
NOTES : AND STUDIES 

l\{ACARIUS MAGNES, A NE~LECTED APOLOGI.ST •. 

I 

NEVER has an early Christian writing had a more chequered history 
than the Apocritica of Macarius Magnes. The. author's name,. date, 
and country have always been a matter of doubt. Nor has his work 
fared better. The method of its composition is a cause of dispute,·~nd · 
twice it has disappeared for centuries. 

The first time that it was recovered from oblivion, it was quoted1 or 
rather garbled, in order to support one side of a bitter controversy; and 
was therefore coldly received.by a patriarch of Constantinople. After· 
seven more centuries of neglect, it became the weapon of a Jesuit con
qoversialist. When his opponents clamoured for a sight of this unknown 
authority, the only MS had meanwhile disappeared. Lost for another 
two centuries; it was found in another country, and collated by a young 
scholar, who died before it could be published. When the baldest of 
editions had been followed by a single short treatise of appreciation, 
a series of German scholars arose and forthwith strangled it. Since 
then, other scholars have quietly followed their suggestions. Thus 
depreciated, and consigned to a date which reduces its contents to a 
mere imitation of earlier writings, it has once more sunk into an oblivion 
which makes the only edition increasingly difficult to obtain. 

In spite of the failure of earlier attempts to resuscitate the Apocn'lica, 
I venture to add another word. If the theories of its origin which 
follow are accepted, it is a .work of real value, and deserves far more 
attention than it has received. 

Very little ·detailed information is available in a compendiotis form, 
but a long article by Dr Salmon will be found in the Di'ctionary .of 
Christian Biography, and Duchesne has written a short treatise ' De · 
Macario Magnete et scriptis eius '. 1 To these I must refer for the earlier 
history of the work, contenting myself with a brief mention of the theories 
which· have been held concerning it. The adverse German criticism 
will be best discussed when the view which it controverts has been set 
forward. It may be well to recall at the outset that the book is in the 
form of a dialogue between a heathen philosopher and a Christian; the 
former propounding six or seven questions in succession, and the latter 
then proceeding to answer them. The dialogue is supposed to take 
place on five successive days, but the MS only contains the second, third, 
and fourth books, and even of tnese the end of each is mutilated. The 

1 Klincksieck, Paris I 87 7 • 
VOL. VIII. Dd 
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questions are mostly objections to selected verses of the Gospels, Acts, 
and Pauline Epistles, but one or two concern the Old Testament, and 
a few are purely doctrinal. The obvious title of Apocritica is an 
alternative to that of Movoyan]s, about which little has been said. 

The disappearance of a book containing long quotations from a 
heathen opponent is not surprising. A casual glance at the Apocn"tica, 
with its pages of anti-Christian blasphemy, might well condemn it to 
destruction under the edict of Theodosius II or J ustinian I. If a copy 
was brought to light at the beginning of the ninth century, it may 
possibly have owed its preservation to the fact that it had as frontispiece 
a portrait of the author in ecclesiastical vestments. When the Icono
clasts garbled a quotation from it in their controversy with Nicephorus, 
patriarch of Constantinople, the latter had some difficulty in finding out 
anything about it. What he says is only derived from internal evidence, 
and is therefore of little value.1 But he gives the title as B{{3>..os MaKap{ov 

. 'IEp&.pxov, and quotes a fragment from Book I which would otherwise 
have been completely lost. He brands the book as inclined towards 
heresy, but though he is right as to its Origenism, he is unjust, as we 
shall see, in hinting at Manichaean and N estorian tendencies. 

Scarcely any further mention of the Apocritica is found until the 
latter part of the sixteenth century, when it was one of the favourite 
weapons in the patristic armoury of the Jesuit Franciscus Turrianus 
(de la Torre). He quotes from all the extant books,9 and his important 
quotation from the lost fifth book will claim fuller attention later on .. 
He considers the author's name to have been Magnetes, and places his 
date soon after 150 A.D. De la Torre's Protestant opponents in the 
Eucharistic controversy in which he was engaged ridiculed it as a 
fictitious authority,3 and when search was made for the MS in the 
Library of St Mark's at Venice it was nowhere to be found, though 
still mentioned in the catalogue. Later critics had to write without the 
work before them. The chief of them are Boivin of Paris, who con
siders the author to have been a subaequalis of Athanasius, and Magnus 
Crusius, a GOttingen professor.' ·The latter, who does not think that 
either of the author's appellations is necessarily his proper name, places 
him at the end of the third century or the beginning of the fourth. He 

1 See Nicephori Antirrhetici Libn; ap. Pitra Spicilegium Solesmense tom. i p. 303 
et seq. 

2 See F. Turrianus AdrJersus Magdeburgenses, Colon. 1573, ii 3, p. 165; i 5, p. 21, 
and ii 13, p. ioS, 

s c. g. Edm. Albertinus De Sacram. Euchar, 16541 lib. ii p. 4io, 'fictitius 
ptorsus auctor est •. 

' See Migne Patr. Gra,c. x p. 1343 et seq. His opinions are summarized by 
Pitra Spicil. Soltsm. i p. 545· . 
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believes the opponent to have been no other than Porphyry the Neo
. platonist. 

In 1867 a MS of the Apocritzi:a was discovered at Athens, and 0~ 
the death of C. Blondel it was finally published by his friend Foucart.• 
It is to this edition that reference is made when page and line of the 
work are quoted. In the next year Duchesne produced the dissertation 
already referred to. His chief contributions to the subject may be 
summarized as follows. He believes the Athens MS to be identical 
with the one which was lost at Venice, and he is probably right, though 
some of his arguments are unconvincing. He chooses unfortunate 
examples when he says the quotations in Turrianus agree with the new 
MS, even in such obvious errors as 0"7!"EvSoVTES' for 0"7rtvSoVTES' and 1f'E7r7Jpw

p..lvoi for 1f'E1rwpwp..lvoi. For the latter word is. too uncertain to found 
an argument upon, and Turrianus seems to have really used the reading 
cr1rlvSoVTES', as he renders it in Latin by libarent. And when he adds 
that all the quotations in Turrianus are found in the Athens Codex, 
he has forgotten the fragment from Book V. 

About the second part of the author's name he is uncertain, but 
does not think it likely that he was a bishop of Magnesia. He places 
him between 300 and 350 A. D., and in his later conjectures inclines 
towards the latter date. His country he locates as near Edessa, follow
ing Tillemont.2 But his brilliant contribution to the subject lies in 
his argument that Macarius's opponent was the well-known Hierocles, 
who at the beginning of the fourth century wielded the sword as well as 
the pen in his opposition to Christians. He first adduces the statement 
of Lactantius 3 that there was in his time in Bithynia a certain judge 
and instigator of the persecution of 303 A. n., who wrote two books 
non contra Christianos sed ad Chn"sti'anos. These books Lactantius 
describes as containing just what we find in Macarius's opponent, and he 
gives their title as <I>iA.aA.~Bns- A6yoi. But the author of that work is 
known to have been Hierocles, as Lactantius states elsewhere.' An 
inscription found at Palmyra suggests that he was also at some time 
governor of Phoenicia. It is quoted by Duchesne, and contains the 
words' Sossiano Hieroclete Praes. Provinciae '.5 But he finally decides 
that the language of Macarius concerning the Trinity 6 is post-Nicene, 
and therefore the book cannot represent an actual dialogue. 

The tendency of subsequent writers on the subject has been to 
admire Duchesne's conjecture that the opponent was Hierocles, but 

1 Macarii Magnetis quae supersunt, ex inedito codice edidit C. Blonde!. Klinck· 
sieck, Paris 1876. 

2 Histoire des Empereurs iv p. 307. 
8 Lact. Div. Instit. v 2. 
5 Corpus lnscnpt. Lat. t. iii 183. 

DdZ 

' Id. De Mori. Persec. eh. 16. 
8 .llpocr. iv ~s. 
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to come to the final conclusion that the work must be dated, not in 
the fourth century, but in the beginning of the fifth. It is claimed 
that the author must be .identified with the Macarius, Bishop of Mag
nesia, who was at the Synodus ad Quercum in 403 A. n. (according to 
the testimony of Photius), and came forward as one of those who 
accused Heraclides of Ephesus of heresy. Kurtz, for example, simply 
states it as a fact,1 and Dr Salmon, in the article already alluded to, 
traces it no further back than Schiirer's Theo!. Lit.-Zeit. 1877, p. 521. 

