 9 f. ed. Sachau.
11
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or Istahr,*® great importance has been attached to the informa-
tion of Tabarl,* according to which Mazdak was born in Madariya.
But the location of the latter is open to question. Néldeke con-
sidered the Susiane,*? but Christensen looked for it at the site of the
modern Kit al-“Amara.** Yet Noéldeke himself calls his suggestion
only a guess (with justice), and the equation of madariya** with
madaray@ which Christensen proposes has little paleographic possi-
bility. Perhaps a different approach will be successful. It is known that
the name which Tabari gives goes back to the Sassanian Book of
Kings.% One is therefore justified in transliterating it into the Pahlavi
seript and in studying his results as constituting the genuine tradi-
tion. Accordingly all diacritical marks, the addition of Arabic seribes,
must be disregarded. With a very slight alteration,* mwlg> would be
read; from this is obtained mwrg®d = Murgab.

That takes us far away from the Susiane and from Iraq. We reach
outermost Chorasan at the place where it borders in the Northeast on
the Sogdiane and in the North at Chwarezm. Further information,
neglected until now, points to the same locale. Balcami would have
Mazdak come from Nesapir;*” others say Nisa. The chief proponent
of the latter is Berani,*® himself a native of Chwarezm and thus
again an authority little open to challenge. Noldeke interpreted ns>,*
incorrectly vocalized by E. Sachau as Nasi (it is the ancient Nisaia or
Parthaunisa), to have been a confusion with Fasa, the birthplace of
Zradust, the second founder of the sect.’® This interpretation, never
very likely, is excluded by the fact that Murgab, N&sapir, and Nisa

40 Thereto the argument of Christensen, op. cit., pp. 99-100. The form of the
name is given according to Christensen. E. Littmann writes for us (on the 6. 3. 54):
“Die Lesung Muryab [cf. below] ist genial und wird das Richtige treffen. Der Ort,
den Christensen vorschlug, wurde auf den Karten kit el-amara geschrieben. Ich
glaube freilich, dass ich vor 38 Jahren <Amara feststellte. Aber ich bin mir dessen

nicht mehr ganz sicher. Der erste Teil des Names is kué: ein Ort dieses Namens in
Babylonien ist schon aus alter Zeit bekannt.”

4 Ann. I, p. 893, line 10. Not al-Madariya, as Christensen writes (op. cit. 99).
The mistake is already in Noldeke, op. cit., p. 457; cf. G. Le Strange, T'he Lands of
the Eastern Caliphate (1930), p. 38.

42 Op. cit., p. 154, n. 3; cf. p. 457.

43 Op. cit., p. 100.

4 Adnotatio e) to T'abar?, ann. I, p. 893.

% Christensen, op. cit. pp. 28 f.

4 The details are in Altheim and Stiehl, Ein asiatischer Staat, I, 200.
47 Trad. Zotenberg II, 142 f.

48 Chronol., p. 209, line 11, ed. Sachau.

4 Op. cit., p. 457, n. 3.

8 Cf. Tabari, ann. I, p. 893, line 8.
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are all situated in the same region. They confirm one another; together
with the introduction of Husraw in our fragment they certify that
Mazdak first saw the light of day in northermost Chorasan. Elsewhere
it has been shown that the name-form maZdak preserved in Beérini,
chron. 209, 11, and 211, 11, confirms this inference.® Only such an
hypothesis makes comprehensible the naming of the Chwarezmsah as
the ruler who is the earthly counterpart of the Lord of Light.

v

Christensen has observed that there are analogies between the teach-
ings of Mazdak and Mani.®? They extend from the contrast of the two
principles, the worlds of light and of darkness, to details, especially of
terminology. The enumeration of long lists and groups of divine beings,
minutely catalogued according to name and function, is Manichaean
in style. But designating Mazdak as a mere imitator of Mani for this
reason is scarcely permissible. Differences come to light already in the
teaching on the elements. Whereas Mani knew five of them, Mazdak,
according to Sahrastani, knew only three. Similarly, in spite of much
coincidence of particulars, there is generally on the Manichaean side
nothing corresponding to the organization according to powers,
viziers, and spiritual beings. Again, only Mazdak has the account of
the numbers. However, the greatest difference between the two is that
Mani sets in opposition to the Father of Greatness the Prince of Dark-
ness; Mazdak has no equivalent for the latter. Also missing is the
interminable conflict between light and darkness, good and evil, which
is characteristic of Mani’s teaching. Neither Mazdak’s Lord of Light
nor anything near him is combative—or even active. He reposes—as
distant, untouched Being. Activity is first evident toward the base of
the pyramid. It appears in increasingly greater amounts the further it
is from the apex; and it is always subordinated to the powers of Being.

