THE DATES OF MANI'S LIFE
by S. H. TAQIZADEH

Translated from the Persian, introduced, and concluded
by W. B. HENNING

In the first appendix to G. Haloun's translation of the Chinese
Manichaean document a new set of dates was proposed for the principal
events of Mani's life (Asia Major, iii, 1932, 196-204}. It so happened thar
5. H. Taqizadeh, universally regarded as rhe leading authority in af]
matters of Oriental chronology, was then about to publish 2 book on Manj
written in Persian; when he had taken cognizance of our article, he added
to it a Takmilah (or “finishing touch”), in which he gave an account of the
Chinese document and discussed the new dates. In 1953, His Excellency
Mr Tagqizadeh kindly sent me page proofs of this Takmilah. It seemed to
me a great pity that so important a contribution was likely to remain
inaccessible to almost all the numerous scholars who take an interest in the
history of Manichaeism; for very few of them are sufficiently familiar with
the Persian language to be able to follow such intricate argument as is here
presented. Accordingly I prepared a draft translation and submitted it to
Mr Taqizadeh when he visited this COuNtry in 1954, on the occasion of the
Congress of Orientalists held at Cambridge. After some amendments had
been made and a few slight improvements of the contents had been intro-

duced, Mr Tagizadeh very kindly approved my English version, which is
here published with his permission.?

TAKMILAH

(i . ... Professor Henning’s part of this article contains some very
important and useful points concerning Mani and his creed; among other
matters, he has put forward a new theory of the date of Mani’s death,
which disagrees with what I have said about it in the present compendium
and in some of my eariier articles which were published in English.

About the date of Mani’s death a number of different theories has

! Meanwhile the Persian text has been issued: Mani va din-i g (Nafrivye-vi
Anjuman-; Irangingsi), Tehran 1335 (1956). The Takmilah, separately paginated with

abjad-numbers, is insected after Ppage 70; reference is here made to its Pages by Roman
. Dumerals in square brackets.
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laced on record within the last twenty years. A? first, on the strcng:h
b?eﬂ psages in Parthian Manichacan fragments! which gave Monday the
of pas

f th of Sakrivar as the day of Mani's death, FI. If. Schaeder and I myself
our

osed February g4, 276; for in the years 273-7, which Ft‘)ﬁu]d .bl. prfcjlumci
Py b the regnal years of Bahram [, the fourth of Sahrivar fell on
o em} in 2.76. Later, when the Coptic Manichaean Psaim-book
Mon s (::nti have mentioned the date as Monday, too, but Monday the
orned DuBaremha: (which date corresponds, in 276, with February zg 4
fourt y the whole question became subject to deubt. Finally, the opinion
Tue‘Sda;r)l as the first to advance) gained ground that Monday the fow'rth, the
(WhICh ‘;ctor was the true date: that, however, neither the Persian nor
comnclonti: mo‘nth formed originally part of the date, but insteaq the
theb l::ian month Addaru, for which the translators had substituted
f:pfoximately corresponding month-names fromd tht;ir how{:; ?a;ir:::rsf
iil S1 i ; —=, which may be considered the fina
{n}hs'l::i "ilt t::syz::{; ?352;7 that the fgurth of Addaru was a Man.d.ay, I
iiri?utcd‘ the death of Mani to that y:lar and‘baf.il‘:luced some additional
i o support that attribution.
argurr\izr:vts'h\:}\:::efpgsz;:sds;r Hiﬁling, relying on a Turkish Manichaean
coloplh()n ,in which,the year 522 after the death of Mani is counte::l as 3
“pig-year’",? has become persuaded that the year of the death was 274 an
tti:gdzy Mo,nday, March 2 (corresponding “‘rith.thc fogrth of the B?b.ylor:;;r:
Addaru); the aforesaid scholar supports this view chiefly bydstrclb&ll-nagtions
all other conclusions are built on conjectu.res, mf(?rences, an cat cu o is,
while this opinion is grounded on an ancient written document, w
in this matter. .
the 0£Lysz:r:§know1edges Henning’s learning anc.i high rank as aI scholzz
morte than I doj he was zlso my teache.r in Pahlavi; neverthele*;s, casr;r:l X
refrain from expressing doubt about this theor?r, for the.follm;r.mg ;eis nm.:
The wording in the Kitah alFihrist, on .whlc}} Henr}mg re 155, olaﬁon
clearly convey that the date on which M:.m.l receafed. his SB(?OI;'I ;evza #
and the command to propagate his rf:llglon cmflmded Wlt‘ tde?\dar?ri o
Shapur's official accession and coronatlon,l on which he_ recaf:wai:'l tLhi i
audience. We may rather assume that Mam‘announced-hm prog etshi gna
occupied himself for two or three years with conversions an rg;m a;y
work and with his journeys to the E(.iasthand the Sfmgii a;lgirt’(sl dea(:;a.sané
Sind, and so on; that, having hear t‘ € news o dea o
ur’ accession during his stay in Sind, he returned to Ct_es_Ip on a
:;izlcllrasccess to Shapur \iith the help of the king’s brother, Per]c;z;b t}11§::1 ;:2
the day of the coronation, which took place on the first day of the Baby

! Andreas-Henning, Mitteliranische Manichaica, iii (1934), p. 861.
tv, LeCoq, Tirkische Manichaica, i, 12,
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year as was customary, he wus admitted to the presence of the king and haq
the courage to proclaim his religion openly and formally; and that that day
was the first of Nisannu in the Christian year 243. This hypothesis is
supported by several arguments;

Firsely, relying on Ihn anNadim and Beruni, we should calculate the
years of Mani's birth and of his first and sccond revelations in the followin
fashion. His birth took place within A.D. 216, with great probability on
April 14 (= 8th of Nisannu of the Seleucid lunar year 527} [1i] Therefore
he entered upon his thirtcenth year, Ze., completed his twelfth year, on
April 14, 228 (if the years of his life are counted in Julian years) or op
April 1, 228 (if one counts them, as he himself would have done, in lunayr
Babylonian years).