The writer of that notice was Moller, and. in the following year Zahn 2 

and Wagenmann 3 reiterated his view. As a matter of fact, the theory 
credited to Germans at the end of the nineteenth century had already 
been expressed by a Frenchman at the beginning of the eighteenth. For 
Le Quien, in reference to a likeness in Eucharistic phraseology between 
Macari us and Johannes Damascenus, had made the. same suggestion.4 

Also Magnus Crusius had mentioned it as a theory to be rejected. 
The arguments on which this view is based by its modern supporters 

consist chiefly in the production of passages in the Apocritica which 
indicate a late date. These I prefer to deal with later on among the 
objections to the theory which· I am about to set forth. But in· the 
meantime I would point out three things. In the first place, attractive 
as the identification may sound, it is not proved by the fact that the 
Macarius of 403 was bishop of Magnesia, for there is no certainty 
that our Macarius was a bishop. It is true that when Nicephorus said 
he was t£pil.px7J<> it shewed that he himself thought so, and this is possibly 
borne out by the portrait on the MS which he describes as rrro'A~v 

i£plw<> &.p.7r£Xo1uvov, but not by such slight internal evidence as the 
Apocn"tica affords.a Still less can it be proved that the name Magnes 
shews him to have been bishop of Magnesia. And in the second place, 
two at least of the critics do not seem to have thoroughly studied their 
author. Moller naively confesses that he has not found either the passage 
where the word 'parasang' occurs,6 or any reference to the non-eternity 
of punishment. 7 And Wagenmann, when. he asserts that the words of the 
opponent are not those of Hierocles, but of Porphyry himself, has 
forgotten the passage where the objector actually quotes a book of 

1 Kurtz Ch. Hist. vol. i § 47. 6 (Eng. tr.). 
2 Zeitschrift for Kircheng1schichte B. ii p. 450 et seq. 1878. 
3 JahrbUcher fur Deutsche Theo/. B. xxii p. l4T. 1878. 
4 Animadv. ad Joann. Damasc. lib. iv p. 271. Paris 1712. 
G See below, p. 421, and note 3 on same page, and also note 1 on p. 406. Lumper 

(•p. Migne Pair. Lat. v p. 343) suggests that our author was confused with the 
Macarius at the Oak, and 'hinc fortasse sive fraude, sive ignorantia, Episcopi 
titulum addiderit librarius, Magnetis vetustioris. opus exscribens '. 

6
• See Apocr. iiiAo, p .. 138 ll. 21, 22. 

• See Apocr. iii 42, p. 145 I. 25. 



NOTES AND STUDIES 405 
Porphyry, and thus shews that he was himself a distinct person.1 The 
assertion is repeated by Neumann a little later. 2 The last-named 
author would place the Apocritica later still, viz. after 410 A. D., and 
as ~his argument stands alone it may best be dealt with in this place. 
The sole proof of his theory is founded on the statement of Macarius 
that Babylon had lately been destroyed by the Persians.8 From it he 
argues as follows. Babylon was originally destroyed in Trajan's time, 
but afterwards common language confused Ctesiphon with Babylon. 
We learn from Andri that Achaeus bishop of Ctesiphon was employed 
by Iezdegerdes 'ad componenda magni momenti dissidia', and 'negotium 
pro quo legatus fuerat, ex sententia expedivit'. Now Achaeus was 
bishop from 411 to 416, and Ctesiphon was still intact in 410. · From 
these slender premises the conclusion is drawn that Macarius wrote 
after 410 ! It is needless to point out that more than one part of the 
argument rests on mere supposition. Setting aside the question of 
Macarius's identification of Ctesiphon with Babylon, there is not the 
slightest proof that these 'dissidia' involved the destruction of the city, 
or anything like it. The only fact that is certain is that Ctesiphon 
was still standing in 410. And although Macarius speaks of the second 
destruction of Babylon as in his own times, his words shew that it had 
happened long enough ago to make it obvious that its overthrow was 
final.• This really proves too much, and suggests a date for the treatise 
which other considerations shew to be too late. 

But there is a third point on which I would here lay stress, with 
regard to the identification of our author with the Macarius at 'the 
Oak'. The latter was one of those who accused Heraclides of heresy. 
But of what heresy? All have to admit that the doctrinal part of the 
charge was nothing more nor less than Origenism. And yet nearly 
every page of the Apocritica is steeped in Origenism ! We may safely 
challenge the production of any other author who has drunk more 
deeply of the spirit of Origen. The one certain charge that Nicephorus 
could bring against him was that he was a follower Toil 8vcrcrE{3ovs Kal 
a'll"o'll"A~KTov 'Opiylvovs. I shall refer to this again in speaking of the 
theology of the book. But meanwhile I would urge that this fact in 
itself vitiates the theory that he is to be identified with the accuser of 
Heraclides.5 It is not enough for its supporters to say that he was 

1 See Apocr. iii 42, p. 145 I. 25. 
• C. I. Neumann Iuliani Imp. Libr. contra Christ. quae supersunt. Lips. 1880. 

Harnack and other recent writers take the same view. 
3 Apocr. iv n, p. 170 I. 14 • 
• Loe. cit . .,,AOf lf1'/µ0J8E'iaa oM' 1xvos -r1;s m>Atuiis El13atµovlas aw,E1. The tenses of 

aw,E1, and of dirW>..EaE in the sentence before are worth noting. 
5 It is true that Socrates, HE. vi 17, says that Theophilus, another accuser, was 
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accused on other grounds also. They must bring new and convincing 
arguments before w.e can accept a theory which has so serious a draw
back. Such arguments I am quite unable to find.1 

I therefore pass on to the conclusions that a study of the Apocritica 
has suggested, and I will then proceed to set forward the evidence on 
which they are based. I believe that the date of the book may be 
placed as far bac.k as the end of the third century, in the years between 
293 and 302 A. D. The author's name was Macarius, but he was not 
necessarily bishop of Magnesia. He may have come from a city of 
that name in Asia Minor, but there is no means of determining whether 
it was Magnesia ad Sipylum or ad Maeandrum. In any case he moved 
further East, into the province of Syria. His opponent is to be accepted 
as Hierocles, Duchesne's surmise having further arguments to support 
it. But the Apocritica is not a work of later days, based merely on 
Hierocles' book, but is in some sense at least the reproduction of an 
actual dialogue, which took place in the neighbourhood of Edessa, 
when Hierocles was governor of that region. Its theological value 
is by no means inconsiderable. Macarius developes much that has 
already been suggested by Origen, shewing a marked expansion of 
such Origenistic ideas as Christ's deception of the devil. At the same 
time he is the precursor of much of the theology of Athanasius and the 
Cappadocians, and in such things as Trinitarian dogma he shews that 
the ideas underlying post-Nicene formulae were already in the minds of 
theologians in an earlier generation. Nor is the Apocritica wanting in 
apologetic value. The questions supply a lack in our knowledge of the 
Neoplatonist attacks of third-century paganism, and the answers (though 
occasionally crude) shew some able exegesis and lofty idealism. 

The Questions and the Answers by separate authors. 

That there is a real distinction of persons between Macarius and his 
opponent, is my first proposition. It will lead on to a second. 

1. It is worth mentioning that the answers are often unsatisfactory, 
and sometimes miss the point of the question. This is of course 
inconclusive in itself, but it may form part of a cumulative argument. 
And it is a point which no time need be spent in proving, as it is one 
which most critics have conceded. It is true that in one case the 
defence seems tO follow the attack in thinking that OVO oa{p.ovE~ are 

rebuked afterwards for continuing to read Origen, but a comparison of Theophilus 
with our author is as absurd as it is insulting. 