According to al-Warrak, Sahrastani noted explicitly that there were
many parallels between the teachings of Mazdak and Mani. This is es-
pecially true of the two principles: light and darkness.?® “Except that
Mazdak would say that the light worked with intentionality (bs-I-
kasd) and free decision (wa-l-thtiyar), but the darkness blindly (<ald
l-babt) and according to chance (wa-l-ittifak). And the light would be
knowing (‘alim) and aware (hassas), but the darkness ignorant (§ahsl)

81 Altheim and Stiehl, Philologia sacra, p. 90.

52 Op. cit., pp. 101f., 102, nn. 1-2; Empire des Sassanides, 2d ed., pp. 340 ff.,
341, nn. 1 and 3; 342, n. 1.

%3 Both are pointed out in the Chronicle of Secert, 11, p. 125, lines 3 f., along with
the communal holding of women to be characteristics of the teaching of Zradust,
Mazdak’s associate (cf. II, 125, lines 8 f.); astonishing esp. II, 147 lines 6 f.

13



Mazdak and Porphyrios

and blind (a‘ma). However, the mixture of the two principles would
have occurred by chance and habt and not by intentionality and free
decision. And so salvation comes only by chance and never by free
will.”

Noldeke®* first referred to the fact that Malalas® called Kavas 1
Aapbofevos and that a decidedly Manichaean sect appears in the same
author as 76 (8¢yua) Tév Aapioferiv. Malalas himself interpreted this
name 76 8byua Tob dyafod.’” Noldeke has also recognized in the general
term a durusi-dén, darazd-dén = bpfédofos and called it the name of
Mazdak’s sect.

This observation was adopted by Christensen.’® He too appre-
hended Aapdofevos and 7av Aapiolevdv as darist-denan ‘“ceux qui profes-
sent la vrai foi.” Likewise he thought that Malalas’ epithet for Kavas
I designated him a disciple of Mazdak and that consequently the
dorist-dénan were to be considered adherents of the latter. Anything
else added by Christensen is less, or not at all, convincing.’®* But the
kernel of his explication, particularly insofar as he depends upon
Noldeke, holds fast. It will also constitute our point of departure.

Malalas reports specifically that the Manichaean Bundos was sup-
posed to have arrived in Rome in the time of Diocletian. He had
broken with Mani’s teaching and he now proclaimed that the good

od had fought the evil one and had conquered him. Therefore the
good god must be honored as victor. Later Bundos withdrew to Persia
and propagated his teaching there.

Indeed Bundos concurred with Mazdak in that, for both, the evil
god, Prince of Darkness, has been eliminated from the struggle. It is
thus completely conceivable that the teaching of Bundos was carried
on in that of Mazdak. To be sure, little is accomplished by this conces-
sion alone. For the person of Bundos does not become concrete
through Malalas’ evidence alone. Here we seem to be enabled to con-
tinue by means of a name which has thus far not been invoked in this
context—that of the Syrian periodeutes Bid. The catalogue of au-

5 Op. cit., p. 457, n. 1.
8 P, 429, lines 11 f., ed. Bonn.
% P, 309, lines 19 {., ed. Bonn.

87 A. Schenk Graf von Stauffenberg, D. rom. Kaisergesch. be: Malalas, 404 £., is
able to establish no hypotheses on the basis of Malalas’ information 309. 19 f.
Neither was the coincidence of the two places surprising to him, nor did he know
of the proposals of Néldeke and Christensen.

8 Op. cit., pp. 18; 96 f.

88 Thus the comparison of Bundos and Zradust (op. cit., 98 f.) and the attempt
to rediscover in the false writings of the Arabic authors that name which Malalas
hands down (¢bid., 97 f.).
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thors composed by cAbdi§oc b. Brika after 1315~16 in Afrem’s metert?
names Bid as the translator of the book of Kalila wa-Dimna from
Indic into Syriac.® This information is incorrect insofar as the older
Syriac translation came from the Middle Persian text which in turn
can be traced to the physician Burzogé. There is in this instance no
possibility of Bid’s having been the author. But we can infer in any
case that the name Bid was still well enough known in late Sassanian
times that a work could have been falsely attributed to him. We are
led to the same conclusion by the narrative in the Maronitic chronicle
about Scythianos, who introduced ‘‘the heresy of Empedocles
(pwdklys) and Pythagoras” to the Christians of upper Egypt. The
latter’s student bwdws is supposed to have gone to Babylonia with
Scythianos’ wife; there he wrote four works (which are then item-
ized).52