The first revelation came to Man; [within the Seleucid Babylonian
year 53¢ = March 25, 228 —April 12, 229, and] within his thirteenth year,
therefore after April 1, 228, and before April 12, 229 (= Nisannu 8, 539-—
Nisannu 1, 540 lunar Sel.). Since, however, he received the revelation,
according to his own statement in the Shabiragan as quoted by Beruni,
after the passing of two years of Ardashir’s reign {or within its second year),
its arrival can be narrowed down: it came efther after September 26, 228,
when two years had passed since September 26, 226, the beginning of
Ardashir’s reign in official reckoning (Mani's age would by then have been
twelve years and five and a half months approximately); or between Sept-
ember 26, 227, and September 25, 228, 7., within the second vear of
Ardashir’s rule; at all events, after April 14 (or April 1), 228, the day of
Mani’s twelfth birthday., One may not count the two years from Ardashir’s
actual accession (his coronation), which apparently took place in April, 22+;
for then the two-year period would have ended only by April, 229, when
Mani had already completed his thirteenth year, whereas Beruni’s phrase
“son (boy} of thirteen years” definitely means, not that he had cotnpleted
his thirteenth year, but that he was in his thirteenth year. At any rate,
considering that Ibn anNadim says “when twelve years had become com-
plete for him” and Beruni “when he was a son {boy) of thirteen years” —
“when he was in his thirteenth year”, it is necessary to place the “corning of
the revelation” after March 25, 228 (= the first day of the Seleucid vear)
or rather even after April 1 (= Nisannu 8), and probably between that date
aand, say, October or Navember of the same year, so that it would fall
within Mani's thirteenth year but not too close to its end, and within
Ardashir’s third official year but not too far removed from its beginning.

Secondly, the second revelation, and with it the call to missionary
work, came to Mani after he had completed twenty-four years of his life;
they were completed on April 14, 240 (in Julian years) or April 19, 240 (in
Babylonian years). It is overwhelmingly probable [iv] that at that date
Ardashir was still on the throne. He exercised royal power, according to the
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most reliable sources, for fourteen yeurs and ten months (f{:;r fourtecn years
and six months according to a weaker tradition); for t.he hn'al term of th!s
period, when Ardashir either abdicated or died, the following four possi-
eliti 1ven: .
b|lltl::)a;; Iigt is counted from September 27, 223, .thc beginning of the
Persian year during which Ardashir killed Ardz.wan, it cnmc.s to an end an
July 26, 238 {or March 26, 238) or, if the Persian calendar iy followed, on
July 24 (or March 26), 238. _ ‘ ‘

(b) If it is counted from the death of Ardavan (April 28, .2‘24.), it comes
to an end on February 27, 239 {or October 27, 238) or, if the Persmr%
calendar is foliowed, on February 18, 239 (or October 21, 238). j'~\t none of
the dates gained by the above calculations (a and b) had Mani yet com-
pleted his twenty-fourth year, . ‘

(¢} If 1t is counted from the “‘official”’ beginning, viz., the first day o_f
the first Persian year of Ardashir’s reign as “King of Kings" (as Berun.t,
quoting the Shabiragan, explicitly calls it), namely, September 26, 226: it
comes to an end on July 25, 241 {or March 25, 241) or, if the Persian
calendar is followed, on July 23 {or March 25}, 241.

(d) If it is counted from Ardashit’s actual coronation {very probably
on April 6, 227), it comes to an end on February 3, 242 (or October 3, 241)
or, if the Persian calendar is followed, on January 26, 242 (or September 28,
241). At any of the dates found under (c) and (d), Mani was already twenty-
five years old (or near that age). .

Thus, the date of Shapur’s accession (or the end of Ardashir’s rule),
calculated in any of these four ways (a—d), is not in agreement with the dlatc
assumed by Henning, April 12, 240.1 In fact, we should gain the following

values:

SHAPUR
True accession “Official” beginning of tst year
a July 26, 238 September 23, 237
b February 27, 239 September 23, 238
c July 25, 241 September 22, 240
d February s, 242 September 22, 241

[v] All these are based on the assumption that Ardashir's reign lasted
fourteen years and ten months; if it lasted fourteen years and six months,

! [On that day, however, [ placed Shapur’s coronatian, not his accession, which [
did not discuss or mention. W.B.H.]
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the dates in the first column would have to be advanced by four monthg (if
the Persian calendar was followed, they would be carlier by me
days or so}.