1 As the Apocn~ica was so little known in early centuries, it is not i'mpossible 
tliat the unknown Macarius Magnes had by Nicephorus's time become confused 
:"'i~h the better known Macarius of 403. This might account for his being called 
1EpaPX'1S· See note 5 on p. 404 supra. 
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spoken of in St Matth. viii 28 instead of &Jo 8a.iµovi,&µ.mn.1 But:this 
is only for a moment, and in order to meet an opponent on his OWn 
ground. For a second explanation is soon substituted, in the course 
of which it is plainly stated o 3' £!7rEV Silo Saip.ovwYra~ Elvai.9 

2. That there is a difference of style between the questions and 
answers is also a recognized fact. But can it really be accounted 
for by the greater care bestowed by Macarius on his answers than 
on the objections which he himself clothes in words? The opponent's 
language is consistently terse and pointed, while the author's is rhe
torical and diffuse, with a wealth of simile and illustration. And a 
study of the book reveals certain differences of detail. The answers 
shew a fondness for certain abstract nouns which seldom or never 
appear in the questions, e. g. >..ap.11'7/86iv8

, cl.AY'78o1v', A£7r'T61"1/~5, KaT6p9wp.a.6• 

The questions in like manner use certain favourite epithets, e. g. xv8a2~'. 
3. Had Macarius had the choosing or arranging of the objections 

himself, we cannot conceive that he could be at the same time so 
skilful in feigning at every turn that his adversary was a real one, and 
so clumsy in the haphazard arrangement of the questions, which is very 
unsatisfactory from the Christian standpoint. The attacks suggest 
some one hitting out freely wherever he thinks he can get in a blow, 
not the apologist working up to a climax of conviction. And surely 
an imaginary foe would be made less and less terrible as the argument 
proceeded, until at length he gave in with a good grace. This is 
certainly not the case in the Apocriti'ca, where the author shews fear 
and diffidence which do not decrease, and his adversary goes on hitting 
with undiminished vigour. Equally unsatisfactory from the Christian 
standpoint is tlie combination of several questions in one attack before 
an answer can be· given. But from the pagan point of view this was 
a clever way of glossing over refutations. We must not ignore the fact 
that apparently Christian phrases have been found in the questions. 
But if the author of them be Hierocles, which l shall shortly try to 
demonstrate, then this is exactly what we should expect from one 
concerning whom Lactantius testified that he was so well versed in the 
Scriptures that it almost seemed as if he had been a Christian himself.8 

And indeed the passages which have been quoted in this connexion 
do not imply that their author had the heart, but only the knowledge 
of a Christian. This objection is therefore found in no way to affect 
the issue. 

1 See art. Mac. in D. C. B. 
3 Ibid. p. 178. 8; 186. 5 ; 226. 19. 
' Ibid. p. 29. 14; 172. 7; 192. 32; 207. 25. 
• Ibid. p. i. 7; p. 33. 4; 149· 19; 207. 32. 

• Apocr. p. 76 1. 20. 
• Ibid. p. 183. 17; 196. 17• 

• Ibid. p. 52. 10; 166. 7. 8 Lact. Div. Instil. v 2 'ex eadem disciplina '. 
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4. When we look at the blasphemous tone and language of some of 
the . objections, we can hardly believe that a Christian could have 
brought himself to write such profane questions, even though he was 
going to answer them. For example, could a Christian use such words 
of eating Christ's flesh as 1Tavros 67JpiwBovs Tpmrov 67Jpiw8£<TT£pov KTA. 
(iii 15), ·or gratuitously describe Christ as either drunk or dreaming 
when He uttered certain words? 1 If the very publication of such 
blasphemies was forbidden by Theodosius II and J ustinian, and was 
probably a cause of the Apocriti'ca being so little known in the next 
centuries, can we believe that a Christian originally published them 
on his own account ? 

5·: The relation of the Apocn·tzca to the Contra Celsum of Origen 
has an indirect bearing on the present argument, and may therefore be 
best discussed here. There is nothing in Macarius which he seems to 
have borrowed from Origen's defence of the faith, and indeed he was 
very far from remembering Origen's determination, expressed in that 
very book, to choose simple explanations, rather than allegorical, in 
argument with a pagan.2 But the arguments of Macarius's opponent 
are not so different from those of Celsus as some have supposed, s and 
it is worth while to collect the chief similarities. The four plainest 
likenesses are as follows :-

( 1) Both mock at Christ's conduct in Gethsemane, and His prayer 
that His Passion should pass away from Him (c. Cels. ii 24 and 
Apocr. iii 2 ). 

(2) Both object to His meekness during the Passion, and ask why 
He did not shew His Divinity then (c. Cels. ii 35 T{ ov ••• 6£1.6v n 
f.7TlBE{KVV'l'aL ; and Apocr. iii 1 T{vos lv£K£V • • • ovn t1h6v TL uocpov Kal 
6Ewv av8p0s f.cp(Jfy~aTo; ). 

(3) Both declare that He ought to have appeared to His judges, and 
to credible witnesses generally, after His Resurrection (c. Cels. ii 63 
et seq. f.xP]v ••• Tcfl KamBiK&.uavri KQL 6.\ws 11"0.uiv ocpfh,vai; and Apocr. 
ii 14 T{vos x&.pw OVK f.µ.cpav{'ETaL ••• Tie Ko.\&.uavrL; KTA.). 

(4) Both -discuss the absurdity of the resurrection of men's bodies, 
and introduce at the same moment the Christian plea ' all things are 
possible with God ', which they proceed to refute by similar arguments 
(c. Cels. v 14 et seq. ·KaTacpufyovuw Eis 1h01TWT&.T7JV avaxwp7JULV, 6TL 11"0.v 
BvvaTOV Tcfl 6£<i'. 'AA.\' OVTL yE Td. aiuXPa. & 6EoS BvvaTai, ovBE: Ta. 7rapd. 
cpvuiv {3ovA£Tat KTA. Apocr. iv 24 a.\.\' f.pEl.s µ.oi Tol!To T<i) 6E<i! BvvaT6v, 
67rEp ollK tiA7J6£s • • • <i.\.\' oME: KaKos o 6E6s, Ei Kal 6£.\n, BvvaTat yEv£u6ai 
1TOTE, ru· ovBE: aya6os &iv -np cpvuw &.µ.aprT,uat BvvatT' IJ.v KTA.). 

1 Apocr. iii 19. 
• Contra Cels. ii 37, in a comment on the vinegar and the gall. 
• Duchesne, op, cit. p. 2 2 'Celsianis toto caelo distant'. 
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Such passages are significant in two ways. In the first place, it. is 
noteworthy that the first three are objections to the same part of the 
Gospel, and are found close together both in the Apocritii:a and in 
the Contra Celsum. And in the second place, in each case, the 
defence of Macarius is entirely different from that of Origen, and in 
most particulars sufficiently inferior to shew that he had not the Contra 
Celsum before him for his guidance. For instance, with regard to 
Christ's conduct in Gethsemane, Origen says the whole passage must 
be studied, to see Christ's ready obedience and true humanity, adding 
that perhaps He mourned for the sake of those on whose heads His 
death would be. But Macari us gives the answer (quite in keep,ing with 
what Origen says elsewhere) that He only acted thus in order to deceive 
the devil. Such considerations seem to point. to the fact that, on the 
one hand, the questions in the Apocritica are occasionally modelled on 
the objections of Celsus (and nothing is more likely than that these 
latter -would be known to a heathen objector at the end of the third 
century), and, on the other hand, the answers make no use of the Contra 
Celsum. If this be so, it furnishes us with an additional reason for 
believing that the questions and the answers in the Apocritica are by 
different authors. 

6. Once again, there ought to be some weight in the graphic and 
determined way in which the writer keeps before us the personality 
of a very real opponent, and his own inner feelings in what he gives us 
to understand was to him a life-and-death struggle. 

These six lines of argument certainly bring us to the conclusion that 
the questions are the work of a real pagan opponent. But a further 
question remains, to which I believe the foregoing considerations have 
already suggested an answer. Did Macarius take the objections out of 
an adversary's book, or is the Apocritica the elaboration of a genuine 
dialogue, and the questions not necessarily based on a book at all? 
All scholars have preferred the former alternative, so it is with some 
diffidence that I proceed to argue in favour of the latter. 

A Genuine Dialogue underlying the Apocrt'tica. 

