2669 eaX
DERLTHR DE
o2

Ne PaLAA

PORPHYRY, JULIAN, OR HIEROKLES?];
THE ANONYMOUS HELLENE(IN .. .
MAKARIOS MAGNES"4POKRITIKOS' +#

IN 1876 a long-forgotten disputation in Greek between' a

Christian and an utnamed Hellefié' resutfaced in an edition"by
Charles Blondel.?2 The Apokritikos of Makatios Maghés ‘”’s,‘c‘_ts
an articulate, educated Hellene, scathing in his, attacks on, the
New Testament, against a Christian author. The text clearly pr,z:.¥

serves two independent voices,” but to whom did they belong? _}

Since the Hellene's arguments constitute one of the longest,

most sophisticated anti-Christian attacks still extant, most readérs ,
of the Apokritikos have concentrated on identifying him'and ,

situating his ideas in the context of Rome's Christianization.
Among the first were L. Duchesne and T. W. Crafer who claifnéﬁ
that he was Sossianus Hierokles, the judge whosé anti-Christiat

pamphlet, 4 Truth-Loving Discourse (Pudadidns Aéyos), éirculat:c‘e'd '
just before the emperor Diocletian issued his general edicts of 13

persecution in 303. Adolf von Harnack, however, had been
compiling fragments of another work from the same era, Against
the Christians (Kara xgioriavav) by the philosopher Porphyry.of

; <

' I am grateful to Hal Drake and PENATES, the Lite Antiquity Research
group of Southern California, for their willingness to wrestle with the issucs,i’i‘i
this article, versions of which I also presented at the UC Santa Barbara
Interdisciplinary [lumanities Center (May 2000) and at an ‘Archaeological
Monday' at the Musée des Beaux Arts in Montréal (February zo002). The
American Council of Learned Societies partially funded the research. I would
also like to thank Courtnay Konshuh and Janet Fuchs, for their help in this article’s
last stages, and McGill University for its financial assistance.

2 Macarii Magnetis quae supersunt ex inedito codice, C. Blondel (ed.) (Parig
1876). The curator of Athens' National Library had shown Blondel an eaily

modern copy. Fortunately he quickly transcribed it; for he soon died, thé tekt .

disappeared, and no other copy has materialized. The last scholar to write abolit
the Apokritikos before Blondel was the Jesuit, Francisco de la Torre (Turrianus).

Blondel, v~vii; G. Schalkhausser, ‘Zu den Schriften des Makarios Magnes’, Tekl?i
und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der - altchristlichen Literatur 3t.4 (1()07'1;_ :

pp. 1-218 at 5-81; T. W. Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes, A Neglected Apologist'T

TS, Ns, 8 (1903), pp. 401—-23 and pp. 540—71 at gor; and P. Frassinetti, ‘Sulll ¢

autore delle questioni pagane conservate nell’ Apokritico di Macario di Mngneslé*ﬁ'

Nuovo Didaskaleion 3 (1949), pp. 41-56 at 41. h “,i"
e

3 A. von Harnack, ‘Kritik des Neuen Testaments von einem griechisc

Philosophen des 3. Jahrhunderts’, Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte di:r -

altchristlichen Literatur 37.3—4 (1911), pp. 1-144 at 96-107.

* Lact. Inst. 5.2; Eus. Hierocl. 1; Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’; L. Duchcsﬂé(; 5
De Macario Magnete et scriptis eius (Paris, 1877). LR
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Tyre. Convinced that Porphyry was the anonymous Hellene,
Harnack used the pagan’s speeches in the Apokritikos as frag-

: ’vménts‘ of Agaz;nst the Chr_'istians, a classification’ that scholats
long accepted.” In 1973, however, T. D. Barnes rejected this

Identification because Makarios, in referring to Porphyry (Apok.

. 3-42), treated him as someone other than his opponent.® Barnes's
* stiidy has beeninfluential,” but the argument against associat-
" Ing' Porphyty with the Helléne can be further strengthened. At
' the same! time, others have suggested that the Hellene was the
- emperot 'Julian, an argument that raises different: problems.?

Thus the ptesent study reopetis the question of the Hellene’s
idehtity by comparing the Apokritikos against the work of
Potphyry, Julian, and Hierokles. In so doing, I will argué that
Makarios” anonymous Hellene is' neither Porphyry nor. Julian,
but that he was identified correctly more than a centuty ago
gs the famous anti-Christian judge, Sossianus Hierokles. The

fpp, = FE LB . : ; .

 A. von Harnack, ‘Porphyrius, ‘Gegen die Christen.’ 15 Biicher: Zeugnisse,

'ragmente und Referate’, Abhandlungen der Kisniglichen Preussischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften (1916), Nr.1. The Apokritikos contributed 51 out of 97 fragments
to Harnack’s edition. Those following Harnack include P. de Labriolle, ‘Porphyre
et le christianisme’, Retne d’histoire et de philosophie 3 (1929), pp. 385-440;
P. Benoit, ‘Un adversaite du thristianisme au Illiéme siécle: Porphyre’, Revue
Bibligee s4 (1947), pp. s43-72; R. Beutler, ‘Porphyrios’, in Paulys Real-
Enzyclopédie 22 (1933), pp. 275—313; J. M. Demiarolle, ‘Un aspect de la polémique
paienne & la fin du I1liéme siécle, le vocabuldire chrétien de Porphyre', Vigiliae
Chtistianae 26 (1972), pp. 117-29; R. M. Grant, ‘The Stromateis of Origen’, in
J: Fontaine and C. Kannengiesser (eds.). Epektasis: Mélanges patristiques offerts
& Jean Daniélou (Paris, 1972), pp. 285—92; W. den Boer, ‘A Pagan Historian and
his Enemies: Porphyry Against the Christians', Classical Philology 69 (1974),
pp: 198-208; J. Sirinelli, Eusébe de Césarée. La préparation évangéligue, SC 206
(Paris, 1974), p. 33; H. O. Sthradet, ‘Celsus urid Potphyrius als Christengegner”’,
Die Welt als Geschichte t7 (1957), pp. 190-202; G. Mercati, ‘Per I’ Apokritico di
Macarib Magnete’, Sthdid e Testi 95 (1941), pp. 49-74; F. Scheidweiler; ‘Zu
Porphytios Kard' ygioriavan®, Philologus 99 (1955), pp. 3v4—12; M. V. Anastos,
Yporphyry's Attdck on the Bible’, in L. Wallach (cd.), The Classical Tradition
(hhaca; t966), pp. 421-50; dnd Robert Waelkens, L’Economie, théme, apologetique,
;f }J;if;ipe hermeneutique dans I’ Apocritique de Macarios Magnes (Louvain, 1974),

P y 30. LR nE e e 5 t
1 & 'Porphyty Agathst the Chrisiians: Date and Attribution of Fragnients’, JT'S,
Ns; 24 (1973), pp. 424-42.
XY Cf. A. Metedith; ‘Porphyry and Julian against the Christians’, Anfstieg und
Niedergang der Rémischen Welt 3.23.2 (1980), pp. 1119-39. But see R. Goulet,
‘Porphyte et Macarie dé Magnésic’, Studia Patristica 15 (1984), pp. 448-52;
Ci+ Evahgeliot; ‘Porphyry’s Criticisth of Christianity dnd the Problem of
Augustine's Platonism’; Dionysius 13 (198¢), pp. 51-70; and R. J. Hoffmann,
Against the Christians. The Extracts of Macarius Magnes (Amherst, NY, 1994),
bp. 21—4, which foilow Harnack.

Frassinetti, ‘Sull’ autore’, pp. $i—36.



PORPHYRY, JULIAN, OR HIEROKLES?
THE ANONYMOUS HELLENE IN
MAKARIOS MAGNES’ APOKRITIKOS'

IN 1876 a long-forgotten disputation in Greek between a
Christian and an unnamed Hellene resurfaced in an edition by
Charles Blondel.> The Apokritikos of Makarios Magnés sets
an articulate, educated Hellene, scathing in his attacks on the
New Testament, against a Christian author. The text clearly pre-
serves two independent voices,® but to whom did they belong?
Since the Hellene’s arguments constitute one of the longest,
most sophisticated anti-Christian attacks still extant, most readers
of the Apokritikos have concentrated on identifying him and
situating his ideas in the context of Rome’s Christianization.
Among the first were L. Duchesne and T'. W. Crafer who claimed
that he was Sossianus Hierokles, the judge whose anti-Christian
pamphlet, 4 Truth-Loving Discourse (Pidaridns Aéyos), circulated
just before the emperor Diocletian issued his general edicts of
persecution in 303.% Adolf von Harnack, however, had been
compiling fragments of another work from the same era, Against
the Christians (Katd yotoriavév) by the philosopher Porphyry of

! I am grateful to Hal Drake and PENATES, the Late Antiquity Research
group of Southern California, for their willingness to wrestle with the issues in
this article, versions of which I also presented at the UC Santa Barbara
Interdisciplinary Humanities Center (May 2000) and at an ‘Archaeological
Monday’ at the Musée des Beaux Arts in Montréal (February 2002). The
American Council of Learned Societies partially funded the research. I would
also like to thank Courtnay Konshuh and Janet Fuchs, for their help in this article’s
last stages, and McGill University for its financial assistance.

2 Macarii Magnetis quae supersunt ex inedito codice, C. Blondel (ed.) (Paris,
1876). The curator of Athens’ National Library had shown Blondel an early
modern copy. Fortunately he quickly transcribed it; for he soon died, the text
disappeared, and no other copy has materialized. The last scholar to write about
the Apokritikos before Blondel was the Jesuit, Francisco de la Torre (Turrianus).
Blondel, v—vii; G. Schalkhausser, ‘Zu den Schriften des Makarios Magnes’, Texte
und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 31.4 (1907),
pp. 1218 at 5-81; T. W. Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes, A Neglected Apologist’,
JTS, ~s, 8 (1907), pp. 40123 and pp. 54071 at go1; and P. Frassinetti, ‘Sull’
autore delle questioni pagane conservate nell’ Apokritico di Macario di Magnesia’,
Nuovo Didaskaleion 3 (1949), pp. 4150 at 41.

A. von Harnack, ‘Kritik des Neuen Testaments von einem griechischen
Philosophen des 3. Jahrhunderts’, Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der
altchristlichen Literatur 37.3—4 (1911), pp. I-144 at 96—107.

* Lact. Inst. 5.2; Eus. Hierocl. 1; Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’; L. Duchesne,
De Macario Magnete et scriptis eius (Paris, 1877).

© Oxford University Press 2002
[Journal of Theological Studies, NS, Vol. 53, Pt. 2, October 2002]



PORPHYRY, JULIAN, OR HIEROKLES? 467

Tyre. Convinced that Porphyry was the anonymous Hellene,
Harnack used the pagan’s speeches in the Apokritikos as frag-
ments of Against the Christians, a classification that scholars
long accepted.” In 1973, however, T. D. Barnes rejected this
identification because Makarios, in referring to Porphyry (Apok.
3.42), treated him as someone other than his opponent.” Barnes’s
study has been influential,” but the argument against associat-
ing Porphyry with the Hellene can be further strengthened. At
the same time, others have suggested that the Hellene was the
emperor Julian, an argument that raises different problems.®
Thus the present study reopens the question of the Hellene’s
identity by comparing the Apokritikos against the work of
Porphyry, Julian, and Hierokles. In so doing, I will argue that
Makarios’ anonymous Hellene is neither Porphyry nor Julian,
but that he was identified correctly more than a century ago
as the famous anti-Christian judge, Sossianus Hierokles. The

5 A. von Harnack, ‘Porphyrius, ‘Gegen die Christen.’ 15 Biicher: Zeugnisse,
Fragmente und Referate’, Abhandlungen der Koniglichen Preussischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften (1916), Nr.1. The Apokritikos contributed 51 out of 97 fragments
to Harnack’s edition. Those following Harnack include P. de Labriolle, ‘Porphyre
et le christianisme’, Revue d’histoire et de philosophie 3 (1929), pp. 385—440;
P. Benoit, ‘Un adversaire du christianisme au IIliéme siecle: Porphyre’, Revue
Biblique 54 (1947), pp. 543—72; R. Beutler, ‘Porphyrios’, in Paulys Real-
Enzyclopddie 22 (1953), pp. 275-313; J. M. Demarolle, ‘Un aspect de la polémique
paienne a la fin du IIliéme siécle, le vocabulaire chrétien de Porphyre’, Vigiliae
Christianae 26 (1972), pp. 117—29; R. M. Grant, “The Stromateis of Origen’, in
J. Fontaine and C. Kannengiesser (eds.), Epektasis: Mélanges patristiques offerts
a Jean Daniélou (Paris, 1972), pp. 285-92; W. den Boer, ‘A Pagan Historian and
his Enemies: Porphyry Against the Christians’, Classical Philology 69 (1974),
pp. 198-208; J. Sirinelli, Eusébe de Césarée. La préparation évangélique, SC 2006
(Paris, 1974), p. 33; H. O. Schréder, ‘Celsus und Porphyrius als Christengegner’,
Die Welt als Geschichte 17 (1957), pp. 190—202; G. Mercati, ‘Per I’ Apokritico di
Macario Magnete’, Studio e Testi 95 (1941), pp. 49—74; F. Scheidweiler, ‘Zu
Porphyrios Kara xotorwavan’, Philologus 99 (1955), pp. 304-12; M. V. Anastos,
‘Porphyry’s Attack on the Bible’, in L. Wallach (ed.), The Classical Tradition
(Ithaca, 19606), pp. 421—50; and Robert Waelkens, L’Economie, theme, apologetique,
et principe hermeneutique dans I’Apocritique de Macarios Magnes (Louvain, 1974),
pp. 8-9, 30.

° “Porphyry Against the Christians: Date and Attribution of Fragments’, ¥T'S,
NS, 24 (1973), pp- 424-42.

7 Cf. A. Meredith, ‘Porphyry and Julian against the Christians’, Aufstieg und
Niedergang der Riomischen Welt 2.23.2 (1980), pp. 1119—49. But see R. Goulet,
‘Porphyre et Macarie de Magnésie’, Studia Patristica 15 (1984), pp. 448-52;
C. Evangeliou, ‘Porphyry’s Criticism of Christianity and the Problem of
Augustine’s Platonism’, Dionysius 13 (1989), pp. 51—70; and R. J. Hoffmann,
Against the Christians. The Extracts of Macarius Magnes (Amherst, NY, 1994),
pp. 21—4, which follow Harnack.

Frassinetti, ‘Sull’ autore’, pp. 41-50.
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Apokritikos thus preserves about half of Hierokles’ Truth-Loving
Discourse, a pamphlet that played a key role in instigating a
persecution, the motivations for which are still widely debated.

Tue TEXT

Although Blondel’s Athens manuscript was incomplete,’ other
witnesses contribute fragments of the missing portions and hint
at the Apokritikos’ original length. Nikephoros, the ninth-century
patriarch of Constantinople, makes the first extant reference to
a manuscript of the Apokritikos. Quoting from ‘the book of
Makarios the high priest (B{Blos Maragiov iegdoxov)’, the bishop
attacked his Origenism, Manichaeism, and Nestorianism.'® The
text is next attested in fifteenth-century Corigliano and possibly
1\/[ontesardo,11 and a third Italian library, San Marco in Venice,
once owned a copy consulted in the sixteenth century by
the Jesuit Francisco de la Torre.'? All of these manuscripts have
since disappeared.'® Finally, 65 years after Blondel’s publication,
Giovanni Mercati discovered a table of contents for books 1—3
in an eleventh-century Vatican codex (Vat. gr. 1650).'* These

 The Athens MS began in the middle of book 2, broke off at the end of book 4,
and the extant books lacked their conclusions; Blondel, Macarii Magnetis, pp. Vi,
3—4, 227; Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, p. 401.

19 Jconoclasts had circulated selections from it to support their position; the
bishop, unfamiliar with it, procured an old illuminated copy to evaluate their
claims. In’Enikoiois % Tou Stacbgnats t@v obk ebayds éxAngpdeicdv katd Tédv leodv
elkbvwy xonoewv, yevouérn magd TOV meoeaTMTWY Tod oot Tijs EkkAnoias déyuatos
he finds that the iconoclasts quoted Makarios out of context and cites 1.6, 4.20-21,
26—7y. Cf. Nikephoros’ Antirrhetici libri in J. B. Pitra, Analecta sacra Spicilegio
Solesmensi parata (Paris, 1876-83), 1:303; Blondel, Macarii Magnetis, pp. 3,
199—201, 211-15; Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, p. 402, incl. n. 1; and Paul
Alexander, The Patriarch Nicephorus of Constantinople: Ecclesiastical Policy and
Image Worship in the Byzantine Empire (New York, 1980), pp. 165-0.