Although in the Kitdb alFihrist the report of Mani’s “coming out™
on the day of Shapur's coronation follows immediately without break upon

the sentence about the second revelation and the descent of the angel thg
commanded him '‘to come out” on the occasion of his completing g
twenty-fourth year, this collocation does not necessarily indicate thar his

“coming out” and the inception of his missionary work on his reaching the -

age of twenty-four took place on the day of coronation. For, firstly, accord.
ing to the very same sentence, Mani, on the first day that he was received in
audience by Shapur, was accompanied by two of his disciples,! which pre.
Supposes that he had begun his mission before and had acquired followers,
Further, Ibn anNadim, quoting Manichaean sources, states? that before
his meeting with Shapur Mani had travelled about in various countries;3
that he had converted Shapur's brother Péréz to his creed, evidently in the

course of his journeys, perhaps in Khorasan und Kishian where he wag .

governor; and that Péréz “caused him to come to Shapur”. On the heels of

that report, under the heading ‘‘the Manichaeans say’’—the very heading

that had introduced also the report of Mani’s “coming out” on the day of
Shapur's coronation (plainly both are derived from one and the sarne
ancient Manichaean source)—there follows once more a story of Mani’s
going to Shapur and presenting several requests, all of which the king
accepted. Then it goes on “Mani Aad called Hind and Sin and the people of
Khorasan to his religion and had appointed one of his companions as his
representative in each region” {wa-kana Mani da'a IHinda wasSina wa-ahia
Xurdsina wa-yallafa [vi] fi kulli nahiyatin sahiban lahu}. Therefore, his
first meeting with Shapur (clearly on his coronation day) lay a littie later
than his first announcement of his prophetship, his first appeal to others
{possibly in private), his first successful conversions at home and in various
other provinces, and his Journeys,

Furthermore, as results from a Kephalaia passage laid in Manj's
mouth, he set out on his journey 1o the South and the East (8ind and
Khorasan) still in the time of Ardashir's kingship, (perhaps in A.D. 240),
made up his mind to come back when he heard of Ardashir’s death (perhaps
in 242) and Shapur’s assumption of the royal power, returned along a route
detailed in the Coptic work, by way of the Persian guif to Persis, Mesene,

' K. alFikrist, p. 728, line 9.

2 Ibid., p. 128, lines 26—,

* Atthough the duration of this traveilling is determined as torty years in the
printed text, there is no doube that a mistake has crept in and that the number was
originally perkaps two or four years (or forty months),

1 Ibid., p. 328, lines 27-31.

rely threg
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: istan, and Ctesiphon, and oniy then, affer reaching the ‘Sa'ssamaz
I\h"JZI\ . eceived by Shapur, on his coronation day. If A.rdashlr s deat
capltal,:"’?t l-r Nisannu 1 of the Seleucid lunar year 533 (April 20, 2,!2), one
OCCU”‘C i ethat Shapur’s coronation had to be postponed ta the ‘hrst day
o absuT;iah lonian year and thus fell on Nisannu ¢, 554 = April g, ‘243::
o}f th:vze;f thcyfeast of Mihragan, when the sun was in its “exaltation
the
(Acie? o I "thri. : ingredients of the whole story are given in

In the Kitah alFihrist, the ingredients ‘ ive
arious places on one and the same page, but not con.sccutnfcly, in rugj
vﬁriUl‘ib ; from each other. Henning himself speaks of a repart which, as
meﬂ“" w‘l"nertaﬂdy emanated from Manichaean circles, probably from Mani

h? SElylsf,” f;md which implies that Mani had delayed and waiced .for ‘ab(:ut
hﬁzs: vez;rs before announcing his prophetship publicIy‘ and begmnmg.to
t {fil the divine command.! This report, which Henning regards as in-
o dible, seems on the contrary very sound and trustworthy. In the .history
C‘: Islan; too, there are indications that its prophet, between his i:)ll'st
l:g:wzlattior!l and very restricted appeal on the one hand andl t_he iﬁer:i
announcement of his prophetship and the aPpeal to th.e people fn g er:
on the other, spent about three years delaying, reflecting, and converting

is fri relations. ‘ '

- f;zzs:iazfys: “Mani's affairs were unintfrrupl.:edly on the 1nlcrea:,;e;:

the days of Ardashir and his son Shap.urb. ... This senter;cc, unoe[fls:,emion

exist proof [vil] of its unsoundness, is in itself clf:ar proof o ofur c pention
that Ardashir was still on the throne when Mar.n was twenty-ﬁ(}u; }];-rthda

(i.e., after April 19, 240), probably even until hl'E:: twenty- t 11: iticsy

(April 7, 241), hence during the first year of Mani s m15510na;)f acflt\;r hi;

Thus, fisstly, the claim that the announcement of his prophetship a_n':ided

twenty-fourth birthday (or in the course of his twenty-fifth yeall;) cmntence

with Shapur's coronation becomes baseless; afld, sr.f:f:n:n'mdly,l:cl e se enc
proves that Ardashir stifl held the reins on A?nl 19, 240, at t edveryf the.

Henning, however, places Shapur’s coronation on the first day othere_

Babylonian calendar in that very year, vz, .f.\pnl 12, 240, on a day, there-

fore, on which Mani had not yet completed hl.S twenty-fou.rth y;ar, w pether

we count in Babylonian or in Julian years; 1ndeed,. he himse poull sdar
that that date preceded the birthday by‘seven days in the for;ner\c{:Iaaz? was,

by two days in the latter. Actually, to interpret tbe report tfat ] s

entrusted with the prophetship after his completing twenty-four yein o

meaning that he was so entrusted on the first day of the calendar ],rf:arc.irlt e

course of which he became twenty-four years old, and‘not at;:n}: p{Fihnkt

that year, is improbable. If, however, the phrase used in the Kitab a

1 dsia Major, iii, zor n. 3.
* Abdr albdgiyah, p. 208.
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about the second revelation, “when twenty-four years became complete for
him”, is taken to refer to the first day of the calendar year in the course of
which he became twenty-four years old, then it follows necessarily that the
equivalent phrase used of the fitst revelation, “when twelve years became
cemplete for him”, is to be referred to the first day of the Seleucid lunar

year 539, oz, April g, 228 {or Nisannu § of that year = April 16, 228); -

whereas that date is unlikely (though not impossible) on other grounds,
among them Beruni’s statement that Mani was then “g son of thirteep
years” and Mani’s own words that “two years had passed from (the begin-
ning of} Ardashir’s reign”.