1. In this case I may put first the direct evidence of the author and 
his opponent. Is the whole plan of the book a mere device of an 
ingenious author, a means of rousing interest in his doctrines and 
getting a hearing? Parallels for a fictitious dialogue, for the use of 
a more or less dramatic setting to their work, may be found in other 
Christian writers. But are they actually on a level with the present 
one? Do they tell of so many fightings and fears which one can 
scarcely think are a mere literary device? 1 And may we not at least 

1 Badenhewer Patrologie, 1894, p. 553, refers for a similar fictitious dialogue to 
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begin with the supposition that the author, whose eager words seem 
to come straight from his heart, is telling the truth, until the case is 
proved to the contrary ? But the point on which I would lay most 
stress is this : If he is simply handling the objections he has found 
in a book, how comes it that there are indications that a dialogue is 
in process even in the questions themselves ? That such is the case 
may be shewn by such sentences as that in which he says El'. YE ow 
n8app7JKas iv Tots £pwrfJ1Lacrt Ka~ Tpav&. uoi ylyovE Tit 'TWV ?1.7ropov/J.€vwv, 
cppauov ~l"w 'll"WS;, Ilall,\os ,\fyn KTA.1 And if it be urged that, in a work 
'ad Christianos ', he is only addressing an imaginary and impersonal 
Christian, there is a passage where Christians as a body are distinguished 
from the individual addressed :-cp£pE BE uoi KaKELVTJV ~8£ .,..r,v ,\£~iv 
El'll"W/J.EV ••• El yap, w> cpaTE, KTA. Nor are these isolated instances. 
This is a point of such importance that it is worth studying it in detail, 
and so I append other suggestive passages. 

In iii 14 (p. 93) Macarius challenges an answer. In iii 15 (p. 94) his 
opponent mocks at him for wanting to run the race again. Later on 
(pp. 124, 125) Macarius offers to explain anything else. He is told at 
once that he is like one thinking of a second voyage before the first 
is over. Certainly there are traces that Macarius compiled and 
published his dialogue afterwards, but his references to the time of 
the encounter seem naturally to suggest its reality, e. g. he begins iv 11 
(p. 169) with the prefix TovTo 8' ~v TO 'll"Epl Tov ux/J/J.nTOS Tov Koul"ov Kal 
'll"w> 7rapayu, meaning ' The following was what I said about ', &c. 

In iv 24 (p. 204. 21) the opponent anticipates a possible answer with 
'A,\,\' £pEl.s /Loi &n KTA. But he begins the next paragraph (p. 205. 3) 

the works of Hieronymus, presbyter of Jerusalem. But a study of these (see 
Migne P.G. xl 847-866) shews them to be not the least like the Apocritica. There 
are no introductions, no attempt at reality, no attempt to do more than put the 
instruction in a catechetical, and therefore interesting form. In the De Trin#ate 
'O 'Iov3<Uos and o n.uTos alternate, while the De Ejfectu Bapt. is, simply a catechism 
marked EpWrl'}µ.a and a:rro«ptu1s, and the short fragment De Cruce has similarly 
Ep&rrr]u1s and a:rro«p1u1s. No exact parallel has been adduced to such a lifelike 
dialogue as the Apocritica. The tone of the Octavius of Minucius Felix is quite 
different. There the elaborate setting and picturesque introduction in Platonic 
style are obviously intended to create interest in the argument that follows. 
The way that the heathen Caecilius shifts his ground, and finally gives in with a 
good grace before a single lengthy speech of Octavius, while the mere proselyte 
Minucius himself acts as umpire, is obviously unnatural. And ,if the Dialogue 
of Justin with Trypho the Jew be adduced, it has yet to be proved that that 
dialogue was not founded on fact. Kurtz sums up other opinions by saying 'it is 
probably a free rendering of a disputation which actually occurred ' ( Ch. Hist. 
Eng. trans. vol. i p. 146). 

l .Apocr. iii 30, p. 125 I. 6. 
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with a plural crKltfra.crfh; 8£ KdKEtvo 11--qAlKov lUTlv iI>..oyov KTA. where he .may 
perhaps be appealing to the audience. . 

The objection remains that Macarius may have cleverly simulated 
a dialogue by interspersing such personal touches in order to make 
it seem real. But if we study passages such as iv 19 (p. 198) we find 
that the personal introduction gradually shades off into the words of the 
objection, so that if a book underlay the objection it would be hard 
to say where its words began, whereas if the whole is reported the 
language is perfectly natural. Nor are the brief occasional introduc
tions alien in language to the rest of the author's part of the book. 
A characteristic expression throughout the answers is •o lwrr]p (which 
is used twenty-three times), and the same designation of our Lord occurs 
in the Introductz'on to iii 23. 

Nor should it count for nothing that in the Proem to Book IV he 
says it was with the help of Theosthenes-the man to whom he 
dedicated his book (croii crvva.ipoµ.lvov)--that he gave his answers. 
In one passage Macarius says he is answering what he remembered 
of his opponent's objections, 'lrifVTwv 8£ Twv AEx8lVTwv &7rop.VYJµ.ovEvua.VTE'> 
El'lroµ.w &.7r6 Tfjr; 7rp6YT7J'> &.p~&µ.woi 'lrEVCTf.wr;. But of course it is in the 
questions that references to a dialogue are of greatest value, and we may 
conclude with one which in itself seems to shew that Macarius has not 
merely taken six or seven objections at a time out of an opponent's 
book, but that the objections themselves were originally made several 
at a time, in the expectation that a corresponding set of answers would 
be· given. At the conclusion of seven questions about St Paul the 
objector says, 2 'AA>..' ~µ.£'i<> ~n >..lyuv Ka.Til Tov Ila.v>..ov 7ra.vcroµ.£8a., yvoVTf.'> 
a.liTbv Ka.8' fowov Toia.v'T'YJV yiya.VToµ.a.xlav Ka801rAlcraVTa· El 8' &.7roKpi8~vai 
crol TL'> 7r£piovcrla 7rp6<> Taii'Ta Ka8lUT7JKf., p.7J8w r1.vaf3a.A>..6µ.wo<> rJ..1roKpivai. 

2. The difference of style between the questions and the answers has 
been already referred to. But a remarkable feature is that, whereas 
Macarius represents the language of his opponent as full of eloquence 
and power, and trembles before his 'Attic oratory', 3 as a matter of fact 
the eloquence and the polish all lie with himself. But does not this 
point to the fact that he is not writing down the words of a book, but 
reporting, as best he could, and only so far as his memory served, what 
had doubtless been spoken with greater force and fullness when the 
dialogue was held? And here we may take the opportunity of dealing 
with Dr Salmon's objection that ' it would be inconsistent to copy all 
the heathen speeches verbally from a well-known work'. Quite so, but 
it is all explained if Macarius is quoting, not the written work, but the 
spoken word, of his opponent. 

1 Apo&r. P• 63 I. 10. I Ibid. p. 131 I. 9· 
s Ibid. Proem of Bk. III. 
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3. Further evidence that the origin of the book is to be found 'in 
a verbal encounter, and not in a deliberately written apologetic, is 
supplied by the mode of. quoting the Scriptures, in both questions and 
answers. The casual nature of the quotations, which is most disap
pointing from a critical and textual point of view, strongly suggests that 
they were made from memory.1 

4. We have already seen that Macarius does not appear to have used 
the Contra Celsum of Origen. And yet he must have known his work. 
Possibly this is another indication that. the answers were originally 
given on the spur of the moment. 

5 .. Another point remains, which however is not on the same level 
as others, for it depends on the concession that the opponent was 
Hierocles. If that is the case, and Macarius had thus answered his 
book,, such an answer would have been known to Lactantius and 
Eusebius, or at least to one of them. But Lactantius, so far from 
mentioning it, implies that the book was still unanswered, from his way 
of answering it himself.2 He begins discussing one passage with the 
words 'Imight refute '.3 Eusebius is still more definite on the point. 
Not only does he write a treatise against Hierocles himself, but he 