K. K. Miiller, ‘Neue Mittheilungen tiber Janos Laskaris und die Mediceische
Bibliothek’, Centralblatt fiir Bibliothekswesen 1 (1884), pp. 403—4 in Mercati,
‘Per I’Apokritico’, p. 49, n. 2.

12 He quoted Makarios’ Eucharistic theology (3.23) in De Eucharistia contra
Volanum Polonum (Paris, 1577), 75f. and his discussion of good works (5) in
Dogmaticus de Justificatione ad Germanos adversus Luteranos (Rome, 1557), 37 and
Adversus Magdeburgenses centuriatores pro Canonibus apostolorum (Florence, 1572),
4.7. Blondel and de la Torre saw different M'SS but whether the Jesuit’s was much
more complete is impossible to ascertain since he quoted only a small part of book
5; Blondel, Macarii Magnetis, p. 107; 'T. W. Crafer, The Apocriticus of Macarius
Magnes, idem, trans. (New York, 1919), p. 104f.; Schalkhausser, ‘Zu den
Schriften’, pp. 18-81, 109-13.

13 Schalkhausser, ‘Zu den Schriften’, p. 15.

1 Mercati, ‘Per I’Apokritico’, p. 52.
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sources, taken together, indicate that the Apokritikos was
originally a work in five books for which the following are now
extant: part of chapter 6 (in Nikephoros) and the table of contents
for book 1 (in the Vatican MS); the table of contents (in the
Vatican MS) and the last 13 chapters for book 2 (in Blondel);
books 3 and 4 minus their conclusions (in Blondel); and a
fragment of book 5 (in de la Torre).

These witnesses also help specify the title, protagonists, ded-
icatee, and format of Makarios’ work. For example, although
Blondel’s very late manuscript was entitled Makarios Magnes’
Response (Apokritikos) or the Only-Begotten against the Hellenes,"
the much earlier Vatican index lists the work simply as
Makarios Magnes’ Only-Begotten against the Hellenes.'® The work
thus circulated under two titles, with the latter probably
the more familiar.!” Next, although Blondel himself refers to
Makarios’ antagonist as a philosophus, the Greek text identifies
him as a ‘Hellene’ and a philologos, skilled in Attic oratory.'®
Called simply the ‘Christian’ in the text but a high priest or
bishop ({epdoyns) by Nikephoros (who may have assumed the
title from the illuminated frontispiece),!® Makarios himself
answered the Hellene’s questions, given his use of the first
person (e.g., 3.7.pr.). Although only the Christian and the
Hellene debate, Makarios says that he was helped by a certain
Theosthenes, to whom he dedicated the Apokritikos.”’ Perhaps

15 Moakagtov Méyvyros *Amorxgirikos 3 Movoyevys moos “EMnvas meol tdv & 7
Edayyediw {nmmpédrov kal Aveewv introduces book 3 and Makagiov Méyvnros
Amokoirikos 2)] Movoyev”}]s 700S "E/\/\"r]vas Teol TV &nogovuévwv &v 75 Kawj ALM%/;K:?]
{nmypérwv kal Moewv introduces book 4; Blondel, Macarii Magnetis, pp. 49, 155.

16 Top Moaxagiov Mé.<yw]‘ros Movoye>|v1\']s m00S "E/\/\"r]vas ﬂ'eg<i TV &ﬂogovy.évwv>|%v
Tals doxals {pmuldrav kal Moey|wv Tob edayyeliov; Mercati ‘Per I’ Apokritico’,
p. 62.

17 Mercati (‘Per I’ Apokritico’, pp. 60, 62, 74) thought that this was the proper
title. Although F. Corsaro, ‘Una nuova interpretazione del titolo dell’ apologia di
Macario di Magnesia’, Acta Philologica (1964), pp. 115-18 argues that the title
should be ‘The Only Discourse (Movoyerys Adyos) against the Hellenes’, he
ignores the Vatican MS’s title and Makarios’ own penchant for Movoyeris as
‘Only-begotten’ (e.g., pp. 2.8; 3.14, 40).

18 Philosophus: 2.12; "EX\yv: 3.15, 30; 4.1; @ulodéyos: 4.pr.; [ToAdw & fuiv Tov Abyov
Tiis drrwcis onroas Emuvliew fofaro: 3.pr.; Greek text is Blondel’s, except where
noted.

19 xowoTiavéds: 2.17; 3.7a, 37; 4.10; leodoyns: Nikephoros ap. Pitra, 303f. in Crafer,
‘Macarius Magnes’, p. 404, incl. n. 1.

20 3 pr.; 4.pr.; Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, p. 411; de la Torre, Adversus
Magdeburgenses, pp. 144f. (in Harnack, ‘Porphyrius’, p. 52) confused Theosthenes
with Makarios’ opponent. Regarding de la Torre’s general unreliability, see Crafer,
‘Macarius Magnes’, p. 570.
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Theosthenes was a stenographer, for the Apokritikos claims to
record a series of debates, with each book devoted to a day’s con-
test (2.21; 3.pr., 43; 4.pr.).21 The format of the dialogue, however,
is not what a modern reader expects; for the Hellene and the
Christian did not discuss one issue at a time. Rather the Hellene
raised six or seven issues to which Makarios responded in order,
his adversary then advanced another set, and so on. These
issues, numbered in Greek, seem to have been itemized at the
start of each book. They are what the Vatican manuscript pre-
serves for books 1 and 2.2 The Christian’s responses are much
longer than the Hellene’s questions, with the former averaging
86 lines per response and the latter 18 lines per query.”® The
lists of issues in both Blondel’s codex and the Vatican MS also
show that the Hellene’s arguments were organized in two major
groups, the first concerned with the Gospels and the second
with the Book of Acts and Paul’s letters. Indeed both sources
record a subheading at book 3 issue 14 (“The beginning of other
subjects proposed for discussion from Acts and from the Apostle’)
that would have divided the original five-book Apokritikos exactly
in half.**

Because the Christian and Hellene do not engage in rapid back-
and-forth volleys, Harnack assumed that the Apokritikos did not
preserve a genuine exchange, but that Makarios had invented a
series of fictional debates as a way of organizing his responses
to a set of pagan challenges.?> Of course, the suspicion that the
debate is a fiction also casts doubt upon the authenticity of the
author’s opponent. Nevertheless, the Hellene’s arguments do
come from someone other than Makarios. For Makarios never
uses a western scriptural tradition while the Hellene often does,

21 Cf. R. Lim, Public Disputation, Power and Social Order in Late Antiquity
(Berkeley, 1994), pp. 84, incl. n. 59, 94.

22 See Blondel, Macarii Magnetis, pp. 4950, 155. According to the Vatican MS,
book 1 (day 1) dealt with 10 issues and book 2 with 16 (Mercati, ‘Per I’ Apokritico’,
pp. 62—3, 66—7). Blondel’s edition begins in the middle of book 2, with Makarios
responding to issues 7-11 in the first five extant chapters. Then the Hellene raises
issues 12—106 in the next five chapters, and Makarios rebuts him in the last five.
Book 3 comprises 22 issues in three pairs of exchanges and book 4 handles 16 in
two sets.

23 Based on the line numbers in Blondel’s edition.

24 ‘Eréoas tmodécews doxn éx tov Iobéewv kal Tov Amooréov. Blondel, Macari
Magnetis, p. 49, incl. n. 25 notes an ornament in the margin here; Mercati, ‘Per
I’ Apokritico’, p. 70.

%5 Harnack, ‘Kritik’, p. 11; cf. also Frassinetti, ‘Sull’ autore’, p. 41; Waelkens,
L’Economie, pp. 14-106; and F. Corsaro, ‘1. Apokritico di Macario di Magnesia e le
Sacre Scritture’, Nuovo Didaskaleion 7 (1957), pp. 1-24 at 1-12.
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and it is unlikely that an author debating a fictional opponent
would employ two different scriptural sources just for verisimil-
itude.’® Moreover, the Hellene seems frequently to draw upon
Celsus’ second-century anti-Christian work, The True Word,
but Makarios did not use Origen’s Against Celsus in framing
his answers, as would be expected if the Hellene was the author’s
creation—especially given the Origenist sympathies that
Nikephoros had observed.?” Finally, in addition to differences
in their style and vocabulary, the Hellene raises questions that
Makarios never fully answers (4pok. 3.20; 4.6).2

THE HELLENE’S CLAIMS

Deploying a sarcastic tone,”” the Hellene derides the New
Testament for its inconsistent accounts of Jesus’ words and
deeds, its portrayal of Peter and Paul, and its record of the
apostles’ beliefs, expectations, and teachings. As he does so,
he contrasts Christian gullibility with the judgement of ‘right-
thinking’ men like himself,® and he reveals an intimate familiarity
with not only Scripture but also Christian traditions from Peter’s
crucifixion to the training of catechumens (3.22). Saying ‘those
who relate the truth’ about the Sea of Galilee and claiming that
all Moses’ ‘writings are said to have been burnt’ (3.3, 0), the
Hellene also lets slip that sometimes, at least, he is quoting
another.

The Hellene first takes on the Gospel accounts, challenging
things that Jesus said and did and how they are recorded. This
discussion starts with the first issue addressed in book 1 and
continues through the thirteenth issue of book 3 (3.20), all of
which cite Gospel passages.®' The chapter headings in the Vatican
manuscript indicate that book 1 and the early part of book 2
focused on Jesus’ miracles (1.6—7, 9; 2.2—3), with other questions
addressing his temptation by the devil (1.4) and trial under Jewish

26 Makarios also sometimes alters the Hellene’s citations in answering him;
Corsaro, ‘Apokritico’, pp. 12, 17-18.

*7 Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, pp. 408-9; Harnack, ‘Kritik’, pp. 97-98. See
below for the Hellene’s use of Celsus and Makarios’ Origenism.

28 Harnack, ‘Kritik’, pp. 97-98.

2 E.g., 3.4:°Q uvdos, & Mjeos! ... yolgwr mAjdos Soxiwy els ddacoar E8gape;
See also 2.15; 3.2, 3 among others.
30 3.4: Eddds ydg e0ds radr’ dkoloas € poov@v éxowev adrédev Sikdoas 7'7\71/
apynow, kal Pijpov dvadoyov émijoe T® modypatt Méywr; see also 2.14, 15; English
translations are from Crafer, Apocriticus.

! Merecati, ‘Per I’Apokritico’, pp. 62—71.
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law (1.10).%> Next, to judge from the first few extant chapters
of Makarios’ responses to missing arguments, the Hellene pointed
out contradictions in the Gospel in the middle part of book 2,
since the Christian explains apparent contradictions between
Jesus’ sayings and in the Gospel record.’® In fact, the Hellene’s
extant comments begin by asking what really happened, given
conflicting Gospel accounts: for example, there are differences
in the number of demons that Jesus cast into swine (Apok. 3.4;
Matt. 8:31—32; Mark 5.1), and contradictory accounts of Jesus’
death (Apok. 2.12-13).3* Moreover only John reports Jesus’
saying ‘eat my flesh and drink my blood’ (Apok. 3.15; John
6:54). The Hellene also questions Jesus’ behaviour in not appear-
ing to credible people after his resurrection (Apok. 2.14;
Matt. 28:6) and failing to defend himself before Pilate—unlike
Apollonius of Tyana’s defence before Domitian (Apok. 3.1). In
taking up Jesus’ sayings, the Hellene sometimes questions Jesus’
meaning. He asks, for example, how the ‘ruler of the world’ can
be ‘cast outside’ (Apok. 2.15; John 12:31). More often he finds
Jesus inconsistent: Jesus says not to fear those who kill the body
but prays for deliverance from the Passion (Apok. 3.2; Matt.
206:36); he says that his time is short but that he will remain
with his followers until the world ends (Apok. 3.7; Matt. 26:11;
28:20); he would not jump off a cliff at the devil’s behest, even
though Scripture says that angels would prevent his dashing
‘his foot against a stone’ (Apok. 3.18; Matt. 4:6—7); he says ‘Get
behind me Satan’ to Peter but gives him the keys to heaven
(Apok. 3.19; Matt. 16:23); he says that Moses’ followers should
believe in him, even though Moses never said that Christ was
God (Apok. 3.3; John 5:46—7); and he says that at the fourth
watch he would come for the apostles fishing in the sea of Galilee,

2 1.6 Ias vPotodels kal oravowdels 6 XoioTos mioTebew meds adTOV TOdS
avdodmovs émolnoer; 1.7: Has eopras "Hoav & 74 éofjpw ‘mevraxioxihor xwols
YUvaLKk@v kal wadiwv’; 1.9: T 16 énl?%v o T7S OUKilS ‘M’r]KéTL ek oD KaQmos 'yév‘r]rm
els 7ov aldva’; 2.2: {{las)y eonrac md Tob "Inoo ‘O & [Kmédavevy 76 kogdoiov &AL
kaldeddel; 2.3: (Ilas 6 Ayalagos |{reroanypegos iryéodn dmd Téw vexodw; 1.4: Iaos
eloprar ‘Kal ‘/’;V 6 77]0’017; ﬂngaCé,u,ev<09>| &v Tij éoMpw Umo Tob Suafbélov’; I.10:
Mas &qddev TT\atos amd Tob moarwolov elgnrdss 7ols Tovdalows' ‘AaPere Ouels
adTov Kal KaTd TOV vép,ov 15;/.&)1/ kolvare’; Mercati, ‘Per l’ApokritiCO’, pp. 62—3, 060.

33 2.9: Jesus says, ‘None is good save God’ (Mark 10:18), but “The good man out
of the good treasure of his heart bringeth forth that which is good’ (Matt. 12:35);
2.10: a man says that his son is a lunatic (i.e., affected by the moon), but he is
possessed by a demon (Matt. 17:15); 2.11: Jesus says, ‘If I bear witness to myself,
my witness is not true’ (John 5:31) but then does so saying ‘I am the light of the
world” (John 8:12-13). Biblical citations are those of Crafer in Apocriticus.

3* Mark 15:36 and Matt. 27:33; Matt. 27:46, John 19:29, and Luke 23:46.
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although the lake was too small to fish for ten hours (Apok. 3.0;
Matt. 14:25; Mark 6:48). The Hellene also finds a number of
Jesus’ ideas to be morally offensive: these include criticizing
the Jews for following their ‘father’ the ‘slanderer’ (Apok. 2.10;
John 8:43—4); doing the demons’ bidding by driving them into
pigs (Apok. 3.4; Matt. 8:31—=2; Mark 5:1); telling his followers
to eat his flesh and drink his blood (Apok. 3.15; John 6:54); and
saying that a camel could go through a needle [sic] before a rich
man could go to heaven—a statement that, he says, the apostles
must have made up in order to swindle rich women (Apok. 3.5;
Matt. 19:24). The Hellene also asks why Christians do not
follow Jesus’ suggestions more closely, saying that if the faithful
can drink poison unharmed or move mountains, then these
should be tests for the priesthood or episcopate (Apok. 3.16—17;
Mark 16:18; Matt. 17:20).