It is likely, in a high degree, that in the Seleucid year 531 (Apnil 12,
240—DMarch 31, 241}, which is, with g few days’ difference, Mani’s twenty-
fifth year {the period when, in common parlance, he was “twenty-four years
old”), Shapur had not yet succeeded Ardashir on the throne. (viii) The
“official” beginning of Shapur’s first year (in accord with the customary
Sassanian system of chronology), which for some time and especially ever
since Néldeke has been accepted as falling on September 22, 241 {and which
according to that system certainly opened the year, ending on September 21,
242, in the course of which Ardashir died or abdicated and was followed by
Shapur), lay some time after the moment when Mani became twenty-four
years old (at the least six months); and Shapur's coronation lay again some
time {one year, six months, and nineteen or eighteen days) after this “official”
beginning. Elias of Nisibis, too, counts the Seleucid Macedonian year!
553,° beginning on October 1, 241, as the first year of Shapur’s reign. If
now the duration of Ardashir’s reign is calculated, as Noldeke, probably
rightly, assumed, by the method given above p. 109 under (d), viz., from
Nisannu 1, Seleucid Babylonian 538 = April 6, 227, to February 5 (or
January 26}, 242, the possibility arises that the latter date is that of
Ardashir’s abdication, not of hig death: because his father was still alive,
Shapur may have postponed his coronation {(which in the normal way
would have been due on Nisannu I, 553 = April 20, 242, only two and a
half months after his father's abdication) to the next following year, viz.,
Nisannu 1, 554 = April g, 243. Or else, if the date (early February, 242) is
really that of Ardashir’s death, Shapur may have been compelled to post-
pone his coronation by a full year because, in the spring of 242, he was busy
with the war against Gordian and away from his capital. It is true that
reliable investigations have shown (ix] that Gordian with his own army,
under the command of Timesitheus (who in any case died before October,
243), did not until the first half of 243 oceupy himself with conquests in
Asia, taking Carrhae, gaining a victory near Resaina on the high road from

= “year of Alexander” or “year of the Greeks™.
* In Néldeke's work misprinted 533 [Néldeke, Tabar:, p. 412; but correctly in the
table, p. 433].
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hae to Nisibis, conquering Nisibis, and marchir.lg forward% to.thc
Carl‘_ae f Mesopotamia; and that, moreover, Gordian’s oHensive in a
o irection, t0w:1r‘ds the Euphrates, in the aim of reaching Ctesi-
soucher’s dlrecri(t)lr;;‘n route, took place only after the death of Timesitheus.
phon > tl}fesso(“}lordian’s m;)vemcnt towards the Orient had begun in 242;
Nevenh}fe{’:n’d of that year he had reached Asia and his army threatened the
befOfF ) ions of SyI:in and Mesopotamiz and the dominion of Persia.
front’;?;artcgf‘)hupur succecded Ardashir either at the end of 241 or in the
¢ of 242 is clear thanks also to a statement by Zosimus,! who [{laces
- rent after Gordian had married Timesitheus’ daughter and established
:il:tpe(:;er on a firm basis, therefore, between the autumn of 241 and the
sumTfe:v:i)lz:cz the “official” beginning of Shapur’s first year on Septemb:&r
22, 241 {= Farvardin 1) and his coronation on Apr?l 9, 243: we obtain
e:‘fect corroboration through the vario.us reg.)orts, as in Tab.arl, etc., con{;
gerning the length of Shapur’s rcign_, viz., thirty years (or thirty yv..ea;i an)
fifteen days) and thirty-one years, six months, and nineteen (01; eig ea::nt
days; indeed, the very exactness of these figures af?'ords‘ a powerfu argum;r.l
indfavour of the assumed dates, For, if Shapurs reign counch ‘t:r{;irin‘ 11,3,
coronation lasted thirty years, its duration ’counted from 11‘.5 o Z;a
beginning would have been thirty-one years, six mc_mths, and nmf:te;_n aysf
precisely; since the interval between the two date§ involved (Farvardin 1 ot
one year to Mihr 14 of the year thereafter, mcludmg the five epaﬁomenae a
the end of Murdid) is one year, six months, a:‘ld nineteen days. ‘ .
fx] Support for our contention that Mani’s death occurred in 2'1;"7 :csl.
afferded by the reports that he was sixt)‘( years old at death or.that[?e :Te
for sixty years: such reports are found in varlo}xs sources,. as in a Part 1ar;
Manichaean fragment quoted by Hennlng,“ m thc Chinese docur;lent
published by Haloun and Henning, and in certain other pa:ssa_ges. ﬁOl‘;
March 31, 277 (= Nisannu 8) Mani would have completed his sixty- rz
(Babylenian} year; if he died, as we assume, on fkdf:!ar}l 4 (= Febru'ar)l;z )
of the same year, t.¢., thirty-three days earlier, his l.:fetlme would have ef:én
6o years and 318 days (counted in solar vears: Aprll‘ 14, 216—February 26,
277). It does not seem likely that the figure 6c.>, whlcb evewhere ap};ea:
plainly enough, can be regarded as due to m1:s‘-spelim‘g or mte’rplrett? ,h.
Henning assumes, as meaning ““§8 years of age”, even if not strictly {in his
calculation Mani would have lived only 57 years and 323 days, even less

'y, 17/18.