1 The following typical instances of the method of quotation seem sufficient to 
prove the above contention. There are passages where the opponent quotes 
wrongly, and his mistake is either ignored or repeated by Macarius. In ii 12 the 
opponent notes the difference of Eis Tl WllEl&aas Jl.E ; in St Mark xv 34 from p.E 
li-ytmTl>..17rES in St Matth. The answer does not repeat the words, but does not 
contradict them. Evidently the reading of Codex Bezae has been used here, but 
in the same passage St John xix 29 is given with 0'1'Eiios for awo-y-yoll, and 7rpou'l'lfi
O'a.vTES for 7rEpt6illTES. These errors are repeated by Macarius in ii 17, p. 29 1. 6, 
with a further mistake. But there are places, on the other hand, where he tacitly 
corrects his opponent, though he does not always give the right words himself. In 
the same passage of ii l 2 St Mark xv 36 had been misquoted as awo-y-yoll T1s o[ovs 
.,,.>,..,p&,ao.s 7rpoaEllE"(1'•v. In the answer (ii l 7) it is awo-y-yoll o[ovs ... x;,aa.ll'T•s wpoufi-
11•-yK•v o.wlp. And sometimes he rightly corrects the order of the words, as in ii 18, 
where he alters rightly from >..6-yxyi Ellv[Ell o.vToii Tjjll 'trAEVptlll. See also the quotation 
from l Cor. vi l 1 in iv 19 and 25. Macarius is often at fault on his own account, 
as in ii 10, where he gives a .combination of all three synoptists in the words 
ifJ "fE.llEa <1. .... aTos, i~s 'lrOTE ~aop.o.1 p.•9' -1/p.oJV; Elsewhere they are both wrong, 
but make a different mistake. In iii 5 the opponent quotes St Matth. xix 24 as 1J1a 
pa<{>illos Ela•MElv. In iii 12 the answer seems to take the passage from St Luke 
xviii 35, and gives &a /J•>..0111Js Ela•Ae•iv. Both, however, have /30.a1>..•lo.ll Tciill 
ovpo.vciill and 'not Toii 6•ov. In iv 13 Macarius recognizes that his opponent has 
abbreviated St Matth. xxiv I4J .for he repeats the quotation as Ell O'Vll'TOp.<p Jill•. But 
he uses the same phrase Ell ll>..rp T/p KOO'P.<p .instead of Ell 15>..v Tfi olKovµtll!I· In iv 4 
the answer .makes a mistake where there has been none in the question. St Luke 
v 31 has been correctly quoted. hi the answer, iv 18, it is mistaken for St Matth. 
ix 12 (which has ol luxtlonEs, not lry1o.lllol1TES), for the next verse is added and stress 
is laid on the aorist in ovK ~>..6oll Ko.AEO'o.t. lltKo.lovs, where St Luke has ovK li>..fi>..vea.. 

2 Lact. Div. Instit. v 3. 3 Ibid. v 4 init. 
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explains that he need not touch on many of the objections, as Orig~ 
had already replied to them in his work against Celsus. But .if we 
suppose Macarius only verbally to have answered objections which were 
afterwards put into book form, we can easily understand that• the 
Apocritt"ca would not be widely known a few years later, particularly if 
in the meanwhile Hierocles had moved away to another governorship. 
But this is anticipating. 

The foregoing considerations seem to me sufficient to shew that the 
book is founded on a real dialogue which took place with a real pagan 
opponent. 

The Opponent i's Hierocles. 

The person of the opponent has already been argued by Duchesne 
to be Hi"erocles, and other scholars have rejected his suggestion, not on 
intrinsic grounds, but because other considerations .stood in the way.1 

Duchesne's proofs from Lactaritius' are very striking, but I venture to 
put forward certain subsidiary arguments which make his conclusions 
yet more assured. 

1. The evidence of Lactantius.is not exhausted by the passage in the 
Institutes. Atterition has also been called to the .reference to Hierocles 
in the De Mortibus Persecutorum, and· Dr Mason says s there is ' not 
reasonable doubt of the identity of the nameless judge of the Institutes 
with the Hierocles of the Deaths'. But the passages deserve to be 
written side by side, as their wording seems to furnish conclusive proof 
of identity. The Institutes (loc. cit.) speak of one 'e numero iudicum, 
et qui auctor imprimis faciendae persecutionis fuit '. The passage in 
the Deaths is worth quoting in foll (loc. cit.) 'Nam cum incidisses 
(i. e. Donatus) in Flaccinum praefectum, non pusillum homicidam, 
deinde in Hieroclem ex vicario praesidem, qui auctor et consiliarius 
ad faciendam persecutionem fuit, postremo in Priscillianum successorem 
eius, documentum omnibus invictae fortitudinis praebuisti '.' 

2. Hierocles went to Bithynia in 304 A. n., just after the persecution 
had broken out. An inscription adduced by Duchesne suggests that he 
had previously been in office at Palmyra,5 and we may note the appro
priateness of Macarius's references to that neighbourhood, if his opponent 
was connected with it. But others have already urged that Hierocles' 
work cl>iAaA~B€is A6yoi had been published before the persecution began. 6 

(And probably, though by no means certainly, he held his dialogue with 
1 It is fully accepted by Moller ( Theologische L#eratur-Zeitung, 1877, P· 521 et seq.). 
' Lact. Div. /nstit. v 2. s Persecution of Diocletian, p. 59. 
• See ibid. p. 59 note, for ' ex vicario praesidem ', &c. 
• Corpus /nscnpt. Lat . . t. 3 no. 133, ap •. Duch. p. 2,0. 

• Dr Mason op. cit. p. 61 note. It may be added that the ' Institutes', in which 
Lactantius mentions it, is one of his early works, not far in the fourth century. 
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Macarius before he published his work.) Therefore it was when he 
was at Palmyra that the dialogue seems most likely to have taken place. 
But, setting this aside for a time, the indication that Hierocles was in 
the East and in office at Palmyra is the more significant when we find, 
not merely that Macarius appears to have written his book in that 
locality, but that he persistently points his opponent to the testimony 
afforded by that region. Such plain references as Berenice having 
become queen of Edessa,1 and the opponent being told to go to 
Antioch to look for the effects of Christianity,• have already been set 
forth by Duchesne. But there seem to be other more indirect and 
uncertain references to corroborate them, as for example where he tells 
his adversary to note instances of cities decaying, and adds 7r£pirrov av 
£lTJ Al:ynv 7l"O<Tai To7rapx{ai Ka7l"Vov UK71v &.7rl7rTTJ<Tav ~ 7l"Ouai {3acriA{8£<> 
yvvaiK£'> &.7rwAoVTo ~ 7l"O<Twv &.v8pwv l7ricpavwv uvva7rl{371 KAlo<;.3 May we 
not recognize in this a reference to the recent history of Palmyra itself, 
and to the fall of its unfortunate queen Zenobia? 

3. But Duchesne makes no use at all of the work of Eusebius against 
Hierocles. The testimony that it gives to the kind of objections 
brought by that opponent of the faith ought to be valuable when 
compared with the kind of objections brought by the adversary of 
Macari us. 

( 1) At the outset he speaks of Hierocles as the author of the 
<l>iAa)..~8n,. A6yoi, saying that his objections were not original, and had 
largely been alread}' met by Origen's reply to Celsus.' The indebted
ness of Macarius's opponent to Celsus has already been mentioned, 
and his identity with Hierocles is thus suggested. 

(2) Eusebius goes on to refer tO Hierocles' assertion that St Peter 
and St Paul exaggerated Christ's doings, in such language as Ttt µ.f.v Tov 
'I71uov IIlTpo<> Kal IlavAo<>, Ka{ TLV£'> TovTwv 7rapa7rA~uwi, K£KOp.7rauiv, 
t1.v8pW7l"oi 1{1£v<TTai, Kal &.7ra{8£VToi Kal y671T£'>. 5 In the Apocritica more 
than a quarter of the extant questions refer to either St Peter or 
St Paul, and reveal the same inconsistent charges against them of both 
cunning and stupidity. 

(3) The tone of Hierocles is shewn to have been of that same 
haughty and scornful description which we see in the Apocritica, as 
revealed in such superior claims of position and knowledge as <TK£1{1w
µ.£8a Y£ µ.~v 6u'l' {3lATLov Kal ~v£TW'T£pov ~µ.£i<> lK8£x6µ.£8a Ttt ToiavTa, Kal 
7/v 7r£pl Twv lvaptTwv &.v8pwv lxoµ.w yvwµ.7JV. 6 

1 Apocr. i 6. 2 Ibid. ii 7. 
3 Ibid. iv 11, p. 170 I. 19. 
• Eusebius in Hieroc/1111, in Gottfriedus Alearius's edition of Philostratus, Lipsiae 

I 709, p .. 428. 
5 Op. cit. p. 430. ' Op. cit. p. 445. 
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{4) Hierocles is shewn as belittling the life of Christ (after the 
manner of the Neoplatonists) by adducing that of Apollonius of Tyana, 
and the statement of Philostratus is introduced by Eusebius, d.cpavL
u81jvai 'TOV 8iKaurr]p[ov cp71ulv aw6v.1 Book III of the Apocritii:a begins 
with a criticism of Christ in His Passion, asking why He did not dis
appear like Apollonius. Tlvos lvEK£V ••. µ.~ Ka00:1up 'A?roAA~vios f1-ET0. 
?rapp71u[as 'T«P aV'TOKpaTopi AaA~uas A.oµ.mav<f T7js {3auiAiK1js avA1js d.cpav~s 
lyl.vno ; 2 

Add such indications as these to the arguments of Duchesne, and 
there is only one thing which can prevent us from accepting Hierocles 
with certainty as the opponent of Macarius. Is it impossible from 
other considerations to allow the Apocn·tica such a date as will be com
patible with this theory? Those who have rejected it have done so on 
the score of date ; and therefore, to maintain my thesis, as well as to 
advance another step in the argument, I must endeavour to shew that 
it is to that period that we may and must assign the book. 