Starting with the fourteenth issue in book 3 and continuing to
the end of the extant text (Apok. 3.21—4.24), the Hellene turns
to the apostles, focusing his attention primarily on the book of
Acts and Paul’s letters. These issues are introduced by the sub-
heading, ‘Subjects ... from Acts and from the Apostle’, described
above. The Hellene often betrays antipathy for the apostles,
claiming that they were deceitful drunks who were the inventors,
not the historians of Jesus’ sayings (2.12-13, 15; 3.24, 5, 0,
15, 33).33 Peter and Paul, however, are his favourite targets.
Peter’s behaviour is reprehensible, and he is easily ‘shaken in
his judgment’ (3.19):*® for example, having been told to forgive
490 times (70 times 7), he cuts off a man’s ear and condemns
Ananias and Sapphira for keeping their property (Apok. 3.20-1;
Matt. 18:22; Acts 5:1—11); having been taught to despise death,
he escapes from jail, causing the death of Herod’s guards (Apok.
3.22; Acts 12:5-11); even Paul, he notes, criticizes Peter for
eating with Jews and being married (Apok. 3.22; Gal. 2:12; 2
Cor. 11:13). For his part, Paul is grossly ‘inconsistent’ (dodugwvos:
Apok. 3.35), ‘ignorant’ (dpadis: 3.33—4, 4.8), ‘weak in his

35 i . . 7 .
> 2.12: the story of the crucifixion is ‘an invention (uvdomoiia)’; 2.13: their

accounts were ‘a matter of guess-work (kareoroydoavto)’; 2.15: the ‘records are
mere fairy tales (regarodoylav elvar & elonuéva)’; 3.4: the story of the demons and the
pigs is a uddos and a mAdopa; 3.5: the story about the camel and the needle is by
‘poor men’ trying to swindle ‘the rich’ (mevijrwv Twév rds 7év mAovrodvTwy odaias éx
Tomﬁ'r‘r]s kevopwvias dpaeiottar FeAbvtwv)’; 3.0: the story of walking on the water
is ‘absurdly written without any credibility (v éfjow ... 7y yelolws ... yoapeioar
amdavws)’.

36 ITotos ydo ITérgos Baordoor 7ijs Exxdnoias v rkonmida Suvduevos & pvoidyis
cadevdels edyegela Tijs yvouns.



474 ELIZABETH DEPALMA DIGESER

reasoning’ (3.30),%” a liar (Yedotns: 3.31; 4.2, 19), an impostor
(3.32),>® and an opportunist: for example, he says he is free but
the slave of all, claims to be outside Jewish law but sometimes
follows it,*” and he says he is a Roman, then a Jew (4Apok. 3.31;
Acts 22:3, 27); he claims that sacrifices involve demons, but
permits eating sacrificial meat if its source is unknown (Apok.
3.35; 1 Cor. 8:4, 8; 10:20, 25-0); he praises virginity, but admits
it is not necessary (Apok. 3.36; 1 Tim. 4:1, 3; 1 Cor. 7:25); he says
that circumcision is unnecessary, but then puts Timothy under
the knife (Apok. 3.30; Acts 16:3); and he manipulates the gospel
for his own advantage by saying that a shepherd deserves the
milk of his sheep (Apok. 3.32; 1 Cor. 9:7). The Hellene concludes
by criticizing the apostles’ beliefs and expectations (Apok. 4.pr.:
M admooTolky 86fa) In several ways. In some cases, events have
proved their assumptions wrong: for example, the world has not
ended even though all know about the gospel (Apok. 4.1, 3; 1
Cor. 7:31; Matt. 24:14); Jesus said the apostles would not be
harmed, but Paul was beheaded, Peter crucified, and many
others executed (Apok. 4.4; Acts 18:9—10); Jesus also claimed
wrongly that many would copy him, but, beyond perhaps
Apollonius of Tyana, no one has (Apok. 4.5; Matt. 24:4-5). In
other cases, the apostles’ beliefs regarding physics and cosmology
are inaccurate: heaven, for example, is not like a mustard seed,
yeast, or pearl (Apok. 4.8; Matt. 13:31-33, 45, 40), it cannot
be judged along with the earth,* it cannot be dissolved nor will
it vanish (Apok. 4.7; Isa. 34:4; Matt. 24:35); moreover, dead
bodies cannot be resurrected, nor can living beings rise into
heaven (Apok. 4.2; 1 Thess. 4:15-17). Christians think, he says,
that the ‘monarchy of God’ means that there is only one god,
but, like Hadrian’s monarchy, it means that God rules beings
like himself—gods—who are God’s subordinates or even slaves
(Apok. 4.20, 23). Moreover, he notes that even though God
is the Creator of the cosmos (3.32; 4.24), God has limits, since
God cannot make 2 4+ 2 not equal 4 (4.24). The Hellene next chal-
lenges the apostles’ beliefs on ethical grounds, especially that
God hides things from the wise and reveals them to the infantile
(Apok. 4.9; Matt. 11:25); that Jesus came for sinners and not the
righteous (Apok. 4.10; Matt. 9:12; Luke 5:31); and that baptism

37

e , v / v [ ~ <~ , < 7
VUTTOTTUQOV 86 TAS poeEvas Kat Tov )\O’}/LO'IJ,OV aQEWOTOVVTOS n TWY /\O’wa U’ITO'I?GULS.
38

ayapar Tov ofiTw pévaxa ... .

39 Apok. 3.30, 33—4; 1 Cor. 9:19; 15:56; Gal. 5:3; 3:10; Acts 16:3; Rom. 5:20;
7:12, 14.

40 Apok. 4.6; the Apocalypse of Peter; Crafer, Apocriticus, p. 129.
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can wash away sin (Apok. 4.19; 1 Cor. 6:11). Finally, the Hellene
criticizes beliefs about ritual: he suggests that since ‘angels’ are
another name for ‘gods’, whom Exodus says not to revile, statues
should be erected and sacrifices performed to them in gratitude
for their gifts.41 All the same, he denies that gods live in statues,
although this misconception, he says, is less offensive than the
idea that divinity would occupy a woman’s womb (Apok. 4.22).

INDICATIONS OF DATE

Throughout this very detailed critique of Christian Scripture
and belief, the Hellene says little that reflects a precise date. The
only unambiguous terminus post quem in the Hellene’s text, in fact,
is his reference to the emperor Hadrian (98—117 CE; Apok. 4.20).
Nevertheless, other remarks suggest a late third- or early fourth-
century date, well after Celsus’ True Word from which the
Hellene has borrowed.*? The Hellene’s references to Apollonius
of Tyana, numerous martyrs, and persecution (2.14; 4.4; 3.1,
4.5), together with his failure to mention church images and
monasticism, suggested to Harnack a third-century date after
Decius’ persecutions (249—51 CE),43 but his description of
churches actually seems more appropriate for the very late third
or early fourth century. According to the Hellene, Christians
built ‘very large houses’, like temples, into which they congre-
gated to pray, although nothing prevented ‘them from doing
this’ in their own homes.** He could not have said this much
before the late third century, since Eusebius of Caesarea says that
large churches began to rise just before Diocletian purged Chris-
tians from the army (probably in 299 CE), thus initiating the Great
Persecution.® At the same time, the Hellene’s unquestioning

*1 Apok. 4.21, 23; Matt. 22:29—30; Exod. 22:28.

*2 The OCD dates Celsus’ text to 178-80 cE. In asking why Jesus did not escape,
appeared to untrustworthy women, and prayed for the cup to ‘pass him by’, in
stressing that God cannot do everything, in claiming that God would not favour
the poor over the rich (including the story of the camel and the needle) or occupy a
woman’s womb, and in interpreting the monarchy of God, the Hellene treats issues
that Celsus raised. See Or. Cels. 2.34, 59, 67, 24; 5.14; 6.16, 73. See also Anastos,
‘Porphyry’s Attack’, p. 444; Schroéder, ‘Celsus und Porphyrius’, p. 198; and
J. Geffcken, Zwei griechische Apologeten (Leipzig, 1907), p. 303.

* Harnack, ‘Kritik’, pp. 107-T10.

44 Apok. 4.21: oi XowoTiavol ppobuevor Tas kataokevas T@v vadv, peyloTovs olkovs
oiko30,um70‘w, €eis obs ounibrres eiﬁxov‘rm, KkalTou ;L”/]Bew‘)s kwAbovTos év Tdls oikials TodTo
ﬂgdg'fsw.

*S Eus. HE 8.1.5-8; T. W. Crafer, ‘The Work of Porphyry against the
Christians, and its Reconstruction’, JT'S, Ns, 15 (1914), pp. 300—95 and 481-512
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use of the Apocalypse of Peter (4.6), a work that Eusebius had
rejected in his FEcclesiastical History, has suggested that the
Hellene’s work could not be dated much later.*® Crafer restricted
the date still further, on the basis of the Hellene’s allusions to per-
secution. Saying that if Jesus had shown himself to reputable men
‘no judge would punish’ Christians for ‘fabricating monstrous
stories’ and arguing that neither God nor ‘any sensible man’
could be pleased ‘that many should be subjected’ to punishments
‘of the gravest kind’, the Hellene seemed to Crafer to speak within
a context of ongoing or imminent persecution,*’ perhaps the tense
time that Eusebius described before the general edicts of 303,
but after the purges from the army.

Despite these hints that the Hellene wrote circa 300 CE, two of
his comments have seemed to point toward a later date. According
to the text of the Athens MS, the Hellene claims that ‘it is thirty
(Totdrovra) years’ since Paul’s first letter to the Thessalonians said
that ‘we’ who are alive shall ‘meet the Lord in the air’ (4Apok. 4.2;
1 Thess. 4:15-17). Three chapters later, after mocking Jesus’
prediction that many would imitate him, the Hellene observes
that ‘three hundred (7oiaxéowa) years have passed by, and
even more, and no one of the kind has appeared anywhere’
(Apok. 4.5).*® The number of years in the first passage is clearly
incorrect, so Blondel’s edition substituted ‘three hundred’ for

at 303; idem, ‘Macarius Magnes’, pp. 419—20. Although A. H. M. Jones dated the
army purge to 297 (PLRE 1.955) (see also D. Woods, “T'wo Notes on the Great
Persecution’, ¥T'S, Ns, 43 [1992], pp. 128—34 at 128-129), 299 is the more
reasonable date. Cf. J. Moreau, Lactance. De la mort des persécuteurs, SC 39 (Paris,
1954), p. 2606; T. D. Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius (Cambridge, MA, 1981),
pp. 18-19; P. Davies, “The Origin and Purpose of the Persecution of A.D. 303’,
JTS, Ns, 40 (1989), pp. 66—94 at 91-3; and R. W. Burgess, ‘“The Date of the
Persecution of Christians in the Army’, JT'S, Ns, 47 (1990), pp. 157-8.

4 Eus. HE 3.3.2; 6.14.1; Corsaro, ‘Apokritico’, pp. 18-20. But note the text’s
continued use well after Eusebius’ 306 publication of the HE (revised in the 320s);
New Testament Apocrypha, W. Schneemelcher (ed.) and R. McL. Wilson (trans.)
(Philadelphia, 1965), p. 664; Hoffmann, Against the Christians, p. 74, n. 55. For the
date of the HE, see R. W. Burgess, ‘The Dates and Editions of Eusebius’ Chronici
canones and Historia ecclesiastica’, JT'S, Ns, 48 (1997), pp. 471-504.

Apok. 2.14: El yao ‘/’;V éupavioas dvdodow émonpots, 6 adTdv mavtes av émloTevor,
kal 00dels av 7@V StkaoTdv ws uidovs dAokbrovs dvamddrrovtas ékblalev 0dde yao Oed
Sﬁﬂovﬁev Goeatov GAX 08¢ wdodmew ovverd modovs 8¢ adTov Tals WwwThdTw Tipwelals
vmofAndijvas; Crafer, Apocriticus, pp. xvii, 44, n. 1. Crafer (‘Macarius Magnes’,
p. 410) also thought that the Hellene’s reference to the many who ruled the world
(2.15: ool yag doyovol Tod kéopov) suggested a date during the tetrarchy. But this
expression may simply acknowledge the existence of rulers other than those of
Rome.

48 4.2 ’6/1'1] yao &€ o Aéyer Toibkovta; 4.5: kal 800 Tolakboia 3)] Kol TegaiTéQw
Sulmmevoey € kal obdels obdauod ToodTos éméoT).
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‘thirty’, an emendation that influenced many theories about the
Apokritikos’ date. Arguing for a mid-fourth-century text, for
example, Francesco Corsaro simply added 300 to 67 cE (his
date for Paul’s death).*’ Crafer, who thought that the Hellene
was Hierokles, argued that his rhetoric would lead him to
exaggerate the passage of time. Moreover, Crafer thought that
adding 300 to ¢.60 CE imposed a modern historian’s sense of
time too rigorously onto a late Roman speaker. Since Arnobius,
writing during the persecution, says that Christians had existed
for about 300 years and other Christians had similarly loose con-
ceptions of time, Crafer dated the Hellene’s remarks to ¢.300.°"
Harnack took a slightly different tack: identifying the Christian
with the bishop Makarios who attended the Synod of the Oak
in 403 and the Hellene with Porphyry, he suggested that, to
maintain the fiction of his ‘debate’, the author had altered the
original dates in the third-century pagan text better to reflect
his own age.”! P. Frassinetti, conversely, thought that a scribe
had failed to copy the words 7oiakéoia wai before toidrovra,
and he amended the text to read ‘three hundred and thirty
years’. Adding 330 to 50 CE (his date for First Thessalonians),
Frassinetti concluded that Makarios must have composed the
Apokritikos around 380.%2

Excluding Crafer, all of these studies have argued that the
Hellene’s reference to ‘three hundred years’ necessarily situates
just Makarios or both the author and the Hellene in the late
fourth century. Nevertheless, for both voices the text may actually
reflect a date ¢.300 CE—a context that fits the other features
discussed above. Such an argument, however, requires examining
the Hellene’s remarks at greater length. He quotes Jesus’ saying,
“Take heed that no man deceive you; for many shall come in
my name, saying, I am Christ.” And then the Hellene sneers,

*9 F. Corsaro, ‘La reazione pagana nel iv secolo e I' “Apocritico” di Macario di
Magnesia’, Quaderni catanesi di studi classici e medievali 6 (1984), pp. 173-95 at
18191 preferred 367 to 351 (300 years after 1 Thessalonians) because he thought
that the Hellene’s phrase ‘many ruled the world’ (see n. 47) required several
emperors to be on the throne.

S0 Arn. 1.13: trecenti sunt anni ferme, minus vel plus aliquid, ex quo coepimus esse
Christianos; PL 5; Tertullian’s Ad Nat. first claimed that not yet 250 years (1.7),
then not yet 300 years (1.9) had passed since ‘our life began’. Crafer, ‘Macarius
Magnes’, pp. 540—47 thought it likely that neither speaker would know the precise
dates for Jesus’ life.

5! Harnack, ‘Kritik’. p. 108; Duchesne argued similarly, although he thought
that the Hellene was Hierokles.

52 Frassinetti, ‘Sull’ autore’, p. 48; idem, ‘Porfirio esegeta del profeta Daniele’,
Rendiconti dell’ Istituto Lombardo 86 (1953), pp. 194—210 at 194.
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‘Behold! three hundred years have passed by, and even more,
and no one of the kind has anywhere appeared. Unless indeed
you are going to include Apollonius of Tyana’.>® Reckoning
three hundred years since Jesus’ birth (the statement does not
require starting with his death or even the year of his prophecy)
yields a date of ¢.300 CE, a calculation that Eusebius performed
correctly in 306 and of which Porphyry was probably capable as
well.>* Of course, in the text the Hellene also claims that ‘thirty
years’ have elapsed since Paul talked about meeting ‘the Lord
in the air’ (4.2). Here Blondel had emended ‘thirty’ to read
‘three hundred’, and Frassinetti had added ‘three hundred and’
to ‘thirty’, changes that both push the text well into the fourth
century. But what if ‘two hundred and’ (Siaxéoia kat) has dropped
out instead of ‘three hundred and’? Indeed the Hellene, speaking
in round numbers ¢.300 CE, could justly claim that 230 years had
passed ‘since Paul said this’, for Paul died in the mid-6o0s (a date
more likely to be known than the year of his epistle).

Nothing, then, in the Apokritikos requires the Hellene, at least,
to have written later than the early fourth century. Indeed the
chronological references, together with the sense that persecution
is a pressing issue, suggest that the Hellene’s arguments could
have been assembled between c¢.299 (the date for the purges of
Christians from the army) and 303 (the year that Diocletian
issued the general edicts of persecution).

THE HELLENE AND PORPHYRY

Between the late third to early fourth century, one man stands
out as the arch-critic of Christianity, namely Porphyry of Tyre
(d. ¢.305).”> From Eusebius to Jerome and Augustine, Christian
authors condemned him as their faith’s most serious critic, and
emperors from Constantine to Theodosius II banned his
works.’® Given the rigor and intensity of the Apokritikos’ attacks
on Christianity and their similarity to some of Porphyry’s ideas,

53 > ~
: 4.5: €,Vl9‘0. (p'/]o'lv (5 XQLO'T(I)S" (B)\éﬂGTG ,U,";] TLS l(),U,U.S‘ 77/\0.1/1/]0'?']' ﬂ'O)\)\Oi de é/\Gi’O'OVT(IL é‘ﬂ‘L

7@ ovépati pov Aéyovres, Eyd e 6 Xoworos, rkal molovs mAavijoovar.” Kat iSod
Towakbowa 7 kal megaTéow Silmmevoey €1 Kal oddels oddapol TowodTos EméaTn ui) T ye
Amodéwiov Tov Tvavéa ...

