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Abstract

Greek Historiography, Roman Society, Christian Empire:
the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius of Caesarea

by
David John DeVore
Doctor of Philosophy in Ancient History and Mediterranean Archaeology
University of California, Berkeley
Professor Susanna EIm, Chair

“Greek Historiography, Roman Society, Christian Empire: the Ecclesiastical History of
Eusebius of Caesarea” addresses a major shift in Roman social, political, and religious history at
the pivotal turn of the fourth century AD. When Christianity was legalized in 313, the Christian
church of the eastern Roman Empire, where the pagan Licinius ruled as emperor until the
Christian Constantine defeated him in 324, remained in an insecure position. The Greek-
speaking eastern Roman elite of this period only admitted outsiders to their circles who displayed
a civilized manner of life inculcated in the elite Greek educational curriculum (paideia), the kind
of life embodied by Greek philosophers. It was, | argue, to depict this newly legalized
Christianity as the models of the philosophical life that Eusebius of Caesarea wrote the first
history of the church in the 310s AD. Whereas Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History is usually
studied for its intra-Christian discourse, this study considers the History as a Greek text aimed at
Roman elites. | demonstrate that the History’s reconfiguration of Greek historiographical genres
constructed Christianity as a civilized and educated institution whose leaders were worthy to
educate and advise the Roman ruling classes.

The first three chapters present a reading of the Ecclesiastical History within the rich variety
of Greek historiographical genres. The first chapter applies genre theory to show that Eusebius’
History was a combination of the Greek genres of national history and philosophical biography.
This combination of genres presented the church as a nation of philosophers ready to assume the
standard role of philosophers in the Roman Empire, of teaching Roman elites a civilized manner
of life and of advising Roman emperors. The second chapter scrutinizes the character of
Eusebius’ Christianity by studying eighty mini-biographies embedded into the History that echo
Diogenes Laertius’, Philostratus’, and Porphyry’s philosophical biographies. By highlighting
Christians” homogeneous and universal intellectual prowess, these profiles represent the church
as reliable educators and advisors. The third chapter argues that, in a riposte to the grand genre of
Greek war history that valorized other nations’ pasts, Eusebius transformed persecution and
martyrdom from an orderly legal procedure into a violent struggle told in the manner of the great
Greek historian Thucydides. As the church’s enemy in the struggle martyrdom was Satan and not
the Roman persecutors of Christianity, Eusebius could call martyrdoms “wars contested for
peace in the soul,” critiquing Greek war history with Greek philosophical discourse. His church
emerges victorious by remaining steadfastly loyal to God, surpasses the warriors in Greek
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literature by its virtuous conduct of the wars, and, by scapegoating the demons, absolves the
Roman Empire of any systemic flaw that would discourage Christians from supporting it.

The next three chapters complement my analysis of the Ecclesiastical History’s genres by
locating Eusebius’ Christianity in the social structures of the early fourth-century Roman
Empire. The fourth chapter introduces Eusebius’ experience of living under Rome through a
thick description of the archaeological remains of his home city, Caesarea Maritima. Caesarea
was unmistakably a Roman creation, as the governor of Palestine resided there and the city’s
topography featured numerous monuments to Roman power, including monuments to
philosophers who were respected in the city. The peaceful, prosperous and well-connected life
that a wealthy man such as Eusebius could live there solidified Eusebius’ loyalty to the Roman
Empire. The fifth chapter shows how Eusebius integrated the church into the Empire: he
delineated networks of bishops and intellectuals that stretched across the Empire from
Mesopotamia to Gaul and Carthage. The geographically diffused church displays a variety of
mechanisms for maintaining long-distance cohesion, and the cohesive and homogeneous
philosophical church bound together by these ties attracts favor from Roman leaders throughout
the History. Through these encounters Eusebius patterned the church’s relationship with the
Empire after that of Greek philosophers: philosophers typically stayed in contact with emperors
and governors while maintaining a critical distance from imperial power, so as to provide
impartial advice for imperial officials. Eusebius placed Christians into the beneficial imagined
relationship that philosophers had held with the Empire, from which they would strengthen
imperial governance. The sixth chapter contextualizes the History in Eusebius’ larger literary
oeuvre. He published the History when he was writing his long magnum opus, the Gospel
Preparation and Gospel Demonstration, a comprehensive exposition and defense of Christian
doctrine. Eusebius’ simultaneous publication of the Preparation-Demonstration with the History
emulated the combination of expository works with biographical narratives in Greek
philosophical curricula. Eusebius’ forging of a comprehensive program for training Christians to
think and act as philosophers positioned the church to displace Greek philosophical schools as
the premier intellectual institution of the Empire. From this position, the church could then
reinforce the Empire’s mission to civilize the inhabited world.