The other writings attributed to Bid are of a different sort. There
are discourses against the Manichaeans and the Marcionites and a
study on the "Ahga 76 péya of Aristotelian metaphysics. All three
seem to have had a Neo-Platonic author; chronologically, they reflect,
at the earliest, the time when Plotinus wrote his extant work against
the Gnostics, Alexander of Lycopolis wrote his against the Manichae-
ans, and Porphyrios wrote his against the Christians. The interest in
Aristotelian philosophy is paralleled in Porphyrios. All this suggests
the second half of the third century A.p.; this tallies with the time of
Malalas’ Bundos.

The two different forms of the name remain. The sanskrit budhd-
“Wise One’’® might be proper for an alleged translator from the Indic.
But it does not suit a man who opposed Manichaeans and Marcionites
and who interpreted Aristotle. If Bundos withdrew from Rome
to Persia, he may have come originally from Persia. We have
Bundas comparable to Windas, Windafarnah- comparable to (gen.)
"Twdogpéppov, Tovdopéppov;* perhaps Bundos can be compared with
Binédoe, Windoe. With the assimilation of the n which is customary in
Syria,’ a Bund may have been changed to a Budd. As this would be
written bwd, it would have been incorrectly read Bid.

It is immaterial whether or not one accepts the line of reasoning in-

€ J. S. Assemani, Biblioth. Orient. Clementino-Vatic. (1719-28), III, 1, 325 f.;
for dating see A. Baumstark, Geschichte der syr. Lit., p. 325, n. 2.

o Jbid., I11, I, 219, and p. 125.

@ Chron. min., 2, p. 59, lines 1f., ed. Brooks.

8 F. Justi, Iran Namensbuch, p. 71r.

8 Ibid., p. 369.

% Noldeke, Kurzgef. syr. Gramm., 2d ed., pp. 21 f., No. 28.
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dicated. Bundos seems to have been Neo-Platonic. The possible associ-
ations between his teaching and that of Mazdak are recognized as soon
as the contents of Mazdak’s original fragment are placed in their
spiritual-historic context.

We notice two things immediately. First, by the elimination of the
Prince of Darkness, Mani’s dualistic system has been sidestepped. To
be sure, the contrasts between upper and lower, lighter and darker
have persisted. But the total order maintains a monarchistic culmina-
tion in the one whom Mazdak “venerates” (Sahrastani—macbaduhu)
and in him whom Bundos before Mazdak commends for ‘“honor”
(rwwdv) as victor. Second, there is repeatedly demonstrated a thorough-
going assessment of everything spiritual, contemplative, self-con-
tained, and planning as superior to the active. The two are intrinsically
connected. For the omission of the perpetual struggle between Mani’s
two principles has eliminated not only his dualism, but also the presen-
tation of active conflict as an all-embracing category. Both, however,
indicate Neo-Platonism.

The observation, made earlier, that Mazdak never speaks the name
of his Lord of Light furnishes our first verification. He is like the
World-God of whom the panegyric of 313 says: quem . . . te ipse dici
velis, scire non possemus.®® He is the feod dwoparos kpeirTwr® of the
Hermetics, who évbuaros ob wpoodeirar,%® the é&ppnros.’® Here already
there is Neo-Platonic terminology everywhere. But it is by no means
confined to this.

Today we are acquainted with Porphyrios’ writing on the sun, as it
has been reconstructed from Macrobius?™ and from Julian’s speech
on King Helios.” This text was composed before 263, that is, before
Porphyrios went to Rome and joined the circle of Plotinus.” Both the
thoughts expressed by Porphyrios in his writings and their implica-
tions are mirrored in Mazdak’s fragment.

For, like Mazdak’s Lord of Light, the sun has the highest standing
in Porphyrios. It is the visible image of the divinitas or feidrys, the
divina mens or the divine vobs. Itself without name and invisible, the

& P, 9, line 26, ed. Baehrens.

67 I, 298 Scott out of Lactant., div. inst. 4, 614.
88 1, 162, 26; cf. 14; 156, 20.

8 ], 536, Fragm. 11.

70 Sat. I, 17-23.

7t Altheim, Aus Spdatantike u. Christentum, pg. 2f£., 15f.; cf. P. Courcelles, Les
Lettres grecques en Occident, pp. 19 fi.; M. Rosenbach, Galliena Augusta, ATIAPXAL,
111 (1958), 53 ff.