5 For Eusebius, see Burgess, ‘Dates and Editions’, pp. 479-80; for Porphyry,
see B. Croke, ‘Porphyry’s anti-Christian Chronology’, ¥7'S, Ns, 34 (1983),
pp. 168-85; for Porphyry as one of the Hellene’s sources see below.

7 Suid. s. v. ‘Porphyrios’ for date.

56 Eus. HE 6.19.2; Hier. Vir. ill. pr.; idem, Ep. 48.13; 70.3; Aug. Serm. 142.6;
Soc. HE 1.9; C¥; 1.1.3; 1.5.0.
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Harnack’s identification of the philosopher and the Hellene is
certainly not surprising.

Similarities do exist between the Hellene’s remarks in
the Apokritikos and the fragments of Porphyry’s Against the
Christians that survive in other sources. For example, both
compared Jesus with Apollonius of Tyana (Porphyry lists them
among miracle workers; the Hellene compares their behaviour
before their judges and thinks that the latter could be considered
an imitator of Christ).”” Porphyry discerned the conflict between
Paul and Peter, then criticized both Peter’s behaviour and Paul’s
reproach of him; likewise the Hellene mentions Paul’s criticism
of Peter for eating apart from the Gentiles, although his chief
complaint is that each man behaves foolishly.”® Both Porphyry
and the Hellene are unusual in dating Moses before the Trojan
War,”” and, although their examples rarely overlap, they both
accuse the evangelists of being deceitful in their accounts of
Jesus’ life and their dealings with others.®” Porphyry had attacked

57 Chr. fr. 4 (=Hier. Tract. psal. 81) and Apok. 3.1; 4.5. Fragments of Against the
Christians are from Harnack, ‘Porphyrius’. Following Barnes, ‘Date and
Attribution’, this analysis includes only fragments that quote Porphyry by name.

8 Hier. Gal. Prol.=Chr. fr.z1a: Quod nequaquam intelligens Bataneotes et
sceleratus ille Porphyrius in I. operis sui adversum nos libro Petrum a Paulo obiecit
esse reprehensum, quod non recto pede incederet ad evangelizandum, volens et illi
maculam erroris inurere et huic procacitatis et in commune ficti dogmatis accusare
mendacium, dum inter se ecclesiarum principes discrepent; see also ibid., 2.11; idem,
Ep. 112.6.11; Is. 15.54 (=Chr. frs.21c, 21b, 21d); Apok. 3.22: Karéyvw rai ITadlos
IIérgov Aéywv' ‘Igo Tod yag EXIeiv dmd ’IaKd)Bov Twas, petd TéV Edvaw cwnodioer GTe
8¢ HAov, dpdoilev éavrdy pofobuevos Tods &k meouropds’ kal cuvvmekgidnoav adrd
moMol Tovdator.” For Peter and Paul’s foolish behaviour, cf. Apok. 3.19, 22, 30, 31.

59 Chr. fr.40=Eus. Chron. praef. ap. Hier.: Ex ethnicis vero impius ille Porphyrius
in IV. operis sui libro, quod adversum nos casso labore contexuit, post Moysen
Semiramim fuisse adfirmat, quae aput Assyrios CL ante Inachum regnavit annis.
itaque tuxta eum DCCC paene et L annis Troiano bello Moyses senior invenitur; Apok.
3.3: 80a & &7 dvépar Mwcéws éyodgn perd TadTa perd yila kal éxarov kal dydofkovra
ér s Mwoéws redevrijs, omd "Eodoa ral tav éug’ adrov oweyodgn. R. Goulet,
‘Porphyre et la datation de Moise’, Revue de [’histoire des Religions 192 (1977),
pp. 137-164 shows how the Hellene’s claim accords with Porphyry’s.

%0 E.g. Porph. Chr. fr. 4=Hier. Tract. psal. 81: concedo tibi, Porphyri, magicis
artibus signa fecerunt, ut, ‘divitias acciperent a divitibus mulierculis, quas induxerant’;
Chr. fr. s=Hier. loel. 2.28: non quod abuterentur audientium simplicitate et imperitia,
ut impius calumniatur Porphyrius; Chr. fr. 6=Hier. Matt. 9.9: Arguit in hoc loco
Porphyrius et Julianus Augustus wvel imperitiam historici mentientis; Chr. fr. 12
=Epiph. Haer. 51.8: [as Stvarar 4 dvry) fuéoa elvar tijs & Byddedu yewdoews,
GJ;T';] KU.\L 7T€QLTO’LL';]V ’E’XGLV (,)KTU.'I/]'LLEQOV Kai 5“\1 TEO'UGQ&KOVTG, 7(7/\L€Q(I)V éV eIGQOf}'o)\'l.l}l\l,()LS &VOBOV
KCL}, T(‘l a’,ﬂ'é ZU/LE(Z)VOS‘ Ka,i ”14'/1/“,3‘ €z§ lll’)TéV TGTE/\EO'ILLéVa, Orﬂ'éTE éV T‘?] VUKTi :’f:]
eyervdn mépmrer adT®, ¢noty, dyyelos pera T TAY phywyv Elevow Tdv eAdévTwy
TQOTKVT] oaLL m’)TqTJ kal qvotdvrwv Tas ﬁﬁgas‘ Kal mooceveykavtwy, bs Aéye, Apok. 2.12,
13,15; 3.4-0.
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the evangelists for exaggerating the size of the Sea of Galilee
in order to ‘fabricate a miracle’. Likewise the Hellene, asserting
that ‘those who relate the truth about the locality’ know the Sea
of Galilee to be only a small lake, accuses the evangelists of
wanting to ‘introduce Christ as working some mighty miracle’.®!
Finally, both Porphyry and the Hellene criticize Peter for causing
the death of Ananias and Sapphira.®?

In addition to these strong parallels between the Hellene and
Porphyry, Harnack claimed that other aspects of the Apokritikos
established the philosopher as the anonymous Hellene. For
example, the Hellene wrote in Greek, but had a western sense
for ecclesiastical traditions (e.g., Peter’s crucifixion), scriptural
tradition, and the canon (e.g., the Apocalypse of Peter).®® Such
attributes also fit Porphyry who was native to the Greek-speaking
east and had studied with Longinus in Athens, but had also lived
in Italy and Sicily after heading west to study with Plotinus in the
early 260s.°* Harnack claimed further that the Hellene’s religious
beliefs were compatible with Porphyry’s Neoplatonism, that
both admired Judaism, and that the pagan’s humane disposition
and abhorrence of violence suggested an early flirtation with
Christianity, also attested for the author of Against the
Christians.””

Harnack’s identification of Makarios’ Hellene with Porphyry
has clearly influenced scholars up to the present day; nevertheless

1 Chr. fr.s5b=Hier. Qu. Hebr. Gen. 1.10: frustra igitur Porphyrius evangelistas
ad faciendum ignorantibus miraculum ... pro lacu Genezareth mare appellasse
calumniatur; Apok. 3.6: ‘O yovv iy dMdewav Té@v Témww dpnyodpevol pact ddlacoav
ey kel oy elvan, My 8¢ pucedw éx motapod ovveardoar Hmd 76 boos kard v lallaiay
X(J{)QU.V 77(7.@&, 77(/7/\“/ TLIBEQlé.ga cee e (L,V, EK TO{}T(UV C:)S [J,éya TL T(‘7V XQLUTbV éVGQ')/'YI]O'U.VTa
onuelov eloaydyn xeyudvd Te moldv madoavta kal éfaioov, kax PBudod kal meldyouvs
cecwk6TA TOVS padnTas pikeod kwdvvebovTas.

62 Apok. 3.21: dvdoa ybo Twa Aeybuevov Avaviay kal odv adrd yvvdika Zampewar
kalovpévny, &mel pn 1O wAv TOD Ywolov Tiumua kareBdlovro, dAiyov § els dvaykaias
éavTols Tas yeelas dpdoioav, Elavatwoe pundev ddiknoavras; Chr. fr.zsb=Hier. Ep.
130.14: Apostolus Petrus nequaquam imprecatur Ananiae et Sapphirae mortem—ut
stultus Porphyrius calumniatur.

3 Harnack, ‘Kritik’, pp. 98-107.

® Porphyry’s birthplace: Porph. Plot. 7.51; studies with Longinus: Eun. V.S
s. v. ‘Porphyrios’; Suid. s. vv. ‘Porphyrios’ and ‘L.onginos’; travels west: Porph.
Plot. 5.1—5; settles in Sicily: Porph. Plot. 6.1—4; 2.31-3; 11.11—19. For Porphyry’s
use of the western scriptural tradition, see below.

% Harnack, ‘Kritik’, pp. 111-37. For Porphyry’s youthful attraction to
Christianity, see Socr. HE 3.23.7-39; for his supposed regard for Judaism, see
Eus. PE 9.10.1-2, Aug. Civ. 19.23.30-37 and ibid. 19.23.107—13=Porph. Phil. or.
frs.323, 344, and 346 according to A. Smith’s compilation of fragments (Porphyrii
philosophi  fragmenta [Stuttgart, 1993]). Note, however, that Porphyry here
indicates his regard for the Hebrews, not the Jews.
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it presents significant problems. First, however much Harnack’s
description of the Hellene’s beliefs and temperament may fit
Porphyry, it could easily fit many other critics of Christianity.®
Next, while Harnack believed that a reference to Porphyry in a
tenth-century scholion to Acts indicated his use of a ‘western’
text, most of Porphyry’s fragments are too imprecise to determine
which scriptural tradition he used, nor does he appear to have
used the Apocalypse of Peter.®” Even if Harnack’s assumption
about Porphyry’s sources is true, however, it is not particularly
helpful in linking Porphyry and the Hellene. For the Hellene
may have drawn upon an occidental biblical tradition,®® but
‘western’ texts also circulated in the east (especially in Edessa,
Egypt, and Palestine) and so cannot necessarily locate him in the
west with Porphyry.®” Moreover, some of the Hellene’s biblical
citations (e.g., in Apok. 3.5 and 15) are completely independent
of the western tradition.’® To address this problem, Richard
Goulet argued that Porphyry was Makarios’ ultimate source,
but the Christian, writing well after his opponent, tried to
heighten the debate’s drama by freely editing the source text,
introducing an eastern scriptural tradition in the process.
Goulet does find verbal parallels between the Christian and the
Hellene, because of which he also thinks that Makarios invented
the pagan’s argument about God and natural law (4pok. 4.2).”"
Goulet’s arguments are ultimately unconvincing, however,
because effective apologists often co-opt the discourse of their
opponents.”?

Another problem in identifying Makarios’ Hellene as Porphyry
is that important differences exist between what the Hellene
says in the Apokritikos and what can be independently attri-
buted directly to Porphyry either in Against the Christians or
other works. For example, Jerome says that Porphyry thought
Jesus’ miracles to have been really caused by demons (Hier.
Vigil. 10=Chr. fr.49b), but the Hellene’s extant remarks assert

6 Frassinetti, ‘Sull’ autore’, pp. 44—46; Crafer, ‘Work of Porphyry’,
PP 303-309.

87 Chr. fr.8=Cod. Lawr. [Athos] 184. B. 64, fol. 17"; Harnack, ‘Porphyrius’,
p- 48.

%8 Cf. especially Apok. 2.15; 3.2, 4, 17, 19, 33; 4.7, and 23; Corsaro, ‘Apokritico’,
pp. 13—106.

% Frassinetti, ‘Sull’ autore’, pp. 44-6.

70 Corsaro, ‘Apokritico’, pp. 14-15.

"' Goulet, ‘Porphyre et Macarie’, pp. 450-52.

72 Compare e.g., Eus. PE 1.2 with 1.4.9 and 1.5.1.
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that the evangelists fabricated their stories of the miracles
(Apok. 3.4=Chr. fr.49a).”> Moreover, aside from their styles
being different,’* the Hellene’s comments conflict with
Porphyry’s views and experience: first, the Hellene says that
there are no human cannibals, even including the Scythians,”
but Porphyry describes several peoples, including the Scythians,
as cannibals in De abstinentia.”® Second, the Hellene did not
know the area around the Sea of Galilee,”” but Porphyry did—
for he visited nearby Caesarea and was sometimes called
‘Bataneotes’.”® Finally, the Hellene’s notion of the gods as
beings like God, but ruled by God,”’ is very different from
Porphyry’s claim that the gods are really powers of God.®

The most serious obstacle, however, in identifying the Hellene
of the Apokritikos with Porphyry is that Makarios treats Porphyry

& Apok. 3.4 El yao Svtws dlpdes TodiTo kal piy mAdopa Tuyxavel, ms muels
cagnviloper, mody 6 Abyos Tod Xoworod wkarnyogel kaxiav; Chr. fr. 49b=Hier. Vigil.
10: Nisi forte in more gentilium impiorumque Porphyrii ... has praestigias daemonum
esse confingas.

7‘_‘ Geflcken, Zwei Apologeten, p. 302, n. 1.

7S Apok. 3.15: kb Zkvdiav Tals {oToglas magédys, kov Tods MargoBiovs StéAdns
Ail?icm’as‘, Kav T'})V (j.)KEé,VLOV gd)V'Y]V éV Kl/)KAULJ 8[1:77776{'0’?’]5‘, (pl?ELQD(p(i'yOUS‘ ILL‘€V KCLl &Lgo(pé‘yovs‘
ebonoets, éomerooitas Kkal  pvoredkTas dkoboes, cagkdv 8  dvdowmelwy mhpmay
ameyouévous.

7% Abst. 2.8; 4.21; 3.17. Cf. Geflcken, Zwei Apologeten, p. 302, n. 1; Frassinetti,
‘Sull’ autore’, p. 47. Harnack, ‘Kritik’, p. 140 argued that De abstinentia had been
written later, but the reverse is more likely: Abst. has no firm date but, since it seeks
to recall one of Plotinus’ disciples to the ascetic life, seems most appropriate around
the time of Plotinus’ death (268); Abst. 1.1; A. Smith, ‘Porphyrian Studies since
1913’, Aufstieg und Niedergang der Rimischen Welt 2.36.2 (1987), pp. 717—73 at 721
incl. n. 18. Porphyry could have written Against the Christians any time after 270;
B. Croke, “The Era of Porphyry’s Anti-Christian Polemic’, Journal of Religious
History 13 (1984), pp. 1—14; T. D. Barnes, ‘Scholarship or Propaganda? Porphyry
Against the Christians and Its Historical Setting’, Bulletin of the Institute of
Classical Studies (1994), pp. 53-05.

T Apok. 3.6: Oi yodv v aMdewav Tév Témov denyoduevor.

78 Caesarea: Eus. HE 6.19.16; Bataneotes: Hier. Qu. Hebr. Gen. 1.10. The Sea
of Galilee is between Tyre (Porphyry’s birthplace, cf. Porph. Plot. 7.51) and
Caesarea, about 30 miles to the east. P. Benoit (‘Un adversaire’, p. 545 incl. n. 1)
calculates that Batanaia was either in the mountains fifteen miles east of Caesarea
(toward the Sea) or close to the Sea itself.