The History articulated a central role for Eusebius’ church in Rome’s imperial regime. Where
the most prominent role of Greek philosophers was to educate imperial elites and advise Roman
emperors, Eusebius’ assertion of Christians’ intellectual prowess claimed the church’s
superiority as a philosophical institution. Eusebius published his vision at a fortuitous moment,
for when the Christian emperor Constantine conquered the eastern Roman Empire in 324, the
History had already advertised church leaders’ competence in the philosophical profession. By
telling the church’s history within the Greek historiographical tradition stretching back to
Herodotus and Thucydides, therefore, Eusebius’ History became a catalyst for the church’s
integration into the power structures of the Roman Empire in the fourth century.
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Figure 1: Roman Palestine (Ameling et al. 2011: 919); note, however, that by Eusebius’ day the
province was called “Palestine.”



CAESAREA ca. 360 CE

Figure 2: A reconstructed map of Caesarea around Eusebius’ day; note that this figure calls the
hippodrome-stadium an “amphitheater/hippodrome” and both governor’s palaces “praetoria”
(Holum 2009: 188)
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Figures 3 and 4: the Caesarea Carneades (Gersht 1999: 395; note the cross on his forehead) and
the Basel Carneades (Richter 1965: no. 1691)
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Figure 6: The Caesarea Philosopher Sarcophagus (Fischer 1998: no. 210)



Figure 7: a column found in the Promontory Palace at Caesarea, with squeezes of the inscriptions
dedicating the statue to Titus Flavius Maximus the philosopher and for Galerius; note that the
column was turned upside-down to inscribe Galerius’ name onto it (Eck 2010: 177)
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Figure 9: A reconstruction of Caesarea’s Promontory Palace (Patrich 2010: 176)



Figure 10: An aerial photograph of Caesarea’s three-building governor’s complex. Herod’s
theater is in the foreground; behind it, protruding into the sea, is the site of the Roman
governor’s (until Diocletian) Promontory Palace; in front and to the right of the Promontory
Palace is the city’s Hippodrome-Stadium. Compare with Figure 2 (Patrich 2011b: figure 37)
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Figure 11: A plan of the procurator’s, and then after Diocletian the governor’s, palace at

Caesarea, top story (Patrich 2010: 180)
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Figure 12: The bottom story of the procurator’s palace (Patrich 2011b: figure 111)
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Figures 13 and 14: The base of a statue that honored Marcus Flavius Agrippa from Shuni and a
squeeze of the inscription from the statue (Holum et al. 1988: 114f.)
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Figure 15: A top plan of the Temple of Roma and Augustus at Caesarea. The plan does not
include the colonnades surrounding the temple (see figure 17; image from Stabler et al. 2008:
18).
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Figure 16: A reconstruction of Caesarea’s Temple of Roma and Augustus as viewed by
passengers entering Herod’s harbor of Caesarea (Holum 2004: 187)

Figure 17: a panel from the Caesarea cup, showing Strato coming before the Tyche of Caesarea,
who holds a standard in her left hand and a head in her right. Augustus’ head overlooks the scene
on the top register (Gersht 1999: 394)
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Figure 18: A reconstruction of a column and the entablature from Caesarea’s Temple of Roma
and Augustus. The surviving fragments of a column are shaded (Holum 2004: 188)
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Figure 19: The great Tyche of Caesarea, possibly the cult statue of Tyche; compare to the Tyche
on the Caesarea cup (figure 19; Holum et al. 1988: 12)



Figure 20: Caesarea’s colossal togate statue made from porphyry marble, probably of Hadrian
(Holum et al. 1988: 125)
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Figure 21: the northwest flank of the temple platform of Roma and Augustus. Note the niches on
the platform where statues of divinities stood (Porath 1998: 47)

Figure 22: a statue of Hygeia originally located in one of the niches of figure 21 (Fischer 1998:
no. 136)
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Figure 23: Caesarea’s shrine along the edge of the hippodrome-stadium. The three niches held
statues of Isis, Serapis, and Tyche. The shrine may have been converted into a martyr shrine in
the fourth century (Patrich 2011b: figure 34)
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Figure 24: The Promontory Palace and hippodrome-stadium of Caesarea. The stadium had been
truncated to its shortest length by Eusebius’ day. The chapel of figure 23 is the “sacellum™ at the
east wall of the stadium. Compare with figures 2 and 10 (Patrich 2011a: figure 13)
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Figure 25: The site of Caesarea’s southeast hippodrome. A reconstruction of the obelisk stands in
the center of the hippodrome. Compare with figure 2 (Patrich 2011b: figure 41)