Tke Date of tke Apocritica. 

1: I begin with a presumption in favour of the end of the third 
century; for if I have proved that there is a real dialogue underlying 
the book, and that the opponent in that dialogue was Hierocles, it 
follows that, unless there are grave reasons against it, we must assign the 
work to the time of Hierocles. I have already suggested that Macarius 
points his opponent to Antioch, Edessa, and Syria generally, in a fashion 
that indicates that he was still governor of Palmyra. This must be before 
304 A. D. when he went to Bithynia. And it is noteworthy that although 
Macarius is afraid of him, and is tempted to cower before his com
manding personality, he gives no hint that he can or will cause him 
bodily harm. The persecution has evidently not yet begun. Nor does 
Hierocles himself say a word that is threatening to the Christians, but 
so far there remained a modus vivendi of a kind ; ' we have our temples, 
and you have your churches ' is the attitude. 

2. But in spite of the absence of actual persecution, Macarius, with 
all his readiness of defence and unflagging zeal, seems overawed with 
a strange and nameless terror. As soon as he is launched on an 
argument he forgets his fear, but directly his defence is over, however 
satisfactory it may be, there comes back to him a sense of the hope
lessness of it all, and the impossibility of even standing on a level with 
his heathen adversary. This is not the tone of a Christian in the con
troversies of the fourth century, even when the Emperor Julian had 

1 Op. cit. p. 459. 2 Apocr. iii 1. 
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galvanized into life the dying attacks of paganism. There is then a 
certainty of final victory which is lacking in Macarius. In fact we may 
say that any Christian after his faith was made a religio licita in 313 A. D. 

would hold his head higher than our author does. A study of fourth
century literature proves the truth of Kurtz's remark, 'The literary conflict 
between Christianity and paganism had almost completely altered its 
tone '.1 The tone of the Apocritica will therefore fit in better with the 
years immediately preceding the persecution of Diocletian than with 
any later period. The reign of Aurelian had shewn the older Christians 
of that day that it was more from accident than from principle that the 
terrors of a Decius and a Valerian had not been renewed. And so, 
though naturally the Apocritica contains no actual hint of the coming 
storm of final persecution which burst so suddenly upon the Church, 
its tone of nameless dread accords exactly with what a Christian 
apologist would shew as he stood face to face with the very man who 
was in a few years to be described as 'auctor persecutionis faciendae '. 

3. The limit of date in the other direction is given not only by the 
passage which says ?ro.\.\ol. tlpxovcn Tvv K6uµvv, 2 but by the opponent's 
words which go back to Hadrian in order to give an instance of a 
µov&.pxTJ<;. The fourfold division of the empire took place in 292 A. D., 

so this must be the upward limit, and we may add that mention was 
more likely to be made of such divided rule in the years immediately 
succeeding the change, while it was still unfamiliar, than at any later 
period. 

Nor is the reference to Cyprian as a hero of former time 8 compatible 
with an earlier date, and it is curious that these things were ignored by 
Turrianus, in spite of his full knowledge of our author, when he placed 
the book nearly 150 years earlier. 

4. With regard to the downward limit of date, there is a reference 
which seems to have escaped notice. In iv 13 Macarius gives a list 
of some of the peoples of the earth who had not yet heard the preaching 
of the Gospel. The list is a short one, and only four regions are 
mentioned altogether, but one of them is Ethiopia, 4 and another Maure
tania. It is a well-known story how the shipwrecked Frumentius 
worked in the former country from the year 316, and was at length made 
bishop of the country in 338, and it proves that Macarius cannot possibly 
have written as late as 403 A. o., by which time the Ethiopian Church 
was fully established. 

1 Kurtz Church History Eng. tr. vol. i p. 236. • Apocr. ii 15, p. 24. 
3 Id. iii 24, p. 109, I. 30, where he is contrasted with Tow vilv • 
• Apocr. p. I 79 I. 6 ••• oV1'iE1rOJ TOV 1 .. lryov dxf,ttofv, a.U.' oli/J' Al6lo1rES ••• El1a-y• 

-yEJ\.lov 7'.6-yov .ollTr01 p.Eµa6~ttaai. He adds that they are called. Macrobians from their 
long life, and gives several strange details from H1rodotus bk. iii. 
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It is true that the Macrobian Ethiopians are said by Herodotus .. to 
have lived in the far South, but modern researches suggest rather that 
their region was much further north, in fact nearer Egypt than Abyssinia, 
possibly the neighbourhood of Kordofan.1 

Again, he mentions Toils- £<T7r£p{ovs- ~ Mavpovu{ovs-. But surely Maure
tania (re-divided as it was into two provinces by Diocletian) had heard 
the Gospel before the end of the fourth century. Into the Numidian 
part of it, at least, the faith spread with surprising rapidity from Ethiopia, 
arid in connexion with Toils- £<T7r£pfovs- we may take the statement of 
Kurtz' that 'the real missionarizing church of this period was the 
Western'. Reference may also be made to Harnack's Expansion of 
Christianity. He quotes Origen in Matth. Comment. series 39 (Lorn· 
matzsch iv pp. 209 et seq.) on St Matth. xxiv 9 in a passage which it is 
interesting to compare with Macarius 3 : 'Non enim fertur praedicatum 
esse evangelium apud omnes Ethiopas, maxime apud eos qui sunt 
ultra fiumen; sed nee apud Seras nee apud Ariacin' (which Harnack 
locates on the west coast of India), &c. But in the fourth century the 
country south of Philae and towards Abyssinia was Christianized.' 
Tertullian is also quoted (Adv. Iudaeosvii) as already saying 'Maurorum 
multi fines (crediderunt) ', and Eusebius HE. x 5 is referred to for 
martyrs in Mauretania.5 

5. Nor is it possible to suppose that a writer of later date than about 
330 A.D. could mention several examples of heretics without intro
ducing the name of Arius or any of his followers. That such a book 
should be entirely free from the controversy which absorbed the 
attention of all Christians after the Council of Nicaea, is quite 
incredible.6 

1 Smith's Diet. of Gk. and Roman Geog. vol. ii p. 240. 
2 Ch. Hist. vol. i p. 397 Eng. tr. 
3 Harnack Exp. of Christ. transl. Moffatt, vol. ii p. 160. 
• Op. cit. p. 323 note. 5 Op. cit. pp. 157, 4u. 
6 It is true that the word xp1u-roJMixos occurs in Apocr. iii 14, p. 91, anrl Moller 

claims that it must refer to Arians. But this is not borne out by the context. 
Macarius is refuting those who try to circumscribe the Person of Christ when 
granting Paradise to the thief on the cross. But what if it be not the Arians but 
the Monarchians, as represented by Paul of Samosata, that are being here con
demned 1 These Xf'IUT0µ,axo1 are further defined as 'Iov3ai"1js µ,avlas K0tvawol. Not 
only is there the kinship suggested between Monotheism and Monarchianism, but 
Paul's patroness Zenobia was herself a Jewess, and he seems to have shaped his 
doctrines in order to give royal satisfaction. But there is a further likeness 
between Monarchianism and that which Macarius here condemns. The Patri
passians affirmed that, by the KEv01rm, there was at the Incarnation l3lav olirrlas· 
1tEp<"fpa<f>~v (Dorner On the Perso11 of Christ p. 31). Is not this exactly what 
Macarius denies (as Hippolytus had done before him), speaking against To>..µ,Wvra 
1tEp1"fpa<f>E1v 7ov Xp1u7ov iv Tip mil1E< (Joe. cit. I. 16) 1 It is absurd to suppose that 
xp1uToJMixo1 can only refer to Arians, because Athanasius applied the word to them 

VOL. VIII. E e 
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6. An indirect argument for the early date of the book is to be 
found in the likeness between the opponent's questions and the attacks 
of Porphyry.1 Though the relics of Porphyry's writings are so meagre, 
they are sufficient to prove that his follower Hierocles borrowed his 
objections, as, for example, the behaviour of St Peter to Ananias.~ 
And nothing could be more telling than for Macarius to face Hierocles 
with the words of his own master, on the subject of the heathen gods.3 

Porphyry's expression of Neoplatonism did not remain stereotyped 
in the succeeding age. It was soon to be much altered by his pupil 
Iamblichus, in the very region with which the Apocriti'ca is to be con
nected; It is not likely that Macarius should so humbly set about 
refuting the objections of Porphyry at so late a date as 403 A. D., by 
which time answers had come from Eusebius, Methodius, Apollinaris, 
and Philostorgius! 