7 Apok. 4.20: To pévrow mei tijs povagyias toi pévov Qcod kai Tijs molvagylas v
oePopévar dedw Swagondny {nrhowpev ... Movioxms ybo Eatw ody 6 pévos &v, &AX & wévos
(’ig)é(t)uv' doxer 8 dpopidwr Snrady kal duolwv. -

Imag. fr.351=Eus. PE 3.7.1: ®déyéopar ois déus Eotil, dvoas & émtdeae BéPnlor,
O'Oq][as IQGOA(;’}/OU VO'Y/”.,LU.TG, SGLKVI/)S, OES TbV 796(‘7]/ K(li TOU 196017 T(‘IS BUVé.‘U.GLg 5“\1 €ZK(/)VUJV
(TUILL(pl/))\(JJV al’,Ul?"f/)O'EL é/L'f/]VUO'U,V aVBQES‘, T(‘l C’L(paVﬁ (PCLVEQOIg C’Lﬂ'OTUﬂ'O:)O’U,VTGS ﬂ/\C’LO’/Lﬂ,ULV, TO~L§
kadameo éx BifAwy Tav dyalpbTwy dvaréyew Ta meol Fedv pepadnrbdor yodupara; E. des
Places (ed.) (Paris, 19706); numbering of fragments follows Smith, Porphyrii
fragmenta.
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as someone distinct from, but known to, his opponent. In a
passage about eating meat from sacrifices, in fact, Makarios
urges the Hellene to consult Porphyry and his Philosophy from
Oracles, using third- not second-person verbs.®' Harnack tried
to circumvent this problem by arguing that someone had epi-
tomized the philosopher’s fifteen-volume Against the Christians;
Makarios then used the epitome as a source for his fictional
Hellene without knowing that it was Porphyry’s work. Pointing to
the shift in the Hellene’s concerns halfway through the Apokritikos,
where he turns from critiquing the Gospel to address Acts and
Paul’s letters (where the subheading also appears in the Vatican
MS and Blondel’s edition), Harnack thought that the epitome
comprised two books.®?> It may well be that the Hellene’s argu-
ments came from a two-volume work, but Harnack’s solution
fails to address the other serious differences between the Hellene
and Porphyry. Richard Goulet, who thought with Harnack that
Makarios was the bishop at the Synod of 403, tried another strat-
egy to preserve Porphyry as the Christian’s source. He argued that
Makarios used Porphyry’s work knowingly as the source of the
Hellene’s arguments, but referred to the Philosophy from Oracles
thus in order to veil his dependency on the philosopher—since
Constantine’s edict had outlawed Against the Christians.®® But
the Philosophy from Oracles is itself an anti-Christian work,**
and many people in the late fourth and early fifth centuries,
including prominent men such as Augustine and Jerome, were
responding anew and openly to the issues that Porphyry had
raised. For example, Augustine rebuts Porphyry throughout
book 19 of the City of God, while Jerome’s entire commentary
on Daniel is concerned with overturning Porphyry’s scholarship.
Thus Makarios’ reference to the great Neoplatonist shows that
he thought his Hellene would be someone familiar with and
persuaded by Porphyry’s work.®’

81 Apok. 3.42: émeldn moA\y kal Sidpogos mavrayod yiis ywouévrn TéTe TV
Teroambdwr ) opayn ... . 'Efeori 66 ocov tavta éxk Tis éxk Aoylwv @ulocopias
mordoactar, kal T@V Pvouévwy drolBds padely Ty dpnynow, avayvévte meol Yuolas
TOV xomouov TOd AmbAwvos, v 6 Ioopboios domeg dyxvANduevos év dmogonTw
T0ls olrelows magédwre, ped Goxov poudovs, Gs adros doxipale, diaoTelbpevos ui
moM\ols TadTa podlew avédny.

:z Harnack: ‘Kritik’, pp. 9, 14417,4'

o Gouletr Porphyre et Nlacaru; , P. 452. o . _ _

Cf. Phil. or. fr.345a=Aug. Civ. 19.23.43—73: piissimum igitur virum ... et eius
animam ... post obitum immortalitate dignatam, et hanc colere Christianos ignorantes.
... his fataliter dedit iste errore implicari. ... ex eo in eis facile praecepsque periculum;
Smith, Porphyrii fragmenta.

85 Barnes, ‘Date and Attribution’, pp. 428-9.
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The striking differences between the pagan arguments in
the Apokritikos and Porphyry’s beliefs preclude identifying the
Hellene with Porphyry; at the same time, the significant similar-
ities between their ideas in some places suggest that the Hellene
drew some, but not all, of his arguments from the famous philo-
sopher. This dependence is strengthened by the Hellene’s frank
admission that he is quoting someone else (e.g., Porphyry) in
two of the closest parallels (the size of the Sea of Galilee and
the date of Moses). But the Hellene also draws freely from
Celsus. For Francesco Corsaro this dual dependency, together
with the mixed biblical tradition meant that there was no
‘Hellene’, that Makarios had used a compilation of pagan criti-
cisms as the basis for the Hellene’s arguments.®® Before adopting
this conclusion, however, it is necessary to consider whether a
pagan critic might have used Porphyry and Celsus as the basis
of his own critique of Christianity. In fact, two such pagans are
known: the emperor Julian and Sossianus Hierokles.

THE HELLENE AND JULIAN

P. Frassinetti has most systematically argued the thesis that
Julian was the anonymous Hellene.®” Beginning from the assump-
tion that Makarios was the bishop from the 403 Synod of the Oak
and that he was more likely to have responded to a near contem-
porary, Frassinetti applied these premises to his reconstruction
of the Apokritikos’ text at 4.2. As we have seen, he amended the
Greek to read ‘it is three hundred and thirty years’ since Paul
spoke about the second coming, concluding that Makarios must
have composed the Apokritikos around 380. The Hellene, accord-
ingly, was the emperor Julian (d. 363), the only notable pagan to
have more or less recently written extensively against Christianity.
There are indeed two direct parallels between the Hellene’s state-
ments and those of Julian: both used Exod. 22:28 (‘thou shalt
not revile gods’) to argue against Christian exclusivity, and both
used 1 Cor. 6:9—12 (‘such were some of you’) to ridicule the
notion that criminals could be cleansed by baptism.®® To bolster
his argument, Frassinetti claimed that the table of contents from
the Vatican MS listed issues that Julian had addressed in his

86 Corsaro, ‘Apokritico’, p. 16. Cf. also idem, ‘La dottrina eucharistica di
Macario di Magnesia’, Convivium Domenicum (1959), pp. 60—806 at 69, n. 1.

87 Frassinetti, ‘Sull’ autore’.

8 Apok. 4.23, 19; Juln. in Cyr. Juln. 238c¢, 245c.
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Contra Galilaeos. He argued further that the Hellene shared
Julian’s noble, Attic style and regard for law and order.®’

Frassinetti’s arguments for identifying the Hellene with Julian,
however, also encounter difficulties. First, as discussed above,
Frassinetti’s textual emendations are not necessarily the best way
to correct the Apokritikos at 4.2. Indeed, evidence within the
Hellene’s remarks, including his comments about persecution
(the last of which ended in 313), suggests a date much earlier
than Julian’s lifetime. Next, the parallels between the texts are
overdrawn. Long before Frassinetti, Crafer had already argued
that the passages in Exodus and 1 Corinthians were too obvious
to suggest borrowing.”” Frassinetti also relies too heavily on the
tables of contents for the missing books of the Apokritikos.
The numbered issues merely identify the target of the Hellene’s
criticism; they do not show how his argument will proceed.
For example, in Apok. 3.1 the Hellene unfavourably compares
Jesus’ behaviour before Pilate with that of Apollonius of Tyana
before Domitian, but the description from the table of contents
is simply, ‘How Christ allowed himself to be crucified with
insult’.”! Moreover, Julian probably wrote three books against
the Christians,’® not the two that seem likely for Makarios’
source—a discrepancy that Frassinetti conceded.”> The
Hellene also never uses Julian’s signature term ‘Galilaioi’ for
‘Christianoi’,”* and, despite his Attic style, he expresses him-
self differently than the emperor.”” Given these discrepancies,
the Hellene is not Julian; rather, both seem to have used the
same sources: Porphyry’s Against the Christians and Celsus’
True Word.”®

89 Frassinetti, ‘Sull’ autore’, pp. 48-560.

90 Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, p. 547.

Has 6 Xoworos féayero ped SPoews oravowdijvay; Mercati, ‘Per I’ Apokritico’,
p. 69; Blondel’s edition is similar.

92 Wilmer Cave Wright, The Works of the Emperor Fulian (Cambridge, MA,
1990), p. 314.

93 Frassinetti, ‘Sull’ autore’, p. 48.

o Cf. Apok. 3.17; 4.10, 21 and Gr. Naz. First Invective against Fulian 76 for
Julian’s exclusive use of this term; Wright, Emperor Julian, p. 313.

9 C.J. Neumann, Tuliani imperatoris librorum contra Christianos quae supersunt
(Leipzig, 1880), pp. 18—21. He agreed that the Hellene resembled Julian, but on
closer inspection rejected their identity.

9 See Geffcken, Zwei Apologeten, p. 304 and Meredith, ‘Porphyry and Julian’,
pp. 11306, 1139—40 for Julian’s dependence on Porphyry, pp. 1141-2 for his
dependence on Celsus, and pp. 1130, 1143, 1147 for his dependence on both.
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THE HELLENE AND HIEROKLES

Being neither Porphyry nor Julian, could the Hellene of the
Apokritikos be Sossianus Hierokles, the man whose name
Duchesne and Crafer proposed long ago? Hierokles was the magis-
trate and anti-Christian author whom Lactantius had identified
as one of the chief instigators of the Great Persecution and
against whom a certain Eusebius had written a treatise com-
monly known as Contra Hieroclem.”” Hierokles had been governor
(perhaps in Augusta Libanensis) ¢.293, then he became wvicarius,
probably of Oriens, next he served as governor of Bithynia
(303), and finally as prefect of Egypt (310).%%

Aside from the inscriptions that track Hierokles’ career, the
only information about him comes from Christian accounts.
The first is probably the Contra Hieroclem. Long attributed to
Eusebius of Caesarea, the Contra Hieroclem is now sometimes
ascribed to another Eusebius.”” The terminus ante quem for the
Contra Hieroclem is 303 because Eusebius says that Hierokles
has taken over the supreme courts, a task he would have con-
ducted as vicarius, his position before this date.'”’ Addressed

97 Lact. Inst. 5.2.12; idem, Mort. 16.4; Crafer (‘Macarius Magnes’ and ‘Work of
Porphyry’); Duchesne, De Macario.

% Governor (of Augusta Libanensis?): CIL 3.133=60661; AE 1932.79=SEG
7.152; wvicarius: Lact. Mort. 16.4; governor of Bithynia: Lact. ibid.; prefect of
Egypt: Eus. Mart. Pal. 5.3; T. D. Barnes, ‘Sossianus Hierocles and the
Antecedents of the Great Persecution’, Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 8o
(19706), pp. 23952 at 243-245 and idem, ‘Scholarship or Propaganda’, p. 60, n. 5
posits that Hierokles was either vicarius of Oriens or Pontica. But if Lactantius is
correct about Hierokles” urging the onset of the persecution, which the professor
himself seems to have linked with the purges from the army, then Hierokles’ post
is likely to have been in Oriens, whence Diocletian issued this order. See n. 45.

% See T. Higg, ‘Hierocles the Lover of Truth and Eusebius the Sophist’,
Symbolae Osloenses 67 (1992), pp. 138-50; Barnes, ‘Scholarship or Propaganda’,
p. 6o.

19 Hierocl. 4: rov re ®Puladidovs 784 dvwrdrw T kai ko Sdwv Suwcacthoua
SietAnpéros; cf. also 19.1—2; Barnes, ‘Sossianus Hierocles’, pp. 243—4. Eusebius
says (Hierocl. 4) that Jesus ‘is the only example of a teacher who, after being treated
as an enemy for so many years ... by all men, subjects and rulers alike, has at last
triumphed and shown himself far mightier, thanks to his divine and mysterious
power, than the infidels who persecuted him so bitterly, those who for a season,
rebel against his divine teaching being now easily punished by him, while the
divine doctrine which he firmly laid down and handed on has come to prevail for
ages without end over the whole inhabited world (008" &s T@v mdmoTe pévos moods
&,WdVT(UV G'XEE(\)V GZ'ITENLV &V&QU{)TT(UV, &QXéVT(,UV TE Ka;. &QXOIJ.G/VUJV, ﬂ/\GiUTOlS ’GITGO'LV ';?87]
770/\6“01’)“6]/05‘, K@GiTTU)V KU,}, ﬂOA{] SUVCLTL{)TEQ()g TOV ﬁLK@(I)S‘ éAaUV(/)VT(UV l’lﬂl{O‘T(,()V
amodédeikTar Jela kal doofTw Suvduel, Tobs pev karta kawov émavioTauévovs adTod T3
l?’fl/q. SLSCLO’K(IA&?. éggiws H,GTL(J{)V, T(‘)V S‘E ‘na‘yév‘ra, ﬁ@bg U.l,}TOﬁ Kai ﬂaga(%oﬁém’a l?E’IOV )\é’yOV
els dmewov aldwa kad E\ys keatbvawr Tijs oikovpérns)’; F. C. Conybeare (Cambridge,
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to Eusebius’ friend (Hierocl. 1.1), the text is concerned above all
with subjecting Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius of Tyana to a
rigorous critique intended to parallel Hierokles’ approach to
Christianity.'°!  Throughout his work FEusebius seeks both
to undermine Philostratus’ credibility by showing him to be a
drunken, deceitful, and inconsistent historian whose beliefs do
not accord with natural law,'%? and to tarnish Apollonius’ reputat-
ion by criticizing his words and deeds,'” finding him inconsist-
ent,'% and by claiming that demons were really responsible for
his miracles (Hierocl. 25, 31). Along the way, Hierokles’ claims

to ‘good sense’ are used as a foil to Eusebius’ own arguments

MA, 1989). This passage led E. Schwartz, RE 6 (1909), 1394 (in Barnes, ‘Sossianus
Hierocles’, pp. 240—1) and Brian Croke (‘Polemic’, pp. 4-5) to date the work to
311313 because it seemed to describe the illness that drove the emperor Galerius
to end the Great Persecution (Lact. Mort. 33). But Eusebius ‘consistently fails to
mention contemporary persecution or martyrdom in contexts where it would aid
his argument’; thus Barnes thinks that it refers to Decius’ death in battle and
Valerian’s capture by the Persians (Barnes, ‘Sossianus Hierocles’, p. 241).

10 Hierocl. 4: ‘So we will merely examine the work of Philostratus, and by close
scrutiny of it show that Apollonius was not fit to be classed, I will not say among
philosophers, but even among men of integrity and good sense, much less to be
compared with our Saviour Christ, so far as we can depend on the work of a writer
who, though according to the “Lover of Truth,” he was highly educated, was in
any case no respecter of truth. ... For when we have thoroughly examined these
facts, we shall no doubt obtain a clear demonstration of the solidity and, as he
imagines to himself, the accuracy in detail of the condemnation which the ‘Lover of
Truth,” who has at the same time taken possession of the supreme courts ..., passes
on Christians, and at the same time of what they are pleased to call our reckless and
facile credulity (uévmy 8¢ émorepdpeda iy 100 PlooTedrov yoagiy, 80 '59 eddvvodper,
&s ody 87t ye &v pulocbpors, GAN 08¢ év émeweot kal perolots awdodow &fwov Eyrolvew,
ody Smws 1& cwrijor Yuav Xoword magaridévar Tov Amoddwviov, Soov &ml T4 yoapi) Tov
mags 7@ Pladider maideboews pév éml mA€ioTov ijkovros, TO & aAndés py Typudvros
O'l)’y’yQa(PéUJS‘ cen TDl/)T(L)V ’y(‘lQ ';NJ:IV BLEUKQLV')TL?éVTwV ép,oﬁ, TOD TE ¢L}\a/\7/]l901/§ Tl‘l a’,VUJTli’T(,()
7€ kai ka Sdwv SikacTiow dieknpdros, 7 kara Xotoriavdw BeBaia ral, s adros éavrd
Soket, aroPis &p Exdorew Kkolows paveod rkaTacTHoeTal, YAV TeE ad, of pweol kal
BeBovkodquévor vevopiopeda mag adrols, 1§ meds adrdw émualovuévy edyéoeld Te
kal kovpdTys); emphasis added.

192" Drunken (uédn): 39; deceitful (Pedoras): 39 (cf. also 8, 11, 12, 22);
inconsistent: 7, 12, 23 (for treating Apollonius as divine, but imparting human
attributes to him); 11 (in the accounts of his Pythagorean studies); 29 (for
discussing his prescience but showing him needing information); 40 (in accounts
of his death); beliefs contrary to natural law: 6.

93 He behaves questionably and unethically by allowing a drunken king at a
meeting of philosophers (20), boasting before Vespasian (28), praising and
criticizing the same person (29), bragging (38), and acting the hypocrite with
Domitian (39); many of his esteemed utterances are merely banal (15, 21), but
others, such as saying that the richer are better, are offensive (15).