Figure 26: The site of Caesarea’s amphitheater by aerial photograph; compare with figure 2
(Holum et al. 1988: 85)
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Figure 27: A map of Caesarea’s two northern aqueducts. The high-level aqueduct was built at the
city’s founding and renovated in the early second century; the low-level aqueduct was built in
the third century (Porath 2002: 104)



xxiii

Figure 28: Caesarea’s high-level aqueduct as seen from the shore (at point 11 on figure 28);
inscriptions show that it was renovated by Roman soldiers under Hadrian (Holum et al. 1988: 78)

Figure 29: The Harbor of Caesarea in the late second century AD, as its extended quays were
decaying. The local harbor of Caesarea lies to the right (Raban 1992: 123)
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Introduction
Greek Narrative and Roman Social History in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History

Car pour matiére, [I’histoire] a précisément, en dernier ressort, des consciences humaines.
Les rapports qui se nouent a travers celles-ci, les contaminations, voire les confusions
dont elles sont le terrain constituent, & ses yeux, la réalité méme.*

This study addresses a successful attempt to increase the social influence of a marginal
institution. Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History was the first history of the Christian church. It was
written in the early fourth century AD, as Christian elites were joining the Roman ruling classes
in large numbers. For most of the Roman Empire’s existence the church had been perceived as
lower-class and marginal, and therefore disreputable. The History countered this perception by
using Greek literary techniques to cast Christians as strong candidates for an elite Roman role,
that of the philosopher. Eusebius must therefore be read as a Roman imperial author writing in
the Greek historiographical tradition, and not merely a Christian author.

1. Greek Narratives and Roman Rulers in Abgar’s Exchange with Jesus

One episode offers an excellent pars pro toto for Eusebius’ presentation of the Christian past.
While the Ecclesiastical History informs readers about Jesus in its first book, it narrates only one
episode about Jesus not found in the canonical gospels.? This is an encounter between Jesus and
King Abgar of Edessa (HE 1.13).> Eusebius first summarizes the encounter in his own words
(1.13.1-5), and then inserts a translation of a Syriac version of the story (1.13.6-21), including
texts of the letters purportedly exchanged between Abgar and Jesus (1.13.5-10).

In Eusebius’ narrative, Jesus’ power becomes so renowned that he draws the attention of a
distant king, Abgar, the distinguished monarch of the Mesopotamian kingdom of Osrhoene, who
ruled his kingdom in the city of Edessa (1.13.2).> After contracting an unspecified incurable
disease, Abgar sends a letter to Jesus asking the savior to travel to Edessa and heal him (1.13.2,
6-9). In a letter responding to Abgar,® Jesus declines Abgar’s request, but promises to send a
disciple to heal his sickness and save him and all his subjects from damnation (1.13.3, 10). Jesus’
promise finds fulfillment through the apostle Thomas, who in obedience to a vision sends

' Bloch 1949: 87.

2 Book 1’s “narrative chapters...seem almost more concerned to argue than to narrate,” notes Barnes (1981: 129).
On book 1 of the History as commentary, see Morlet 2008, Muckensturm-Poulle 2010; cf. Armstrong 2006.

® The story survives independently in a Syriac narrative called the Teaching of Addai, usually dated to the later
fourth century (see e.g. Griffith 2003, Mirkovic 2004: 57f.). Most previous scholarship on Eusebius’ version of
Abgar’s conversion has focused on the origins of the Abgar correspondence and not on Eusebius’ use of it: see e.g.
Bauer 1934: 13-15, Ortiz de Urbina 1934: 90f., Barnard 1968: 162f., Segal 1970: 64f., Drijvers 1982: 157-166,
Brock 1992: 221-227, Ramelli 1999: 121-127; Ross 2001: 132f.; cf. n. 9 below.

* It was a normal Eusebian habit practice to summarize the narrative of a non-Greek source before inserting a
translation of that source: see HE 2.2 and 3.33; cf. also 5.5.

> The two standard English-language studies of Roman Edessa are Segal 1970 and Ross 2001.

® Corke-Webster 2013: 205-207 has pointed out that Eusebius may have changed his Vorlage so as to portray Jesus
as writing a letter (cf. Ramelli 1999: 124): the independent Teaching of Addai (3b-4a) has Jesus communicate his
response to Abgar orally to a messenger. Eusebius’ portrayal of Jesus as communicating by letter would bring
Eusebius’ version into closer conformity with the non-Christian parallels noted below (and see also n. 9 below).
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another disciple of Jesus, Thaddaeus, to Edessa “as a herald and spokesman of the doctrine
(didaskalias) about the Christ” (1.13.4);" Thaddaeus then journeys to Edessa, heals Abgar, and
preaches about Christianity (1.13.4, 11-20). Abgar orders all his citizens to hear Thaddaeus’
announcement, and tries to offer Thaddaeus a considerable monetary reward for this service, but
Thaddaeus refuses the reward (1.13.21), saying, “If we’ve abandoned our own property, how
will we take property belonging to someone else?””® Here Eusebius breaks off his narrative.