But the close connexion of Porphyry with Hierocles, and the fact 
that the former did not die till 303 A. n., enable us to form a surmise 
w4ich would go a long way to explain the form of Hierocles' argument. 
There is something strangely mechanical about the method of his 
assault. He delivers an attack of seven or more objections, and then, 
without caring to come to close quarters by replying to the answer, 
heedless of what result his assaults have had, he starts at once to send 
a different set of missiles into his enemy's lines, and in this way he goes 
on fighting through the course of the dialogue. But we must remember 
who he was; He might claim the title of philosopher, but he had only 
secondhand thoughts to offer. He was no ordinary man of thought, 
bui: an energetic man of affairs, who finally shewed that his keenest 
argument was the edge of the sword. What if Porphyry's writings 
supplied him with a stock of arguments to hurl at Macarius ? 
Thi~ would explain his refusing to discuss the arguments of his 

so frequently. Elsewhere in the Apocritica it is used in a loose and general way, 
and even concerning so e¥1Y an opponent of the faith as Herod Agrippa I. For, in 
reference to Acts xii 1 and 2, Macarius says in Bk. iii 29, p. ll2 1. 3, xp<aToµ6.x'I' 
>.6TTV 1<a90T1>..laas Eal/TOV TOV ,Uv 'Ilut0i{Jov av•i'>..•v avatTIO!s µ.axalpq. l<TA. Would he 
have been likely to use such a word here if he had known its later narrowed 
signification 1 With regard to the opposition of Macarius to Paul which has been 
thus suggested, Lumper (Migne Patr. Lat. v p. 343) actually conjectures that our 
author was the very man who was present at the Council of Antioch in 265. He 
is there referred to as 'IEpoao>..6µ.ow Ma')'l'']S T•s l• p•vs. 

l See Mosheim Comm. vol. ii p. 151. 
3 Apocr. iii 21, cf. Porphyry ap. Jerome Ep. ad Demelriadem in Semler·s edition 

-0f Pelagius's Ep. ad Demetr. p. 12. 
3 Apocr. iii 42, p. 145 I. 25. The mention in this passage of Porphyry's 

xfYllaµos Toil' ATto>..>....,vos receives valuable corroboration from Eusebius Praep. Evang. 
iv 6 et seq., where a collection of his oracles of Apollo &c. is given. 

• See Philostorgius ap. Phot., Migne Pair. Gr.-Lat. saec. v vol. i p. 566. 
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opponent, and it would explain, too, his decision to leave public 
argument with Christians alone, and to go home and work up his 
notes into two books of cf>iA.a).:YJ(Jli<; A.ayoi, that men might tremble at 
a distance as they read in his name the thunderings of a Porphyry and 
a Celsus, and perhaps of other real masters of Neoplatonism besides. 
But all this absolutely demands an early date, and (especially if 
Hierocles wrote his book before the persecution began) we are pointed 
to the closing years of the ,third century. 

7. The use of the New Testament Scriptures by Macarius is such 
as to suggest a date before the fourth century. The argument from 
silence is of course a precarious one, but it is remarkable that no 
definite quotations are made from books which only gained universal 
acceptance in the course of that century. · The omission of the 
Apocalypse of St John has been noted by Zahn 1 as the more remark
able in view of the fact that the Apocalypse of Peter is twice quoted 
by the opponent, and, if not accepted, at least not disowned by 
Macarius in his reply. If, as he says, it be strange that a post
Constantinian writer should omit the one Apocalypse and quote the 
other, the fact suggests that the book should be dated earlier than 
Constantine. The quotation from the Apocalypse of Peter is so like 
a passage in 2 Peter 9 that we should have confidently expected that 
the latter would be used in order to support it. But Macarius falls 
back on similar words in Isaiah. If this be an indication that he did 
not accept 2 Peter as canonical, it gives an additional reason why he 
should be assigned a date before that epistle was universally recognized 
as part of the Canon of the New Testament. These questions will be 
discussed later, in considering the bearing of the Apocritica on the 
history of the Canon. 

8. One more argument for a date before the fourth century must 
suffice. Difficulty has been found in the opponent's assertion that the 
Christians p.tp.ovp.EVOt Ta<; Ka'Ta<TKEVa<; 'TWV vawv, µ.rytuTOV<; OLKO~ olKo

Boµ.ovuiv. 3 But Eusebius describes the period just before the outbreak 
of the persecution of 303 A.D. as a time when the older churches were 
too small and new and larger churches were being built, which were 
soon to be razed to the ground.' This exactly agrees witp the date 
suggested for the Apocriti'ca. And the context of this .statement of 
Macarius's opponent is worth noting. He is arguing in favour· of the 
use of images. If he had been able to tell the Christians that they 
put images in their churches like the pagans, the inducement thus to 

1 Zahn Zeitschnftftir KircheHgeschichte II Band 1878, p. 450 et seq. 
2 2 Pet. iii 12. 1 Apocr. iv 21, p. 201 1. 5. 
• Euseb. H. E. viii 1 and 2, where we are told µ7J3aµ{in tT, Toi'r mi>.a1oi'r o1Koooµfi

µa<Tiv &pKovµEvo1, EvpEfas ds 1T1'aTos &vii mi<Tas T<is IT01'fls ~" 9EµE1'fOJv &vf<TTOJV IKK1'1J<1U&s. 

Ee2 
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strengthen his argument would have been irresistible. But as he can 
only refer to the churches themselves, it is obvious that the dialogue 
took place before images began to be placed in Christian churches. 

I omit sundry historical references which must remain unproved. 
It has already been suggested (p. 414) that Macarius possibly refers to 
the fall of Zenobia. And there are two passages in which he speaks 
of a (3a<TiAw<;, although he has said that there are several rulers. In 
the first, he speaks of (3a<TiAtK~ cf>iAav0pW71'fu in the present, as being 
shewn in contrast to an &:1r&.vOpW'11'6<; tipavvo<; in the past.1 And in the 
second he says that only yesterday certain prisoners obtained a release 
{3acnA.i~v 7rp6o8ov fur"oiollfaVT£<;.2 Is there any point of history with which 
these references accord better than the first few years of the fourth 
century, when Diocletian was living in regal magnificence and gracious 
tolerance as Emperor of the East? 

The consideration of objections to the above views, which should 
naturally be faced next, must be left till another article, for they must 
be dealt with at considerable length. But in the meantime I may 
conclude the present article with a word about the full title of the 
work, its author, and his probable abode. 

The Title of the work. 

We may follow the leading of Neumann," who argues that the title 
is to be transposed as Movoy£~<; ~ 'A71'oKptnK6<; KTA.' The full title, 
gathered from the headings and indices of various parts of the work, 
was probably MaKap{ov M&.yv71To<; Movoy£~!1 ~ 'A7roKptnK6<; 7rp6<; ".EU71va<;. 
11£pl TWV d7ropovµ.lvwv iv rjj Kaw'fi A.iaO~K'[l '7JT7Jp.&.Twv Kal A.ticr£wv A6yo<; 
a:, ff, y', s-, £. 

The further suggestion has been made (see Bardenhewer, loc. cit.) 
that the first part of the title, i. e. Movoy£~<;, was probably made more 
use of in the first part of the work, which is now lost. A careful 
investigation of the use of the word Movoy£~<; in what remains scarcely 
bears this out. It occurs seventeen times, and of these fourteen are 
in six chapters of Book III. The other three are in a single chapter 
of Book II.5 Another frequent title given to our Lord is /:, ~"'~P· This 
expression occurs twenty-three times, all of them in the course of thirteen 
chapters, four of which are the same as those containing the title 

1 Apocr. p. 178 I. 21. 2 Ibid. p. 208 I. 3. 
3 C. I. Neumann Jui. Imp. Lib. contra Christ. quae supersunt pp. 14-23. Lips. 