He claims to understand all languages, but needs teachers (8-11); he claims
to know what people are thinking, but needs interpreters and is astonished by
things that people say (8, 14-15); he forbids his student Damis to go to the
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that only gullible people would see Apollonius as divine (e.g., 19,
39). The chronologically second account of Hierokles is from
Lactantius’ Divine Institutes, the first edition of which is usually
dated between 305 and 310 CE.'” Called to Nicomedia to chair
a position in Latin rhetoric, Lactantius had been in the audience
here when Hierokles presented his Truth-Loving Discourse in
Greek just before Diocletian issued the general edicts of persecu-
tion in February 303 (Inst. 5.2.12; 5.4.1—2; Mort. 11—12, 16). His
account of the work takes up several chapters in a seven-book
treatise devoted to rebutting pagan attacks and demonstrating
the harmony of Christianity with long-held Roman beliefs.
Together Eusebius and Lactantius set out the attributes of
Hierokles’ work from its probable time of composition, title,
and number of volumes, to its technique and contents. In virtu-
ally all cases, what they say finds a parallel in the Apokritikos.
First, the two Christian authors indicate that Hierokles wrote
between 299 and 303. As just noted, Eusebius mentions that his
opponent, who has just recently composed his work,'°® is in charge
of the ‘highest and general courts’ (Hierocl. 1.29; 4.48—49; 19.1—2),
a responsibility of a vicarius who would hear provincial appeals.'”
Lactantius supports FEusebius, saying that when he heard
Hierokles, he ‘was then of the number of the judges’. But he
adds that Hierokles ‘was especially the advisor of enacting perse-
cution’. ‘Not contented with this crime’, Lactantius continues, the
judge ‘also pursued with writings those whom he had persecuted’
(Inst. 5.2.12).""® Lactantius is usually taken to mean that
Hierokles wrote after the edicts of persecution in 303, but this
assumption is probably wrong. Lactantius did not see 303 as the
start of the persecution, since he says that he himself arrived in
Nicomedia as the church was being overturned (Inst. 5.2).'"

Persians, but does so himself (11); he allows Damis to eat meat, but his teacher
Pythagoras forbids it (13); he praises things that he refuses to imitate (22); he
subscribes to Fate, but tries to change events (41); and his own words convict him
of wizardry (38).

195 Eberhard Heck, Die dualistischen Zusitze und die Kaiseranreden bei
Lactantius (Heidelberg, 1972), pp. 37—40.

196 Hierocl. 1: viw Tobrew yéyover, a statement describing Hierokles’ comparison of
Apollonius with Jesus.
Barnes, ‘Sossianus Hierocles’, p. 245; Higg, ‘Hierocles’, p. 145.
Qui erat tum e numero tudicum et qui auctor in primis faciendae persecutionis
fuit, quo scelere non contentus etiam scriptis eos quos adflixerat insecutus est; CSEL 19;
trans. NPNF.

199 Ego cum in Bithynia oratorias litteras accitus docerem contigissetque ut eodem
tempore dei templum everteretur, duo extiterunt ibidem qui iacenti atque abjectae
veritate nescio utrum superbius an inportunis insultarent.

108
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Like Eusebius of Caesarea, Lactantius probably dated the start of
persecution with the eviction of Christians from the army, an
event directed from Antioch, as we have seen, at the very end
of the third century. As wvicarius Orientis, Hierokles would
have governed from Antioch and could have been involved in
the decision to take this action. Hierokles thus probably wrote
between 299 (the army purge) and 303 (when he delivered the
treatise and became governor of Bithynia), a period that accords
very well with the internal evidence in the Hellene’s portion of
the Apokritikos, including the way it refers to persecution.

Not only is the date for Hierokles’ work appropriate for the
Hellene’s portion of the Apokritikos, but parallels also exist
between their titles and the number of books they composed.
According to Lactantius, Hierokles ‘composed two books, not
against the Christians, ... but 7o the Christians’ and he ‘dared to
give’ them ‘the title of “truth-loving (@uaindels; note the
plural)”’ (Inst. 5.2.13; 5.3.22).110 Eusebius, however, refers to
Hierokles’ statements ‘in his discourse (Adyos) against us which
he has entitled “Truth-Loving (@\a)de; note the singular)” e
Realizing that Lactantius had simply used the adjective ‘truth-
loving’ to modify the number of books (information that Eusebius
did not include), Tomas Higg resolved the discrepancy between
the plural title in the former and the singular in the latter, to
produce A Truth-Loving Discourse to the Christians (Ddadns
Mbyos mods Xoworiavots).!1? This title, in fact, parallels the likely
title of the Apokritikos, namely The Only-Begotten to the Hellenes
(Movoyevns mods “EXas). Moreover, as we have already seen, the
subheading at the fourteenth issue of Apok. 3 suggests that the
Hellene’s questions probably came from a text in two
volumes—the same length as the Truth-Loving Discourse.

Although Eusebius devotes an entire book to refuting
Hierokles, Lactantius describes more directly the contents and
methods of Hierokles’ work. According to the latter, Hierokles,
in an acerbic tone, talked about ‘so many and such secret things’
that he seemed to have been Christian himself. Moreover, he tried
‘to prove the falsehood of sacred Scripture, as though it were
altogether contradictory to itself’, an effort in which, Lactantius
claims, Hierokles primarily ‘assailed Paul and Peter, and the other

M0 2 5.13: Conposuit enim libellos duos, non contra Christianos, ... sed ad

Christianos; 5.3.22: ausus est libros suos ... Pulalndeis adnotare.
1: & 76 Pdalder, ofirw yio €b Exew adrd Tov kald Hudv émiyobpew Edbke \byov;
trans. Higg, ‘Hierocles’, pp. 140—3.
12 Higg, ‘Hierocles’, pp. 140-3.
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disciples’. For the judge, these men were not only ‘disseminators
of deceit’ but also ‘unskilled and unlearned’ (Inst. 5.2.12—14, 17).
Adding the charge that the apostles were ‘wizards (yénres)’,
Eusebius, quoting Hierokles verbatim, corroborates Lactantius
(Hierocl. 2.32-33, 39—41).'13 Lactantius then says that Hierokles
‘attempted to overthrow’ Jesus’ ‘wonderful deeds’. He did so
by showing how ‘Apollonius performed equal or even greater’
miracles (Inst. 5.3.7) and then by arguing that, nevertheless,
most right-thinking people did not regard Apollonius as divine,
despite the statue erected to him at Ephesus.!'* Eusebius quotes
Hierokles making the same argument.!'> According to Eusebius,
Hierokles’ comparison between Apollonius and Jesus was so
seductive that it motivated him to subject Philostratus’ Life of
Apollonius to the same type of textual criticism that Lactantius

"3 Inst. 5.2.12 Alius [Lactantius had heard two speakers] eandem materiam
mordacius scripsit ... (13) Conposuit enim libellos duos ... in quibus ita falsitatem
scripturae arguere conatus est, tamquam sibi esset tota contraria. (14) Nam
quaedam capita quae repugnare sibi videbantur exposuit adeo multa, adeo intima

enumerans, ut aliquando ex eadem disciplina fuisse videatur ... . (17) Praecipue tamen
‘Paulum Petrumque’ laceratvit ‘ceterosque discipulos tamquam fallaciae seminatores’,
quos eosdem tamen ‘rudes et indoctos’ fuisse testatus est. ...; Hierocl. 2: & pév 1od

"Incow [1érgos kai ITavlos kal Twes TobTow magamMotot kekopmaraow, dvdowmor fhedorar
Kﬂ.i &WGISEUTOL Ka;. '}/67]75;.
114 . . .7 .
5.3.7: Idem eum facta eius mirabilia destrueret nec tamen negaret, voluit
ostendere ‘Apollonium vel paria vel etiam maiora fecisse’; 5.3.14: ‘eum’ dicas ‘et
adoratum esse a quibusdam sicut deum et simulacrum eius sub Herculis Alexicact
nomine constitutum ab Ephesiis etiamnunc honorari.” See also Inst. 5.3.16: ‘Non’
inquit “hoc dico, idcirco Apollonium non haberi deum, quia noluerit, sed ut appareat nos
sapientiores esse, qui mirabilibus factis non statim fidem divinitatis adiunximus, quam
v0s, qui 0b exigua portenta deum credidistis.’
15 - ~ ~ .
> Hlel’OCl. 2: (&V(,U 8% Kai Ké.TU) &QUAOUG'L, O'GIU,V'{JVOVT€S TbV ,ITIO'OUV, (2)9 TU?AOL;
5 , , , ~ , , 5 , , ,
avaPrépar magacybvra kal Twa Towalita dedoavra Pavudoia ... . émokefdpeda ye pny,
Gow BéATiov Kal ocvveTdTegovy Muels éxdexdueda Td TowalTa, Kal Ny megl TEV évagéTwy
Gvdodv Exoper yvauny ... . éml TéV meoybvwy mudv kare iy Néowvos Pacidelav
> , M . P \ s s NS s~
AmoMdwvios fixpacer 6 Tvaveds, s éx mawdds koulddj véov kal aq ovmeg &v Alyals Tijs
Kilwias iegdoato 7@ pulavdedma Aoklymd, mola rkal davpaocrd Siemobéaro, mv a
3 ~
Tf/\([w ﬂ'(lgfis (’7Al{'ywv WOL'Y/]UOMU.L MV‘;}}L‘/]V cee o T[VOS ovv gVEKa TO{'T(UV é“v'{]o‘ﬁnv, YV, %g?]
ouykgivar v Mperéoav ko kal PePalav &y’ éxdoTw kolow ral v Téw XotoTiavaw
KovpbTYTA, €lmeg MuEls uév TOV T TotabTa memomkbTa od Febv, AL Feols kexagiopévoy
” < ’ 3 \ 3 3/, ’ \ \ > ~ \ > a
avdoa fyodueda, of 8¢ 8¢ SAiyas Tepatelas Twas Tov Incotv Peov dvayogebovot ... .
s , Y P e o T s ~ ; ,
kakeivo Aoyloacdar 4&wov, 61 To pev Tod Inood Iléroos ral Iladlos kai Twes TobTow
WGQU.TTA";]ULOL KEKO‘U.'IT&KU.ULV, &V&QCUTTOL l/}fﬁa"rﬂ.l Ka;. &,TfaL,SGUTOL Ka;. ')/677T5§, T(\l 8%
)14710/\)\(1)1/[011 M&gLHDS‘ 6 AiyLEbg KCL;, A&MLS‘ (; (pL/\éO‘D(pOg 6 O'UVBLG,TQ[KLG,S‘ C“’JT(p Ka,}/
Du\borearos 6 Adraios, madetoews pev &mt mA€iaTov Trovtes, T0 & dApdes TindvTes did
@ avdowmiav, avdeds yevvalov kal Peols pilov modlers 1y PovAépevor Aadeiv.” Cf. also
Hierocl. 2, 4.
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says Hierokles had applied to Scripture.'!® Eusebius says that the
comparison of Apollonius and Jesus was the only original element
of the Truth-Loving Discourse, most of which Hierokles had stolen
from other authors (Hierocl. 1). Finally, according to Lactantius,
Hierokles concluded by promoting the worship of both the
Supreme God and the other gods, whom he called God’s
ministers and subordinates (Inst. 5.3.25-6).'"7

The foregoing description of the Truth-Loving Discourse
presents compelling evidence that Makarios’ Hellene should be
identified with Hierokles. Like Hierokles, the Hellene, in a very
acid style, argues that Scripture is false by pointing out a wide
variety of arcane inconsistencies. Moreover the Hellene uses the
same techniques that Eusebius, in responding to Hierokles, used
against Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius: first tarnishing the repu-
tation of the ‘divine man’, criticizing his words and deeds and
finding him inconsistent; then undermining the authors’ credibil-
ity by painting them as drunken, deceitful, and inconsistent men
whose beliefs violate standard notions of natural law. Indeed, as
Pierre de Labriolle noticed long ago, the Hellene’s contention
that humans could not ascend directly to heaven during the
second coming (Apok. 4.2) parallels Eusebius’ argument that
Apollonius’ divinity would violate natural law (Hierocl. 6), and
it employs very similar vocabulary (see Appendix). Given that
Eusebius likes to quote the judge only to undermine what he
says, is it not likely that here too he has quoted Hierokles, who
should be identified with Makarios’ Hellene?''® Likewise, the
Hellene skewers the evangelists for deceitfully inventing their
stories, but he saves his principal criticisms for Peter and Paul,
as crude, ill-mannered, and ignorant opportunists—tactics that
Lactantius condemns in Hierokles. Just like Hierokles, the
Hellene compares Apollonius and Jesus, to the disadvantage
of the latter (Apok. 3.1; 4.5). And, significantly, the contrast
that the Hellene draws between Apollonius and Jesus before

"8 Hierocl. 1; Inst. 5.2.12-14, 17; note also Eusebius’ proper title: ITods & omd
(DLAOO'T(_N.;.TOU GZS 14770/\/\(1)VLOV T(‘)V TUG,VéC. 8“‘1 T”;]V ’I€QOK/\E’I WG,QU.A;](PIQGLUGV (113’7'017 TE K(l‘L TOU
XowoTod cuykpiow.

Y7 Prosecutus enim summi dei laudes, quem regem, quem maximum, quem opificem
rerum, quem fontem bonorum, quem parentem omnium, quem factorem altoremque
viventium confessus es, ademisti lovi tuo regnum eum ... depulsum in ministrorum
numerum redigisti (20) ... Adfirmas enim deos esse et illos tamen subiecis et manicipas
ei deo ...

8 De Labriolle, ‘Porphyre’, p. 413, n. 2, thinking that the Apokritikos’ Hellene
was Porphyry, assumed that Eusebius had used Porphyry against Hierokles. This
parallel challenges Goulet’s claim that Makarios had written this passage (see n. 71).
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their judges, Domitian and Pilate, is one that Hierokles made,
according to Lactantius.!!” Like Hierokles, the Hellene contrasts
Christian gullibility with the sensible judgement of others. Finally,
both Hierokles and the Hellene of the Apokritikos thought that
the gods were beings like God who were subordinated or even
enslaved to the Creator.

The Hellene and Hierokles also depend on the same sources.
In his Demonstratio evangelica, Eusebius of Caesarea points to
Porphyry and Apollonius as Hierokles’ chief teachers,'? while
the Contra Hieroclem claims that the Truth-Loving Discourse so
resembled Celsus’ True Word that Origen’s response to the earlier
work could serve as a rebuttal (Hierocl. 1)."*! Like Hierokles, the

9 Apok. 3.1: Tiwos &vexev & Xoiords bure 7& boxeeel moocaydels obre TG fyepbye
aéibv L cogod kal Delov awdoods EpdéyéaTo Svvduevor kal TOV KoUTIY Kal TOUS TaQETTDTAS
TraLSeﬁO’aL Kal BG)\TiOUs égyéa‘ao‘l?aL, (;./\/\, ;]VéO'XGTO K(l/\é.li({) Tll)‘ﬂTGO"ISU.L K(li WEQLﬂTl/)EO"IﬂU.L
kal orepavovodar axdvdais, kal ui) kadameo Amoldwios perd magonolas Té adroxedrogt
Aadfoas doperiavd tijs facilikijs addijs dpavis Eyévero, kai ped doas od moddas & moAet
Aiwkaragyeta viv 6¢ Ilotiblois kalovuéry dpdels émpavéoraros; Inst. 5.3.9: Si magus
Christus, quia mirabilia fecit, peritior utique ‘Apollonius’, qui ut describis ‘cum
Domitianus eum punirve vellet, repente in iudicio non conparuit’, quam ille qui et
conprehensus est et cruci adfixus.