72 Altheim, Aus Spatantike u. Christentum, pp. 9 f.
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latter is revealed in the sun, who is mediator between him and the
remainder of the world.

Nods and sun institute a divine heirarchy comparable to that of
Mazdak. Accordingly the four powers should be next in line. But we
have for a long time recognized in the seven viziers the planets, moving
inside the circles of the zodiac, or the twelve spiritual beings.”® For
Porphyrios the sun is also at the head of the planets;’ likewise the
circles of the zodiac are emanations of the sun and participate in his
essence.”™ As are the gods, so the latter groups are virtutes and effectus,
duvapess and &vépyerar of the sun. As with Mazdak, so in Porphyrios all
these beings are arranged in a pyramid of attributes which descends
from the highest essences through their active subordinates.

Mazdak compared the Lord of Light in the upper world to Husraw
in the lower. Porphyrios himself makes no such comparisons; but the
Greek and Roman panegyrics in the time of Diocletian and Con-
stantine do. Porphyrios’ thought world everywhere is determined
by the analogy of emperor and sun and its associated symbolism.’®
In his oration composed on the occasion of the thirtieth anniversary
of the reign of Constantine, Eusebius calls the emperor the earthly
image of God and his order.” Constantine sends rays like the sun into
the farthermost parts of the civilized world. The four Caesars are
bearers of the light which streams from the ruler. Like Helios, Con-
stantine links the foursome.”® Here Mazdak’s four powers which stand
opposite the Lord of Light and the four officials at Husraw’s side find
their analogy. They are the translation of the four Caesars into
Iranian.

A report of Mas<Gdi supports our conclusion. It calls Mazdak
Mobas and an interpreter of the Avesta.” “He established in place of
its (the Avesta’s) externalities (li~z@hirthe) an interior (batin) opposed
to its (the Avesta’s) externalities, and he was the first to be men-
tioned among the masters of interpretation and of inner things and of

73 Christensen, op. cit., p. 102.
¢ Macrob., Sat. I, 17, 2.
% Macrob., Sat. I, 21, 16-27.

™ Altheim, Aus Spdtantike u. Christentum, pp. 46 f., 511., 54 f.; cf. Lit. u.
Gesellsch., 1, 138 ff.

" 1. Const. p. 199, 2 f.; 215, 21, ed. Heikel; cf. H. Mattingly in Proceed. Brit.
Acad., XXXVII, 258 1.

781, Const. 3, 4.
™ Kitab at-tanbth wa-l-i§raf, p. 101, lines 10 ff., ed de Goeje.
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turning away from the externalities in the law of Zarathustra.”’s0
External and internal, literal and allegorical—who can fail to recognize
the Neo-Platonic model in this?

The distinctive innovations reflected in Mazdak’s teaching insofar
as they are opposed to those of Mani have, therefore, been influenced
by Neo-Platonism. With such a conclusion even Bundos takes shape.
When he first appeared during the reign of Diocletian, he could have
fallen under Neo-Platonic influence in Rome; after his removal to
Iran (surely Ilepois does not mean the Persis in its stricter sense), he
would have implanted it there. Had he arrived there at the turn of the
century, Mani would have been dead, and those of his students who
had survived the persecutions would have been pushed across the
Oxus toward the northeast.®! Bundos may also have had recourse to
that area or to its vicinity. Enough—the teaching would have survived
in northern Chorasan for two centuries, until it emerged from its con-
cealment with Mazdak in the beginning of the sixth century. Then
Chorasan, the original point of departure, was again the final refuge
when Mazdak’s enterprise collapsed.®

Such a reconstruction is defensible; indeed the author has accepted
it in an earlier work.83 But many difficulties remain. How can anyone
imagine that Bundos’ teaching would have survived in concealment
for two centuries—and then would suddenly have emerged from dark-
ness into light and into historic significance? Was Chorasan a cultural
pocket in which something comparable to this might have been main-
tained in isolation? Just the opposite is to be demonstrated. And what
happened to Porphyrios’ writing on the sun, which had such a great
influence on Mazdak? These questions must remain at first open.

v

At the conclusion of the fragment is the sentence about the letters.
Christensen called it cabbalistic.3 But the solution is not quite so
simple.

80 The last sentence of Mas<udi refers to the Batiniya or Ismaciliya which is also
called Mazdakiya in <Irak. We cannot here explore how close the relationship

actually is. But whoever skims the section in Sahrastani on the Batiniya (pp.
147-52 Cureton) will find a multitude of references.