1880. 
• This suggestion is tacitly accepted by Bardenhewer Patrologi"e, 1894, p. 550. 
• See ii 8, p. 9. 8, p. 10. 14, p. II. 5; iii 8, p. 66. 1 ; iii 9, p. 71. 19; iii 13, p. 87. 

15; iii 14, p. 92 (5 times); iii 23, p. 105. 29; iii 27, p. 116. 18, p. II7. 26, 24; 
iii 40, p. 138. 5· 
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MovoyEn}s.1 These are facts from which it is not easy to draw any 
conclusive inference. 

The Author and his probable abode. 

With regard to the person of the author, it is generally accepted 
that his real name was Macarius. Some have thought it was Magnes,' 
but the natural signification of the word suggests locality, and it simply 
denotes man of Magnesia. It is not proved that he was necessarily 
a bishop at all, 8 but, even if he was, his name does not suggest that he 
must needs have been bishop of Magnesia. It is of course the meaning 
of the title in such names as Gregorius Nazianzenus, but quite as often, 
as in the case of Johannes Damascenus, it refers to the place where the 
man spent his life or did his chief work. And further, it frequently 
denotes simply the place of birth or education. This is especially the 
case where the name is a common one, and we may give Paul of Samosata 
as an instance in that period. A Macarius, particularly in the East 
where the name seems to have been commonest,' might well need to 
be described as ' the Macarius who came from Magnesia '. This is the 
explanation which accords best with the evidence of the book itself. 
Others have already noted how he points his opponent to Antioch 
in Syria, and also to Edessa ; how Hierocles was once connected 
with Palmyra ; and how the use of the word 'parasang' suggests an 
Eastern locality. But there are further indications to be found in the 
book. 

1. In his list of heresies he not only refers exclusively to those of the 
East, but he shews a knowledge of the Encratites of Asia Minor which 
suggests that those regions were familiar to him. And when he speaks 
of false Christs who. have arisen, he instances Bardesanes of Edessa, 
Sositheus of Cilicia, Manes of Persia, and Montanus of Phrygia. The 

1 i. e. iii 9, p. 72 (twice) ; iii 13, p. 87, 88 (twice). 
• Turrianus and those who followed him persistently call him Magnetes. 
3 What internal evidence there is, certainly points the other way. In iii 16, p. 96, 

the opponent says that if to drink a deadly drug does not hurt a true believer, then 
this ought to be made a test in the choosing of bishops-lxpijv -yoiiv 'TOUf EKKpfrovr 
'Tijf l•pOJOVvfJf 1<al µ/i>.10'TO. TOVS aVT11T01ovµ.ivovs Tijr "11t1K01TijS 7]Tm wpo•llplo.s 'TOVT4' 
xpfi11aa8a1 .,.q, Tijs 1<pla•OJs Tp/,w41 KT>.. If this forms part of a dialogue, there would 
surely be a more personal reference if a bishop were being addressed. And in the 
answer in iii 24, p. 108 et seq., Macarius feels no need of personal defence. After 
giving Polycarp and others as examples of great bishops of olden time, he proceeds 
rap•lr ll' lKdvovs, Tovs viiv rup71'Yfiaoµ.a1 r6aoi • • • x•lpas iKTElvovT•s Eis •vx~v • • • 
laaaVTo; And throughout the book there is no suggestion that Macarius bears so 
exalted a position in the Christian community. See also p. 414 supra, and p. 416 
note l. 

' There are twenty-four of the name in the D. C. B., only three or four of whom 
are connected with the West. 
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only name connected with the west is that of Marcion, and even he 
came originally from Fontus. 

2. He also knows details about other natives of the same regions, 
Aratus, the astronomer of Cilicia,1 and Apollonius of Tyana, about 
whom he adds to the disappearance from the tribunal, to which his 
opponent had referred, that in a moment of time he was solemnly 
talking to the Emperor and then digging cabbages in the garden.2 

3. Again, when he gives a list of the countries which had not yet 
heard the Gospel, he locates Ethiopia as south-west, which implies 
that he was as far ·eastward as Syria. 

4. It is true that when he mentions some of the heroes of the Church 
it is to the West and to such names as Fabian and Cyprian that he 
turns, s and this has led Duchesne to the surmise that he visited Rome. 
But the one other name-Polycarp of Smyrna-that occurs in the list 
is that of a native of Asia Minor,' and Irenaeus also stands as a link 
between that region and the West. Also, when he refers to the Romans, 
it is as f3apf3apov Wvor; (p. 29 1. 12). We therefore arrive at the con
clusion that Mesopotamia, Syria, and Asia Minor are the localities to 
be connected with the name of Macarius. Everything points to the 
dialogue itself having taken place in the neighbourhood of Edessa 
or Palmyra, and although the nearest parts of Asia Minor seem the 
most familiar, such as Cilicia, Tyana, and Lycaonia (which comes in 
his book, in place of Asia in Epiphanius, as an abode of the Encratites), 
yet knowledge and interest are shewn in connexion with the whole 
of it. 

I would suggest that these facts might be explained if the author 
was then living at or near Edessa, but had come originally from 
Magnesia in Asia Minor. 

And indeed this assumption extricates us from a difficulty which 
must be frankly admitted. It is almost impossible to believe that an 
Origenist like Macarius (who is far more Origenistic and allegorical 
than Origen himself in controversy with a pagan) can have been a 
product of the famous Antiochene school, which was flourishing at 
that date. His interpretation of Scripture would have been utterly 
different had he been brought up under the influence of such men 
as Lucian, who was born at Edessa and had recently founded the 
school at Antioch. Very different, too, was another native of Edessa 
a few years later, Eusebius, bishop of Emesa. The theology of 

1 Apocr. iv 17, p. 191 I. 17. 
• Ibid. iii 8, p. 66 I. 19. ' Ibid. iii 24, p. 109 fin. 
4 It may be added that the Western fathers are merely referred to by name, 

whereas ten lines of detail are given about Polycarp, from the same source as the 
Vita Polycarpi. 
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,Macarius by itself might certainly suggest Alexandria; but the rest 
of the book forbids, and in speaking of recluses he could not have 
failed to instance those of Egypt instead of the East, had he come 
from that part of the world. So we may infer that he had acquired 
a theology which was independent of locality. If he came from 
Magnesia, he may have brought some of it with him from there. One 
is inclined to wonder why nothing was heard afterwards of so devoted 
and successful a champion of the faith. But two final considerations 
suggest themselves. His handling of the Scriptures would have been 
distasteful to the theologians of the neighbourhood (and it must be 
remembered that, apart from Antioch, there had been a school at 
Edessa itself almost from the second century), and his efforts may 
therefore have been unappreciated by his fellow Christians, and allowed 
to .pass into oblivion. Or may he not at once have fallen a victim to 
the persecution of 303 A. D.? Before it broke out, the governor 
Hierocles had to be content to face him in fair fight, and to grind 
his teeth in silence as he lost point after point in the argument. But 
this 'auctor faciendae persecutionis ' had just time after the issue of the 
famous 'fourth edict' of the year 304 A.D. to begin the bloody work 
around Palmyra before he went that same year to Bithynia. And 
would not one of his first victims be the man who had dared to uphold 
Christianity in public argument with him? We can picture a second 
scene between them, another dispute, of a different kind, concerning the 
heathen gods and sacrificing, a scene which justified the fear which 
the author of the Apocritica had displayed before his opponent. And 
it is not doubtful whether such a stout defender of the faith against 
heathenism would choose death in preference to sacrificing to those gods 
which once he had ~o vigorously denounced. The person of Macarius 
Magnes and his very name must remain wrapped in doubt and mystery ; 
could we know all, we might add to his names the further appellation 
'Martyr'. 

T. w. CRAFER. 
(To be continued.) 

MORE SPANISH SYMPTOMS. 

THE DATE OF SOME PRAYERS IN THE MoZARABIC MISSAL-THE 
REVISION OF THE TOLEDAN MISSAL IN THE SEVENTH CENTURY 
-A SUPPOSED Liber Offeciorum OF HILARY OF POITIERS. 

MR EDMUND BISHOP, in his most valuable Li'turgical note in illustra
tion of the Book of Cerne ( 1902) p. 2 70, has called attention to the great 
importance of a prayer for the dead which is not found in the ordinary 