120 Eusebius observes that many of the unbelievers have called Jesus a wizard
and a deceiver (yénra kal mAévov), but he wonders at these labels, since any lover of
truth (nds ¢ ulaAydns) must admit that Jesus was the author of a holy and divine
(Jelas, kal edoePods) and not a common and vulgar philosophy (kowijs kal Tavdfuov
ptlocoglas). Clearly, Eusebius is alluding to Hierokles. Then he asks whether these
accusations stem from Jesus’ strictures against sacrifice, a notion that would
displease the teachers of any Hellene who thought so (ei 89 ravrd 7is ~ENvawv
alTi@ro, loTw ui ¢lla Tols olkelows ddaoralows poovior). These teachers are Apollonius
and Porphyry of Tyre (DE 3.2.102a; 3.3.103c, 104d, 105a—); PG 22. Lactantius
corroborates Hierokles’ dependency on Porphyry by saying that the judge wrote
‘non contra Christianos ... sed ad Christianos’ (Inst. 5.2.13), thus contrasting the
Truth-Loving Discourse with Porphyry’s Against the Christians (Contra Christianos
in Latin). Harnack thought Hierokles had depended more on Celsus than on
Porphyry, but then listed Hierokles as a ‘witness’ to Porphyry; Harnack,
‘Porphyrius’, pp. 21, 27-28. Barnes, ‘Date and Attribution’, p. 440 also down-
played Hierokles’ dependence on Porphyry by noting that the resemblance
between Apollonius and Jesus and the rusticity of Jesus’ disciples ‘might occur to
more than one pagan independently’. But this argument ignores the rigorous
deconstruction of Scripture that Lactantius says was Hierokles’ chief object
(Inst. 5.2.14), textual criticism that was also Porphyry’s claim to fame (cf. e.g., Hier.
Ep. 112.6.11).

12t wy adTod Sia Tvyxdvovta, opbdea 8¢ dvaidds €€ éTéowv odk adTols povovouyl
vofuaow, &G kal onpact kal cudaBais dmocecvnuéva: & Txou pév v kal adrd Tis
mooonKkolaNs Kkath kawodv Gmeléylews, Suvdpue & %0m, kal med Tijs idlas kat adrdv
’yga(p‘?]g, &,VCLTéTQCLﬂ'TaL Kal\, ﬂQOa'ﬂ'EAf]l\é‘yKTﬂ,t éV gAOtS‘ 6KT&) (TU'}/'}/QC’L/J./J,U,O‘L ’TOIS‘ )QQL'J/éVGt
yoageiar mweds Tov dlalovikdregor Tod DPidalydovs Emvyeyoaupévov. Kéoov Aldi
/\6‘}/0]/ e éTTEl\. Kﬂ,i IU.éV({J 77(1@(‘1 T07\J§ Tf(J/Jﬂ'OTG Ka??’ ‘;],LL(I)V ‘J/E’)/QG,(P(;TCLS‘ égﬂ,iQETog vov TOI/}T({J
yéyover 1) Toide moos TOV NuéTegov cwrijoa magddeals Te kal olyKgLots.
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Hellene too has borrowed from Porphyry and Celsus, citations
borne out by the mixed biblical traditions in his speeches. One
could also say that Origen had answered the Hellene in advance;
for Origen did respond to Celsus, and Porphyry’s Against the
Christians drew upon Celsus and Origen.'?? Hierokles’ title,
Duardns Abyos does recall Celsus’ AMdys Aéyos, but this parallel
does not prevent identifying him with Makarios’ Hellene.!??
Lactantius and Eusebius do quote passages from Hierokles’
Truth-Loving Discourse that are not extant in the Apokritikos,'**
but they all concern Jesus’ actions and miracles—topics that the
Hellene addressed in the books now missing. For example, accord-
ing to Lactantius, Hierokles claimed that Jesus was a robber king
with goo followers put to flight by the Jews (Inst. 5.3.4).1%°
Although nothing like this statement occurs in the extant
Apokritikos, the Hellene did raise the issue of Jesus’ trial under
Jewish law (Apok. 1.10) and the Vatican manuscript’s head-
ings for book 1, issues 2 and 3 record his questions about how
Jesus chose his followers and the meaning of ‘Follow me and
I will make you fishers of men’.!?® Makarios’ response is not
extant either, but it is possible that the Hellene gave such a con-
notation to being ‘fishers of men’, especially since he later says
that the apostles swindled rich women (Apok. 3.5). Also absent
from the extant Apokritikos are Eusebius’ and Lactantius’

122 Despite Schroder’s observation (‘Celsus und Porphyrius’, pp. 200-2) that
Celsus emphasized morality while Porphyry concentrated on philology, both
criticize allegorizing (e.g., Cels. 1.17; Chr. fr.390=Eus. HE 6.19.2), both ask why
Jesus came so late (e.g., Cels. 8.12; Chr. fr.79=Aug. Ep. 102.8), both accused the
evangelists of ‘falsity’ (e.g., Cels. 5.18; Chr. fr.6=Hier. Matt. 9.9), and both pointed
out the discrepancies in the infancy narratives (e.g., Cels. 1.58; Chr. fr.x12=Epiph.
Haer. 51.8). Cf. Geffcken, Zwei Apologeten, pp. 298-300; J. Bidez, Vie de Porphyre
(Ghent, 1913), 74; A. B. Hulen, Porphyry’s Work Against the Christians (New
Haven, 1933), pp. 38-55; and A. Meredith, ‘Porphyry and Julian’, p. 1130. For
Porphyry’s dependence on Origen, note Jerome’s remark (Ep. 112.6.11) that
Origen was the first to point out the conflict between Peter and Paul in Galatians
(Stromateis 10), a close reading of the text upon which Porphyry capitalized in
Against the Christians (fr.21).

23 Both may have been inspired by Plato’s contrast of the &\fdys Aéyos with the
Abyos evdis; cf. Schroder, ‘Celsus und Porphyrius’, p. 191.

12* Evangeliou, ‘Porphyry’s Criticism’, p. 67 n. 59 claimed that Hierokles’
verbosity meant that he could not be Makarios’ Hellene. But he must be thinking
of Hierokles the philosopher, since there are no other extant works by Sossianus
Hierokles.

125 Ipsum’ autem ‘Christum’ adfirmavit ‘a Iudaeis fugatum collecta nongentorum
hominum manu latrocinia fecisse.’

1.2: [Tas 6 Kbowos émedéfaro Tobs paldnrisy | kal ovv adrols Tov meoddrny ...;
1.3: Tis 6 Aoyos™ ‘devte dmiow nov kal ﬂotﬁ(o‘w 13> |,u.ti§ alels avdodmav’; Matt. 4:10
and Mark 1:17; Mercati, ‘Per I’Apokritico’, p. 62. For 1.10, see n. 32.
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remaining quotations from Hierokles, all of which compare Jesus
and Apollonius, especially with regard to their miracles (Hierocl.
2.26—9; Inst. 5.3.7). But the Vatican manuscript indicates that
the Hellene treated Jesus’ deeds primarily in books 1 and the
first half of book 2, so these parallels to Apollonius could have
been discussed in books now missing.'?” The Apokritikos need
not have made a sustained comparison of Apollonius and Jesus,
for Eusebius does not say that Hierokles drew out the parallel
over a long discussion, only that the judge was the first to
have advanced it (Hierocl. 1). Moreover, the Apokritikos’ first
extant reference to Apollonius occurs without an introduction
(Apok. 3.1), as Crafer observed, so it was probably not the first
time the miracle-worker was mentioned.!?® Accordingly, comments
about Jesus, Apollonius, and miracles (Hierocl. 2.6—29) and any
reference to Apollonius’ image at Ephesus (Llact. Inst. 5.3.14)
could well have occurred in the first portion of the Hellene’s
Work along with charges of wizardry against Jesus (magus: Inst.
3.9) and the apostles (yénres: Hierocl. 2 3,)—other obvious
parallels with Apollonius (Philostr. VA 8).!2
Since Hierokles’ statements, recorded in Eusebius and
Lactantius but absent from the Apokritikos, reflect topics dis-
cussed in the book’s missing portions, the strong similarities
between the descriptions of the Truth-Loving Discourse and
the Hellene’s text suggest that Hierokles is in fact Makarios’
anonymous pagan. This thesis is hardly new, since Crafer and
Duchesne had identified Hierokles with the Hellene a century
ago. Nevertheless, once Harnack had asserted that the Hellene
was Porphyry, the force of his authority encouraged scholars to
go to increasingly elaborate lengths to preserve his thesis. For
example, as we have seen, Harnack thought that Makarios had
used a two-volume epitome of Porphyry’s Against the Christians

127 Crafer, “Macarius Magnes’, pp. 550-8.

128 Crafer, ‘Work of Porphyry’, pp. 380-2.

129 Note the Hellene’s early question about Jesus and the devil (1.4) (see n. 32).
Moreover, when he asks why Jesus failed to defend himself verbally before Pilate,
Makarios (somewhat off the point) says that if Jesus had performed miracles here,
he would have been accused of wizardry and, in acting like Apollonius, ‘the world
would really have been justly deceived’ (Apok. 3.8: dvrws &v wbopos év Siky
mem\dvnro). His phrasing not only suggests that the Hellene may have accused Jesus
of being a deceiver and a wizard, but it also echoes Eusebius of Caesarea’s claim
that the ‘lover of Truth’ was one of those unbelievers who saw Jesus as a deceiver
and a wizard (DE 3.2—3). Likewise in addressing the deaths of Peter and Paul,
Makarios argues that avoiding their demise would ‘really have smacked of
wizardry’, a statement that again suggests a charge that was set out earlier
(Apok. 4.14).
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as a source for the Hellene’s questions. De Labriolle accepted this
thesis, but also saw close parallels between the Hellene’s argu-
ments and what Lactantius reported about Hierokles. So he con-
cluded that Hierokles must have used the ‘two-volume epitome’
as a source for the Truth-Loving Discourse.'>° Finally, Pezzella
realized that Crafer’s and Harnack’s theses differed only with
regard to the name of the two-volume epitomist: Crafer argued
that the Hellene, i.e., Hierokles, had essentially created a two-
volume epitome of Porphyry, preserved in the Apokritikos;
Harnack claimed that Hierokles had drawn upon Porphyry for
his two-volume Truth-Loving Discourse, and he maintained that
someone else (at just the same time) had epitomized Porphyry
in the two volumes subsequently used by Makarios as the
source for the Hellene."*! Accordingly, it seems more economical
to conclude that the Hellene’s two-volume text and the Truth-
Loving Discourse are one and the same, and that Hierokles is
Makarios’ anonymous Hellene.

HIEROKLES AND MAKARIOS

Although my intention in this article is to identify the anon-
ymous Hellene in the Apokritikos—a task made possible by the
unambiguous presence of two voices in the text—I would be
remiss if I did not at least sketch out this study’s implications
for determining the identity of Makarios Magnés and the occasion
that gave rise to his work. If the anonymous Hellene is Hierokles
and if his references to the time elapsed since Paul and Jesus do
place his remarks c¢.300, then Makarios is more likely to have
been a contemporary of the judge and his text more probably
records a genuine debate. For Hierokles is likely to have been
vicarius Orientis at Antioch when he wrote the Truth-Loving
Discourse, and Makarios’ remarks reflect just that locale.

Various elements of the Apokritikos had led Harnack and others
to assume that it was a late fourth-century project of the bishop
Makarios who had attended the Synod of the Oak in 403. Most

130 De Labriolle, ‘Porphyre’, p. 430; see also M. Frede, ‘Eusebius’ Apologetic
Writings’, in M. Edwards, M. Goodman and S. Price (eds.), Apologetics in the
Roman Empire: Pagans, Jews, and Christians (Oxford, 1999), p. 234.

131§, Pezzella, ‘Il problema del Kard yotoriavav di Porfirio’, Eos 52 (1962),
pp. 87—107 at 88, 98, 99 went on to argue that the Hellene was a montage of several
anti-Christian authors, but he identified only two of them—Hierokles and
Porphyry. His approach was driven by his (incorrect) assumption that books 2
and 5 were written against Theosthenes and that the other three books were written
against other people; cf. also Waelkens, L’Economie, pp. 8—9.
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importantly, the Hellene’s claim that 300 years separated him
from Jesus and Paul (Apok. 4.2, 5) seemed to place the text well
into the fourth century.l‘ As we have seen, however, the
Hellene’s remarks about date could just as easily place the text
around 300 CE. Moreover, a close examination of other ‘late’
aspects of the text—monasticism, Manichaeism, and Cappadocian
theology—shows that they are also open to question. For example,
where Harnack saw developed monasticism (Apok. 2.7), Makarios
himself describes women becoming martyrs or taking ‘virgins’
vows’ and ‘sons of great men’ leaving ‘their family customs to
practice abstinence’. These are individuals adopting celibacy,
a Christian practice common since the second century.!33
Manichaeism, to which Makarios alludes in two places (3.43;
4.15), was an issue in the late fourth century but was also
pervasive a hundred years earlier, as Diocletian’s edict against
it attests.’>* And the three post-Cappadocian elements of the
Apokritikos are overstated. First, Makarios and Ephiphanius
(d. 403) do discuss the Encratites (a group of Gnostics) in similar
terms; but such similarities are to be expected in accounts of
the same people. Makarios’ description is also more detailed,
so Epiphanius cannot be his source.'®® Second, Makarios and
Gregory of Nyssa both say that Jesus, tempting the devil to
attack him during the Passion, tricked Satan into swallowing

132 Harnack, ‘Kritik’, pp. 12-14; cf. also Frassinetti, ‘Sull’ autore’, p. 47-8;
Corsaro, ‘Apokritico’; Pezzella, ‘Il problema’, p. 87; Anastos, ‘Porphyry’s Attack’,
p. 423; Waelkens, L’Economie, pp. 9, 30; and Goulet, ‘Porphyre et Macarie’, p. 448.
Neumann dated Makarios even later because he describes Babylon in ruins (4pok.
4.11), which he thought Makarios had confused with Ctesiphon (Crafer, ‘Macarius
Magnes’, p. 405).

133 ’;4/\/\(11 ﬂan?EV[as KU.;, &.yveia; gVGKGV éﬂ'a“/i‘rﬁg %QCLU'ISENLUQL ';;790; IJ:'Y]TE/Q(UV Ka;. TQ67TOV
novioavro Sikmy payaieas Adyov Sidackallas TunTucov dopevicacar viol 8¢ kal koirdv
adodv, kal valdwv mélewv olkiToges €vdofou; cf. also 3.43 and Crafer, ‘Macarius
Magnes’, pp. 549—50.

13% 5 43¢ Towdror 8¢ Moviyaiwv maides ééepoitnoav; 4.15: Adrixa yotv 6 Mavijs év
Iegotlde 16 bvopa Tod XotoTod Vmokowbuevos moAyy pev careameiav, mody 8¢ Tijs
avatodijs xieav T3 mAGvy Siépdege kal uéxor Tuegor @deloel AvpnavTikols dpéomwy TV
oikovuévny oméopacw. FIRA| 2:544-589.

135 Makarios says that heretics come from Pisidia, Isauria, Cilicia, Lycaonia, and
Galatia and that some of these are Encratites. He identifies a certain Dositheus
(otherwise unknown) as their leader, and he quotes from one of the heretic’s eight
books (Apok. 3.43). Epiphanius locates the Encratites in Pisidia, Phrygia, Asia,
Isauria, Pamphylia, Cilicia, Galatia, and Antioch, but does not name their leader
(Haer. 48); cf. Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, pp. 547—9; idem, ‘Apocriticus’, p. 115,
nn. 4-0.
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the bait of Jesus’ humanity and getting caught on the hook of his
divinity; but both probably depend directly on Origen.!*® Third,
Makarios’ strongest ‘post-Cappadocian’ attribute, his “I'rinitarian
language’ (4.25), is likely to be an interpolation.'®” All of this
evidence thus indicates that Makarios need not have written the
Apokritikos in the late fourth century.