? See BSOAS., xi (1043), 13 n. 1.

I See BSOAS,, xi (1943). P 300

* ZDMG., yo, p. 6. ) )

¥ Asia Major, iii, p. 191, line 24, and p. 165, line 12.
¢ Referred to by Henning, 5id., 199 n. 5.
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than 58 years by 42 days); although Henning treats chis Importang anci
glaring difference, between the 6 years of the sources and the 58 years (Orj
less) of his conjecture, as 2 “‘minor and negligible ditficuley”. .2

To come now to the equation, in the Turkish colophon, of the Yeﬂl;]
“522 after Mani's death” with a ‘'pig-year”, which Henning regards ag the'
sole and principal authority in the question of Mani's death-date, and Which_i
would require attributing the death to the year 2v4: even if ope cam{c.tj
consider it totally unworthy of attention, it cannot, in my view, have!

decisive force in the face of the humerous contrary arguments, Firstly, the

document is late. It is not at all unlikely that the authors of the Turkish!'

and dates (or others, except Chinese ones). An example of this sory of
mistake can be seen in a Manichaean Uigur calendar-fragment,! where the
Yezdegerdi year 358 is described as a “‘mouse-year”, while in fact it was g
“cow-year”, with its last days in a “tiger-year” (perhaps the year 357 Yezd,
had been intended). I referred to this circumstance in my Notes to Henning’g -
article on the Sogdian calendar-fragments.? In one of the last-named frag- .

ments, as I pointed out in the same Notes, the Christian year 985 is appar. .

ently identified with the year 388 after the death of $3d-Ormizd (if [xi] the

figure 388 is s0 to be interpreted), whereas it should have been 384 or 38s, |

so that a mistake of as much as three years has crept in; however, that the
number refers to $3d-Ormizd {who died in A.D. 600) is nothing more thag
2 possibility (a conjecture by Henning) and cannot be regarded as certain,

Henning’s assumption that the original date of composition of the .

Chinese Manichaean document, the “Stein Fragment”, was 724, earlier by
eight years than its known date (731/2), is also merely a conjecture; and
although some seemingly plausible arguments have been adduced in itg
favour, it does not appear entirely confidence-inspiring,

As a result of our discussion of the dates of Ardashir’s and Shapur’s
reigns one may say, with some degree of assurance, that (1) Shapur suc-
ceeded his father, on his abdication or death, at the beginning of 242
(probably in the first days of February), (2) he was crowned on Sunday,
April 9, 243 (= Nisannu 1, lunar Sel. 5543, (3) he died in April, 273
(probably on one of the first days of that month), (4} his son and successor
Hormizd died in April, 274 (probably on April 11, or a little later}, (5)
Hormizd was immediately succeeded by his brother Bahram I, who lived
to the middle of 277 (perhaps to the end of July), and (6) Mani was killed
on February 26, 277, in the third year of Bahram’s kingship (two years, ten
months and 2 fraction—or nearly eleven months—afier his accession).

! Rachrnati, Tirkische Turfan-Texte, vii, No. 0.
*IRAS., 1945, 157.
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as is hinted and occasionally explicitly statcc% in the sources, the date
e "_5‘ death is tied to the period of Bahram’s reign at any rate, morco*rrer
o e d from its beginning, is an important point in determin-
toa_momem l.emhm"'rer ason Henning has been compelled to date Bahrim’s
in_g lt‘fand ff}: *t r::d;lc of 271 to September, 274, so that Mani's death
reign 'ronl }:'m on March 2, 274} would fall in Bahrim’s third year. I.f'
(aCCOrdmg‘ toaclcord with the arguments stated above Shapur’s death is
hOW:;’:;’f;T: 273, even Bahrim's accession would have been later than the
assu ) :

i ning.

ene of\f l:?tmflr’oani ?;;c:o:zli:;lns hgc has drawn from the Chinese docurnent,
Henr;irf:g has leaned on W. Ensslin's oginions‘ [xii] about‘thtcel daﬁoﬂf
Shapur’s coronation and his death, whufh, have n?t remalr%e ;Vl out
influence upon his views. Although Ensslin’s wor}< is usefull:n t E pun_
dealing with Roman history, in matters of Persian (.:h.rono ogy k eward
fortunately followed the baseless and unaf:ceptable opinions put .1,;“- ard
by Martin }. Higgins in his article T}xf: Perszan. War of the Empe;]ar lH.au “ :
it would go beyend the scope of this Takmdfzk to cxp!am why Higgins
theories of the Persian year and its months in Sassanian times are un-
fﬂ““if:ﬂ- observations made above concerning Professor Henning’s re;ent
opinions and investigations should not by any means be‘ accepsfa ::
decisive proofs against his theory. The.conﬁdencc I have} in his sc:a;:‘ mg.cle
a scholar, the quality of his investigations and observations, anf is wi
knowledge, do not permit me to claim absolute correctness o ";,_Y O:VI:
remarks. It is, [ admit, possible that I am wrong; and T do not denyt a‘tl i
possible that he is right. However, he himself encouraged me to exgrea; my
opinion, and therefore 1 took the liberty to present t.he points made at c;‘v{:
about his article; otherwise, an amateur’s statements in front of a specialis

could merely have claimed to be a reminder . . . .