8t Fihrist, p. 337, lines 15 {., ed. Fligel.

82 At the end B. Spuler, Iran in frith-islam. Zeit, p. 205. We cannot be convinced
of the Mazdakite movement in Chwarezm under the leadership of Hurzad which
S. P. Tolstow has postulated (Auf den Spuren d. ali-choresm. Kultur, pp. 241 ff.):
Altheim and Stiehl, Finanzgeschichte der Spditantike, pp. 264 ff.

83 Fin asiatischer Staat, I, 204.
84 Op. cit., p. 102.
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The Lord of the Upper World, it says, rules by means of letters. To
him who formulates an idea of them, the highest mystery is revealed.
The sum of the letters yields the most powerful name.

The sum of the letters thus represents the world principle. And just
as this sum reveals to man that which is highest, so the co-operation of
the four powers, seven viziers, and twelve spiritual beings enables a
man to become like God. The number of beings constituting the divine
heirarchy should then be equivalent to the sum of the letters.

Four, seven, and twelve, plus the Lord of Light are twenty-four.
The Aramaic alphabet does not have twenty-four letters (it has twen-
ty-two and Mani’s Evangelion was ordered in accordance with the
latter number).® The Greek alphabet has twenty-four. Furthermore,
the seven viziers correspond to the number of Greek vowels. These are
the pleroma of letter-mysticism. The twenty-four letters of the Greek
alphabet were identified with the twelve arouxela 7ob kéouov; each two
letters forms one such orouxetov. Either the first and thirteenth, the
second and the fourteenth, etc., were combined, or the first and last,
the second and the second-last, etc.” For Mazdak the twelve spiritual
beings formed a series which corresponded in number—although this
time simple, not doubled—to the groixeta rob kbouov.

Enough—Mazdak’s letter-speculation is of Greek origin. This sup-
ports our conclusion that the thought content of Greek philosophy can
be identified in his teaching. It permits us to assert that there is noth-
ing in that speculation which can directly or indirectly be traced to
Christian origins.

The reference is to a time when an all-overrunning world of Chris-
tian concepts had not yet caught up the letter-speculation. Again the
time of Diocletian is nearest at hand; again we come to Bundos. Again
he could have been the originator of the Greek elements reflected in
Mazdak’s fragment.

A word must yet be said about the relationship between our frag-
ment and that which has been called Mazdak’s social program. We are
confirmed in believing that the latter was more religious than truly
social.

The highest possibility for man is becoming rabbani and therefore
equal to (or like) God. Achievement of this ideal presupposes that one
has previously divested himself of his own individuality. Accordingly

8 Bértni, Chron., p. 207, lines 18 f. ed. Sachau.

% For the following F. Dornseiff, D. Alphabet in Mystik und Maﬁie, 2d ed.
(1926); R. Reitzenstein, Poimandres, pp. 256 f.; A. Dupont-Sommer, La Doctrine
gnostique de la lettre “Waw,” pp. 15 f.

87 Ibid., p. 40, n. 4.
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Mazdak bade his followers, bi-katli l-anfus, ‘“to free themselves from
evil and from mixing with darkness.”’8® There is intended not a “sti-
fling of the souls” (as Haarbriicker and, following him, Christensen,
translated), but rather the deadening of individuality. For indeed this
must be required of one who was attempting to assimilate himself to
the highest and divine principle.

Evil and mixing with darkness are in the same category as individ-
uality. Contradiction, hate, and battle also belong there; Mazdak
called wives and possessions their chief provocation.® Thus he wished
even on earth to eliminate distinctiveness; already in the realm of the
material he would introduce an all-effective principle abolishing indi-
vidual differences. Mazdak permitted men to share women and posses-
sions just as they did water, fire, and pastures.®

Thus there resulted an order which led from differences and strife to
equality, from particulars to generalities, from the “psychic’ to the
“pneumatic,” and from individuality to God. It pervaded material
and human states and the earthly order; its source was in the heavenly
order, whose first principle was the Lord of Light.

88 1, p. 193, lines 7 f., ed. Cureton.
1, p. 193, lines 4 f.

9 T, p. 193, lines 6 {.; cf. Eutychios 2, p. 177, lines 2 f., ed. Pocock.; I, 206, lines
15f., ed. Cheikho, where, instead of Mazdak, Pocockius’ manuscripts have mazdik,
and Cheikho’s A and B as well as the Oxon. Marsh. 435 have marzik. On these
last forms of the name see Altheim and Stiehl, Philologia sacra, pp. 90 f.
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