At the same time, elements of Makarios’ text suggest that his
venue was really the environs of Antioch in the late third or early
fourth century. Our Makarios is unlikely to have been the bishop

136 Apok. 3.9: Tovto aevs moddkis Eumeigos émoinaer ixdv dyxddvy Aafeiv éx Tod
Buvdot BovAduevos: Boaxdv oxdAnka T dyrioTow megudels Aixvelg yaoTeds dmatdievoy
ENafBev. OUrw 1oV év 7§) FaddrTy ToD Blov KeumrTdpevov doyérarov kal mavodgoyov kal ddAtov
Sodrovra Pédwv 6 Xoioros dvacmdoar Tol @hovyyos Sikmy okdAnkos Té Tijs DebtyTos
dyiorow meofdder 1O odpa, kai 8 adrod @deyyduevos Sededler TOv voqTov Kal
mvevparicor dpw; Gr. Nyss. Or. Catech. 24: ‘Emeldy yho, xadws év tols éumoooder
lonrat, ghow odic elyev % Evavria Stvaws dkpdre mooouifar i) Tod Ocod wagovala ral
yvurny dmooTijvar adrod Ty éupbvetar, ws av ebAnmrov yévorro & émlnTodvTL Dmée NudY
76 dvtdMaypa, 7@ mookdbppatt Tis phoews Nudv évekgbpdn 16 elov, Wa kard Tobs
Aixvovs 7o ixdbwr 74 SedéaTt Tijs cagkods ovykatacmacdi TO dykioTeov Tijs PebTyTos;
R. Winling (Paris, 2000); Or. Sel. in Ps. 21.7: 'Eya 8¢ eluw axddné kal odi, dvdowmos,
K. T. é ‘O O'K(,{)A'flg Ol’)K éK GUV(%U(X(T“D'D’ ’y€VVdT(1L, li/\/\’ &77(‘) gl/}on, Kﬂ,)l KCLTGO‘I?‘{EL étl’))\a,, XéQTOV,
kadapny. Taxa kai 6 Oeos quav wig éott kaTavaliokov Ty poxInedv kal ebmonoTov UAnv.
Et 8¢ £0Ma kal ai Aoywcal dvopdlovrar pioes' ‘2€ yao, pnoly, ‘€lNAwoav mavra Ta Ebla
TOD 77(1@(1861{0‘01},) éV 8% Tal/JTaLS ﬂégDUKE '}/GVV&,O‘I?’(IL XQLD‘TbS‘ (;Js (70('01{(1, K(Xl SLKGLOO‘(JV'Y]'
kads 6 Xoworods dvopdlerar oxdAné & Tois TowdTois Eblois yevbuevos. AMa kal ds
orwAné 8édeag yéyove T Swafdlw kal Tols dyyélows adTol" Kkal eboiokeTal puev TG Gope
e0ds, 7& 8¢ dpoout aroAids. I'vetar 8¢ kal NIV duagTavovol ardAné, Ty ouveldnow nudv
Stedéyywr kal katarowywv; PG 12; Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, p. 550; idem,
‘Apocriticus’, p. xix.

137 Apok. 4.25: Teéls dmooThoes v odowg wud. Although Jonas Palm, Textkritisches
zum Apokritikos des Makarios Magnes (Lund, 1961) did not give it special
attention, this portion of Makarios’ text differs significantly in phrasing,
vocabulary, and content from the rest of his work. For example, the average
sentence length in the ‘post-Cappadocian’ section (4.25.111—-120) is twenty-three
words, whereas in the paragraph above it is twenty-nine and below it is thirty-
one—just what would be expected if this section incorporated a gloss, a likely
possibility in such a recent manuscript. Moreover, Makarios did not use such
language in his discussion of the Eucharist, where it would have supported his
argument (Corsaro, ‘Dottrina eucharistica’, p. 73), and it is odd that he would
broach the subject of the Trinity just before he went on to explain the absolute
monarchy of God (Apok. 4.26). Other glosses have been identified in the
Apokritikos (e.g., in 3.23); cf. Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, p. 553; idem, Apocriticus,
pp. xviii, xxviii, 142, n. 1. Corsaro, ‘Dottrina eucharistica’, pp. 82-86 has given
Makarios a late date based on parallels between his eucharistic theology and that of
Augustine, but the similarities are overdrawn (e.g., Aug. Trin. 3.4.10: corpus
Christi et sanguinem dicimus ... illud tantum quod ex fructibus terrae acceptum
et prece mystica consecratum rite sumimus ad salutem spirvitualem in memoriam pro
nobis dominicae passionis and Apok. 3.23: 70 ocdpa dmod yijs, dmo yijs & 6 doros duolws
Kal 6 0ivos).
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t,138

at the Synod of the Oak, since the former was an Origenis
139

while the latter condemned Herakleides for these very beliefs.
One would also expect that a bishop writing after 380 would
have listed Arians among heretics who ‘appropriated to them-
selves the name of Christianity’ (Apok. 4.15).14% Throughout the
text, in fact, Makarios’ tone is hardly that of a Christian living
in a Christian empire. Rather, unlike Prudentius who sneered at
his late fourth-century pagan contemporaries, Makarios seems
consistently on the defensive against the Hellene and the pagan
crowd.™ Moreover, Makarios claims that the Ethiopians are
still not Christian (4.13), but bishop Frumentius had initiated
missionary activities there in 316 and they had converted by
356.%? The same chapter also helps locate Makarios geographic-
ally, since he locates Ethiopia in the southwest—a true statement
only for residents of Oriens and Pontus.'*® He also refers to places
around Antioch and Palmyra, cities with which Hierokles would
have been familiar as vicarius Orientis."** His allusion to Antioch
is particularly relevant, since he says that those assigned to govern
the city, as Hierokles would have been as wicarius Orientis, must
often render judgement when Christians take up celibacy.'*

138 Nikephoros seems to have labelled him an ‘Origenist’ for his rejection of
eternal punishment (4.16) and his use of allegory (2.7; 3.13, 23, 25, 38; 4.12, 10);
Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, p. 405 incl. n. 5; ‘Porphyry’s Criticism’, Apocriticus,
pp. xx incl. n. 1; 132, incl. n. 5.

39 Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, p. 405, incl. n. 5; for Corsaro, ‘Dottrina
eucharistica’, p. 77, n. 19 he would not have been the first such hypocrite.

140 He does use the term xotoTopdbxos, employed by Athanasius against Arians,
but he does so to criticize monarchism; Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, p. 417.

141 B g, q.11.pr.: ‘After all this boasting and terribleness of speech, the ears of
those who stood by were full of fear, and the understanding of our chosen witnesses
was contracted (Mera Tocadmy koupelay kal Sewdryra \oywv, mdoa pev eémtyéev 1 1@V
magbvTwy drobaats, maoa 8¢ ouveatdy {9y Té@v loyddwy alodnais)’; Crafer, ‘Macarius
Magnes’, pp. 415-10. See also 3.pr.1; 4.pr., 16. Waelkens, L’Economie, pp. 14-18
thought Makarios was being ironic.

142 Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, pp. 416-17; Believing that Makarios is the
bishop at the 403 Synod, Corsaro, ‘La reazione pagana’, p. 193 finds this reference
strange and claims that the author must be ‘poco informato’.

143 Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, pp. 421-2.

4% Apok. 1.6: Edessa’s Queen Berenice; 2.7.13-14: the effects of Christianity
in Antioch; 4.11.19: eastern cities decaying; Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, pp. 403,
413-14.

5 Apok. 2.7: "Eteori oo tas wéles 1iis Edbas Soapeiv ral ovdhBdny Zvolas Tas
¢magytas, wkal padelv awxgéoregor TV Aeyouévwy 16 modyma. Adrika yodv ol ‘r’})v
"Avribyov Bacueny olkelv Aaxévres unreémolw uvglais pegilovrar karogdwpdrwv
yvopais' ol pev yao Tov yaunlwov lvyov dowevilovow, of 8¢ rowwviav yuvaikos ob
/\(IILLB&VOU(TLV' Z”./\)\OL T(‘)V TQU(F"]A(‘)V B[OV ﬂ'EQLéTfOUO‘LV, gTEQOL T(‘)V a,l’)X’J/Y]g(\)V éV &.O’LT{,(.I KéMaTOV;

emphasis added.
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If Makarios wrote before Arius and before Frumentius’ mission
to Ethiopia, the Apokritikos is more likely to record a genuine
debate. Because issues were considered in series and not argued
one at a time, Harnack had argued that Makarios had simply
used the fiction of a debate to frame his responses to a published
set of pagan challenges.'*® But he presented no evidence that
such alternation was the customary practice in antiquity. On the
contrary, Richard LLim has shown that a series of questions followed
by a series of responses was a format followed just as often as
back-and-forth exchanges.'*” Makarios also describes the Hellene
as seated (4.11.pr.), the posture he would have adopted to read a
prepared text from a scroll (as Hierokles would have read from
his Truth-Loving Discourse). Conversely he represents himself
as standing (4.19.pr.), the preferred posture for those speaking
extemporaneously.'*® Moreover, as Crafer observed, Makarios
does appear to describe a genuine face-to-face encounter over
five days much like Augustine’s two-day contest with the
Manichee Fortunatus: For example, the Hellene asks follow-up
questions (3.30.0; 3.15, 30; 4.24) and Makarios challenges the
Hellene’s answers (3.14) or offers to pursue his explanation farther
(3.29)."*’ Makarios also refers to the times of the encounter (4.11)
and says that he responded to the Hellene with the help of his
dedicatee, Theosthenes (4.pr.), which is an odd thing to say
unless it were true.'*” The Hellene and Makarios both even com-
ment on the serial nature of the exchange (e.g., 3.36 and 3.8.pr.).
This is not to say that the Apokritikos is a transcript of the
debate. Makarios often describes the Hellene in the third person
and forgets about him entirely in the course of a long passage.'”!

146 Harnack, ‘Kritik’, p. 11.

147 Lim, Public Disputation, 3; cf. Plutarch’s De sollertia animalium. The
courtroom narratio proceeded similarly (Quint. Inst. 4.2.82).

148 H. Gregory Snyder, Teachers and Texts in the Ancient World. Philosophers,
Fews, and Christians (Routledge, 2000), p. 1. Reading Lactantius (wrongly) to say
that Hierokles wrote after the persecution, Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’, pp. 409—10
assumed that the judge had delivered orally the book he later published and that
Makarios, writing before the persecution, had relied solely on memory for the
Hellene’s arguments. The differences between the Hellene’s and Makarios’
biblical citations, however, show that the author of the Apokritikos probably did
not rely on memory; he is more likely to have used a stenographer. See Liim, Public
Disputation, p. 84 incl. n. 59, 94.

149 Aug. Fort.; Lim, Public Disputation, 94; Crafer, ‘Macarius Magnes’,
Pp. 409—10.

150 TeThoTOV, & Oebodeves, dydva TodiTov NIV opodods kaTemyayer 6 pLAoAdyos, ws
elmeiv, v ood ovvagovpévov pélis édagonoaper. Harnack, ‘Kritik’, p. 1o, n. 1 claims
that this was a ‘courtesy’.

151 Waelkens, L’Economie, pp. 14-18.
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Nevertheless, it was not at all unusual for a participant in a debate
to record at his leisure what he had said—and perhaps wished he
had said—to an opponent’s challenges. Such texts, like Justin’s
Dialogue with Trypho, usually amplify the answers of the
author.’ We know that Hierokles had presented his Truth-
Loving Discourse orally in Nicomedia just before the edicts of per-
secution were issued in 303; is it not likely that the Apokritikos
records another such reading—and a Christian response—at
about the same time?

Identifying the anonymous Hellene of the Apokritikos with
Sossianus Hierokles, the wvicarius Orientis who may well have
used his Truth-Loving Discourse to debate one of the Christians
from his diocese, has important implications for understand-
ing pagan-Christian relations within the context of the Great
Persecution. Since both Porphyry’s Against the Christians and
Philosophy from Oracles are almost entirely destroyed, the
Apokritikos thus contains the only anti-Christian treatise from
this period. According to Lactantius’ testimony in the Divine
Institutes, Hierokles presented this work at Nicomedia, then the
seat of Diocletian’s court, to an audience composed of both
pagans and Christians ([nst. 5.2—3). Since Diocletian, just before
issuing the general edicts of persecution, had called a conference
of ‘civil magistrates and a few military officers’ to advise him
and some of them called for getting rid of the Christians ‘as
enemies of the gods and opponents of the state religion’ (Lact.
Mort. 11.6; trans. Creed), Hierokles very likely delivered his
work at the emperor’s behest. The text of the Apokritikos thus
not only opens a window onto the attitudes and opinions of
the pagan ruling élite on the eve of the Great Persecution, the
debate it preserves also illustrates the tactics and techniques that
the Tetrarchy advocated in their efforts to restore Christians
to the religion of Rome.

EvrizaBerH DEPALMA DIGESER

APPENDIX

Hierocl. 6: There are bounds of nature which prescribe and
circumscribe the existence of the universe in respect of its begin-
nings and of its continuance and of its end, being limits and
rules imposed on everything. By these this entire mechanism

152 Lim, Public Disputation, p. 7 incl. n. 22.
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and edifice of the whole universe is constantly being brought to
perfection; and they are arranged by unbreakable laws and indis-
soluble bonds, and they guard and observe the all-wise will of a
Providence which dispenses and disposes all things. Now no one
can change or alter the place and order of anything that has been
once arranged; and if anyone is so venturesome as to wish to tran-
scend his limits, he is restrained from transgressing divine law by
the rule and decree of nature. So it is that the fish that lives in the
waters is unable in defiance of nature to change on to dry land and
live there; and on the other hand the creature bred on dry land will
not plunge into the waters, and embrace there any permanent
repose or abode; nor by any huge leap can any tenant of earth
raise himself aloft into the air, from a desire to soar about with
the eagle; and in turn, although of course the latter can alight
upon the earth, by depressing and lowering their faculty of
flight, and by relaxing the working of their wings, and renouncing
the privilege of nature,—for this too is determined by the divine
laws, namely that beings able to soar aloft are able to descend
from on high,—yet the converse is not possible, so that the
lowly habitant of earth should ever raise himself into the welkin.
In this way then the mortal race of man, while provided with
soul and body, is yet circumscribed by divine bounds. Con-
sequently, he can never traverse the air with his body, however
much he scorns to linger upon the paths of earth, without
instantly paying the penalty of his folly; nor by spiritual exaltation
can he in his thinking attain to the unattainable, without falling
back into the disease of melancholy.'”?

Apok. 4.2: This boast is a mighty piece of quackery, that living
things, pressed down by the burden of physical [i.e., bodily] bulk,

153 « ’ EY I’ v s ~ ~ 5 s / / \
Goou phoews doyas kal péoa rkal TéAn Tijs T@Y 6Awv obolas megreAnpbres, pétoa Kal

Jeopol dmact, 8 av 76de 1O mAV pnxdimud Te Kal doxirekTémua Tod TavTos KOGUOU
Teleoovoy€itar, Satédewrar véuows GAdTols kal Seouols GeefkTols, THS T4 WavTa
OiKOVO;LOl/)O'T]S ﬂ'QOVOiaS T& ﬂ'é.VGO(POV BO{'/\'YHLU. 5La(pv)\(§.TTOVT€S. O;."KOUV KLV'I/]UGLé TL Kai
weradeln tis &v Tijs rééews Tav dmaé Siaredeyuéva. kexobryTar 8 odv Yeoud phoews Tov
Petov UmegavaBaivew véuov mds, 61w Tis Poacitegos T émérewa émPaivew éveatt mbos.
OijT, O'ZV 77(1@8’. (PI/JCLV 6 ’E’VU(SQOS éﬂi T‘;]V XéQO'OV IJ/GTGB(‘IS‘ BL(I)VU.L 8UV1/)0'€T(1L zxﬁﬁg, OijTE T(\) éV
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should receive the nature of winged birds, and cross the wide air
like some sea, using the cloud as a chariot. Even if such a thing
is possible, it is monstrous, and apart from all that is suitable.
For nature which created all things from the beginning appointed
places begetting the things which were brought into being, and
ordained that each should have its proper sphere, the sea for
water creatures, the land for those of the dry ground, the air for
winged creatures, and the higher atmosphere for heavenly
bodies. If one of these were moved from its proper abode, it
would disappear on arrival in a strange condition and abode.
For instance, if you wanted to take a creature of the water and
force it to live on the dry land, it is readily destroyed and dies.
Again, if you throw a land animal of a dry kind into the water,
it will be drowned. And if you cut off a bird from the air, it will
not endure it, and if you remove a heavenly body from the
upper atmosphere, it will not stand it. Neither had the divine
and active Word of God done this, nor ever will do it, although
He is able to change the lot of the things that come into being.
For He does not do and purpose anything according to His own
ability, but according to its suitability He preserves things, and
keeps the law of good order. So, even if He is able to do so,
He does not make the earth to be sailed over, nor again does
He make the sea to be ploughed or tilled; nor does He use His
power in making virtue into wickedness nor wickedness into
virtue, nor does He adapt a man to become a winged creature,
nor does He place the stars below and the earth above.!>*
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