Ei 8 duaryrogdnodusdd wou Tois cirrois dvTihéyew, ois udhioTa é‘rrcuco?\ouﬂoﬁuesvt:i:
GAAa, GeT ouyyvpny Exsv. |

The remainder of the Takmilah summarizes th.e infqrfrlatlon, cor%-
tained in the Chinese document, concerning .Mam's writings. [ Ea\«e
purposely refrained from omitting the concluding pa{'agraph a; well as
seme further kindly remarks in the body‘ o.f the Takarmlah; for they are 2
monument to the author’s generosity of spirit. In fan?t, in matters of;hro;ll:;
logy and related subjects, His Exrfellcrfcy Mr Taqlzade_h, nt?;le ot (ilt',was
been my teacher; whatever [ know in this field I owe to his guidance. ,

Y [n Zu den Kriegen des Sassaniden Schepur I, Sb. Bayer. Ak. Wiss., 1947, 5,
Munich 1949.
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therefore, with the utmost diffidence thac [ ventured to put forward 4
hypothesis that ran counter to hig opinion.

The chronology of Mani's life is inextricably bound up with the dateg
of the early rulers of the Sassanian state; whoever wants o settic the one,
must at the same time deal with the other. [ frecly concede that Mr Tagqi-
zadeh has created an integrated whole; but it seems to me that for my own

hypothesis the same claim may be made. It should not be overlooked that

there is a considerable area of agreement, especially on such essential points
as the duration of the reigns of the various Sassanian kings, the date of
Mani's birth (April 14, 216}, and the weekday and day of the month of
Mani’s death (Monday, the 4th of Addaru), The disagreement arises from
“‘matters of opinion’: the value to be put on certain traditions; the question
which of several contradictory reperts is more deserving of credit; and the
like. In the outcome, almost all the important moments in the two schemes
are separated from each other by a constant interval of three years:

Tagqizadeh Henning
Ardashit’s 1st year begins September 26, 226 September 27, 223
His actual accession Aprnil 6, 227 April 28, 224
Shapur’s 1st year begins September 22, 241 September 23, 239
His coronation April g, 243 April 12, 240
His death April, 273 May, z70
Hormizd dies April, 274 June, 271
Bahram I dies Tuly, 297 September, 274
Death of Mani February 26, 277 March 2, 274

The origin of the three years’ interval lies in the various ways of
determining the reign of Ardashir, who laid the foundation of the Persian
(Sassanian} empire by his great victory over Ardavan, the last Parthian king
of kings. The day of this event, “the day on which the dominion of the
Parthians, the sons of mighty Arsaces, came to 2n end”’ (as the Chronicle of
Arbela puts it), is happily known: April 28, 224. In the Persian official
history, the Sassanian “Book of Kings”, the duration of Ardashir's reign
was given as fourteen years and ten months.! As this reign-period emanates
from a Persian sourece, it is likely that it was counted from the victory over
Ardavan, the event that in the eyes of Ardashir’s Persian compatriots was
the most important in his career; so that his reign would have lasted tiil
February 239. Yet Noldeke (followed herein by Taqizadeh), for reasons not

! Certain. by the agreement of witnesses so remote from each other in the line of
transmission as Agathias and Tabari, The alternative (fourteen years six months) has
no claim to consideration (as Néideke clearly saw).
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clearly explained, preferred to attach its initial‘term tothe “year‘of acc‘essig)n"
(begins autumn, 226) attributed. to Ardasl-u'r by some Western aut ;ri
(Agathias; Elias of Nisibis; im:p[lcd. by Manf)..w‘e do not knov:'i on \;.i a
happening this “year of accession” is l?ased (1f it is sour?d:y based at a )—-;
the final defeat of the last Parthian ciam‘lant in Babylonia? th(? C?nquest o
Seleucia? a solemn coronation in Cteslp%mn? AF any ‘rntc, l..t 13“scnrccl);
appropriate to combine the Persian relgn-'pcrlod with thls. year t(1)
accession” that had some limited currency n the western frmge of the
Sassanian state. The result is incongruous: it is hard to believe that t‘he
Persians, in determining the length of Ardashir’s rule, should. have dis-
regarded the first two or three years after his momentous v1.ct0ry .and
waited for some unknown event in Babylonia or Mesopota'rnla, which,
whatever it was, was at any rate insignificant in comparison with the great
battle that crushed the power of the hated Parthian overlords. '
Moreover, if one accepts Noldeke's construction, one has to_ put aside
the direct statement in one of our best historical sources (Tabari) that the
reign-period is to be counted from the defeat of m-d.a\ra.n.1 An even greater
difficulty is presented by the stele of Bihshabur, which is datec% in terms of
the years of the *‘sacred fires” appertaining to the ﬁI:St Sassanfan km‘gsl.. It
is hardly possible that this system of dating, an ennre!y Persaz?n rehgwus
affair,? depended on occurrences outside Persia proper, in colonial tf(::'ntory
populated by non-Zoroastrians. The natural assumption is that the “fire of
Ardashir” was lit immediately after the news of his victory over Ard%.wa‘n
reached Istakhr.? In the stele the number of years given to Ardashir is
sixteen: this is in conscnance with his reign-period of fourteen years ten
months, which are distributed over sixteen calendar years (five months after
April 28, 224, to the end of the Persian year; fourt(j:en full years; five months
from the beginning of the following year). According to the stele, therefore,
the full years of Ardashir run from September 27, 223, to September 22,

! Nijldeke, Tabari, 218q. “Seine Regierung wih.rtciwvom Fall des Ardawin an
hre, nach Einigen aber 14 Jahre und ro Mogate®. ) )
gereihﬂ:t'iril‘;c{itancc is showriR by the coins: throughout the Sa.ssaman"penod, the
“sacred fire"” of each king oceupies the reverse. “Years of the sacred fire” amount to
“regnal years'”. In the later SBassanian coinage the regnal vear appears on the reverstzi
at the gide of the representation of the “sac;zd ﬁl:;”: the legend should be understoo.
veving “‘vear x. of the sacred fire of King Y.” .
33 m;l"l‘cl'ﬂ;nigs a}; good as proved by the appearance of the “fire of Ardashir’, for t}}:e
first time, on coins where his title is given as “king of Iran (Paruck No: 13): 031 the
earlier issues, struck before Ardashir extended his power beyond the Persis, his t:tlehm
simply “king”’ and there is no "‘sacred fire” yet. "l.:'aqmadeh l_umself expresse;d L .;
opinion that the ceins with “king of Iran”_belonger% ‘to the period aftez the de egt h?
Ardavin, but before the consolidation of his power in the whole of ‘the empire an bls
crowning in Ctesiphon (¢. 224~7)" (BS0AS., xi, 29); bl;l.t the cains are inseparable
from the institution of the “‘fire of Ardashir” (NWR’ ZY 'rthétr), on which the dating
of the stele depends.
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239; so that the year beginning on September 23, 239, was counted as
Shapur's year of accession.!

If we settie the limits of Ardashir’s reign in the one way or the other,
we are bound to determine the dates of the subsequent rulers in a matching
fashion; for the duration of the various reigns is too well established to leave
much room for argument. Nevertheless, we should examine the beginning
of Shapur’s rule, that being the central point in the whole series of events,
It is unfortunate that the data given in the Fikrist for the coronation of
Shapur are so constructed that they are equally applicabie to rwo different
days, and, as if malicious Fate had set out to baffle the historian, there is an
interval of almost exactly three years between these two days: April 12, 240,
and April 9, 243.2 Here the evidence of Roman history, last exarnined by
W. Ensslin, is of some importance: “Es kamen 241 Nachrichten aus dem
Osten, dass der Perserkénig Schapur® erneut das Reichsgebiet bedrohe,
und darauf antwortete die rémische Regierung mit dem 242 beginnenden
Feldzug, bei dem nominell Gordian I1I1 . . . . die Fithrung hatte.”¢ This is
a fair summary by a leading classical historian; it is independent of Oriental
reports. It seems to me that we would do an injustice to Professor Ensslin’s
admirable study if we dismissed jt merely because he adopted in it the
system of Persian chronology advocated by M. Higgins, which, I fully
agree with Mr Taqizadeh, is untenable; for evidently Ensslin accepted the
dates given by Higgins (which happened to be earlier than those proposed
by any other author) only because they agreed best with the Roman
evidence as interpreted by him; and that evidence favours the earlier dating.’

' It will be noticed that Taqizadeh, deviating from the indications of the stele,
allows only fifteen full vears for the nule of Ardashir (September 26, 226, to September
21, 241). The reason why his last year was not counted as Shapuc’s year of accession,
contrary to later custom, may lie in the unusual circumstances, hinted at in several
sources, that led to the assumption of power by Shapur (abdication or semi-retirement
OFr Co-Tepency).

® A fine observation we owe to Tagizadeh (above P. 113) is that the suspiciously
precise figure “31 years, 6 months, and 18 or 19 deys” found in some sources for

beginning of the Persian year and the day of coronation. Regrettably this provides no
criterion for the choice berween April 12, 240, and Apri 9 243. The latter, it is true,
gives an interval of 6 months and 19 days, including the epagomenae (= 13 Mihr): the
former, alas, fits Jjust as well: it was the 18th of the 7th Persian month, so the interval
was 6 months and 18 days (counting the coronation day, but neglecting the epago-
menae),

* Tagizadeh (above p. ¢ 13) quotes Zosimusag saying that Shapur succeeded Ardashir
after Gordizn had married the daughter of Timesitheus, therefore after the autumnn of
241. In fact, Zosimus says that Shapur then Aad succeeded Ardashir, a very different
ratter {fidn Tis BagiAelas olang &v dyupd, Téperan Tolg xard iy Lpav Eveow Emigven
Tpooedoxiivro, Thv doy v Zomrdipou TapaiaPsvres pera ‘ApTagipEnu).

' W. Ensslin, Zu den Kriegen des Sassaniden Schapur I., Munich 149, 115Q.

* In his own inscription, Shapur attributes the conduct of the war with Gordian to
himself entirely, bur gives no precise date, beyond saying that it occurred at the
beginning of his long reign.
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An important point, rightly stressed by Ensslin, is‘ the report in the
Chronicle of Arbela (a prime source) that Shapur spent‘hls first year in wars
in northern Iran. This agrees badly with the later dating, excellently with
the egll-ll:;)ru(:’[;e%irst year September 23, 239—September 21, 240

War in northern Iran Summer 240

First moves against Rome  Summer z41} . N
Further support is provided by the dates in the Puhlan grathiti mvthe syna-

ogue of Dura-Europos, buried under sand when the city was besieged a?f:l

Egptured by the Persians in 256, Alrcady M. L. Ros'tovtzeﬂ’, Berytus, viii,
1943, 308Gq., suggested that there had been an earlier conquest of .Dura-
Europos by the Persians in 253, and sucha tem'porary occupatl.op‘nbkusly
affords the best (indeed, the only) opportumtj.; for the activities of the
Persian “‘scribes’ in the synagogue. This view is now also held by C. H.
Kraeling, The Synagogue, 1056, 3363qq. The earliest and latest full dates
are: 4th day of 7th month, year 14, and fSth day of 1st month, year Is.
These fit precisely our scheme of early dating; they would correspond with
March 26, 253, and October 6, 253.2 .

One would contend that the purely historical evidence, summed up in
the preceding paragraphs, deserved more creth than the I:egendary story of
Mani’s life. Hagiography is not history; it is biassed and involves elen'}ents
of religious propaganda. We hear of Mani's age only on thr.ee DCCASIOoNs:
when he was twelve, when he was twenty-four, and when he c.hed at tl‘le age
of sixty. Is it credible that the prophet’s life thus proceeded in even jumps
of twelve years precisely? Five and twelve, we must remembef', were sacred
numbers for Mani; everything in his system was grouped in pentads or
dodecads. Did Life accommodate itself to Mani’s system to the extent of
granting him a span equal to the product of his favourite numbers? Such

figures are no more than approximate values at best, _ .
Mani’s completion of his twenty-fourth year, in the Mafnchaean
legend, is bound up with the coronation of Shapur. Ia my calculations, the
coronation preceded the birthday by as little as seven (or two) days; accord-
ing te Tagizadeh, the coronation followed it b)tr alfnost three years. The
implication of the relevant passage in the Fihrist is that.the two events
coincided: an angel, Mani's “Twin”, came to him and said ““the time has
come for you to go out . . . . so he went out on the day_ v.vhen Shapur b?came
king . ..."”. Arguing within the hagiographical tradition, one experiences

! In agreement with the Seript, Hist, qug._ “Gordiano fam iterum et Pompeiano
conss. [= 241] bellum Persicum natum est” (ii 49° ed. Hol_xl). hat

* Taking into account the yearless dates, one can easily arrange them so that ) e;;
all fall within 253: earliest rgth of 5th month (year 14] = February 4, 253, and 2ot bo
6th month {year 14] = March 21, 253; latest, 151 of and month [year 15] = October
19, 253. They would thus testify to an occupation lasting 8% months.
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some difficulty in believing that a prophet addressed by his divine guide ip
such terms, “the time has come” (gad hana laka an . . . . ) should be
represented as responding to the command only three years later. We need
0ot assume that Mani refrained from zl] activity until his twenty-fourth
birthday arrived, the less 5o as a fragment of his autobiography tells us that
after his first meeting with the “Twin" (therefore after his twelfth birthday)
he began to spread his gospel and converted his father and others;! and the
journey to India, described in the Kephalaia immediately after the first
appearance of the “Twin”’, may have taken place when he was about twenty
years old. The true interpretation of the report in the Fihrist? is probably
that at the age of about twenty-four Mani gained the ear of the newly.
crowned king of kings and was enabled to organize his missionary activities
on a large scale. '
Whether Mani's age at death exceeded full sixty years by some 300
days or fell short by some 700, in a community so conscious of sacred
numbers and still addicted to the sexagesimal system the precise figure was
bound to be replaced by the hallowed round number of sixty. That sufficed
for the purposes of hymnology and popular consumption. It does not mean
that the Manichaeans were incapable of precision where it mattered,
Characteristically, our Chinese document speaks (twice) of Mani’s “sixty
years”, in general context: but the very same document, by supplying
precise dates for the prophet’s birth and death, informs us that his life-span
was a little short of fifty-eight years, namely, fifty-seven (solar) years and
350 days (March 12, 208, to February 25, 266). Such a figure, therefore, is
not due to a conjecture of mine; it s directly attested in an authoritative
statement of the Manichaean chusch, incidentally the only source known to
exist that gives dates for both Mani’s birth and his death. Adding the
length of life, as derived from the Chinese document, to the actual day of
birth, April 14, 216, we reach the early part of 274. The much-discussed
Turkish colophon,3 correctly construed, also points to 274. If the chrono-
logy proposed above for Ardashir and Shapur is accepted, 274 would be the
last year of the reign of Bahram L. There is thus some solid evidence in

* Andreas-Henning, Mitteliranische Manichaica, ii, 308.
* ibn anNadim has combined stories of different origin and value. Some depend

! It seems hard to put a colophen, in which the scribe mentions the current year
according to the era to which he is accustomed, on a level with calendar tables, which
were calculated many years in advance; in the latter, mistakes occur easily. The
Manichaean specimens, moreover, are very late; but the Turkish colophon, older by
two centuries, was written at the time when Manichaeism flourished in Central Asia,
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of the date proposed by me for the death of Mani, March 2, 274
favour

th of Addaru, 584 Sel. Bab.). . ‘ ‘

N NIItc'I\':i.{'j(:l:l‘izi4.1)e ungracious if in the end, having defended my .pomt c.)t

‘aw. I refused to admit that it may be wrong after all; and that Mr. T.J.ql}

“Tiw;l’s opinion may very well be right. We sorcly need a fresh picce o
zade

nambiguous evidence to decide these questions.
u