The question of why Eusebius included the exchange between Abgar, Jesus, and Thaddaeus
in the History has divided scholars.” Was Eusebius illustrating Christianity’s universality,
brandishing the credential of royal patronage, or marking a transition between Christ and the
apostles?'® All of these explanations make sense of the episode. However, as with most studies
of the History (see below), scholars have read the story solely within Christian (and Jewish)
discourses.™ No scholar, however, has noted that the story of Abgar replicates a narrative pattern
paralleled in other non-Christian Greek texts.*?

The closest parallel to the Abgar exchange appears in Diogenes Laertius’ Lives and Opinions
of the Famous Philosophers, written in the mid-third century AD.*® There, King Antigonus
Gonatas of Macedon (ruled 276-239 BC) writes to Zeno of Citium, the founder of the Stoic
philosophical sect, just as Abgar writes to Jesus. Antigonus asks this famous philosopher to come
to court to instruct the king in his philosophy; Abgar likewise needs something that Jesus’
special intellectual-spiritual skill can provide, healing. Like Jesus, Zeno writes back declining the
king’s invitation, but sends (apesteile) disciples to teach the king in his place (VESP 7.6-9)."

T khpuka Kol eVoyYEAIGTNV Ths Tepl Tou XpioTou Sidackoias.

8¢l To NuéTEPa KaTaheoi Taey, TS T GAAOTPL Andopeba;

® The impulse to report facts is not sufficient reason for Eusebius to have chosen this particular episode from among
the apocryphal information about Jesus that he had available. Although Eusebius almost certainly accepted the
historicity of the episode (cf. Eusebius’ repetition of the episode at HE 2.1.6-8), he justifies his selection of this
episode for extended treatment by declaring its particular usefulness to his readers (2.1.23; cf. similar justifications
for including certain events at HE 1.1.5, 4.18.1, 4.29.7, 5.2.8, 5.20.3, 8.2.3). Edward Gibbon already pointed out
Eusebius’ explicit decision to include and exclude episodes because of their usefulness (1984: 197; 1779: esp. 41-
48, 122-145).

10 Christianity as a universal religion: Mendels 1999: 194-196, Kanaan 2004: 15, Leppin 2010: 257. A ruler’s
conversion as a credential for an upper-class religion: Kanaan 2004: 15, Mirkovic 2004: ch. 4, esp. 115, Camplani
2009: 256f. A transfer of power from Jesus to his twelve, and then seventy disciples: Norelli 2001: 4 with HE 1.12.
1 One partial exception is Mirkovic 2004: 152-159, who notes Eusebius’ parallel themes with non-Christian Greek
texts but misses the parallel narratives.

12 “Narrative pattern” means what narratologists call a “fabula,” defined by Bal 2009: 5 (see also 181-224) as “a
series of logically and chronologically related events that are caused or experienced by actors.” Narratologists define
the fabula as taking more concrete form in the “story,” defined as the “particular manifestation, inflection, and
‘colouring’ of a fabula,” a fabula whose events occur in particular spaces, involve particular characters, are told
from a particular perspective, and so on (Bal 2009: 5, with 75-180). Finally, in Bal’s schema a “text” “conveys to an
addressee...a story in a particular medium, such as language, imagery, sound, buildings, or a combination thereof”
(2009: 5, with 15-74). To apply this tripartite schema to the Abgar narrative, the “fabula” (or “narrative pattern”) is
the series of events where a ruler invites a philosopher to attend his court and support his rule but the
intellectual/holy man refuses, the “story” is the sequence of events where Jesus and Abgar play these roles, and the
“text” is HE 1.13 (and the Teaching of Addai is an alternative text telling the same story: see n. 6 above).

3 Accepting the dating of Jouanna 2009; cf. Ramelli 2004, who dates Diogenes Laertius to the late second century.
“ To be clear, | am not arguing that Eusebius knew Diogenes’ Laertius’ text: cf. DeVore forthcoming b; I would
suggest rather that both Eusebius and Diogenes drew on a common narrative scenario about kings’ invitations to
philosophers to serve at court.
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Other imperial Greek texts feature a similar pattern. According to the Cynic Epistles,
pseudonymous letters probably composed as school exercises,™® Socrates has been invited to
attend the court of an unnamed king and offered a large sum of money to philosophize at the
king’s court.® The Socrates of the letter refuses to come, because philosophers should
philosophize in public rather than shut up at the king’s court (Soc.Ep.1.2), seek nonmaterial
rewards instead of a ruler’s lavish gifts (Soc.Ep. 1.2f.), and maintain the license to free speech
(parrhésia, Soc.Ep. 1.4f., 12) that dependence on a king would immediately endanger.'” Again,
according to two other pseudonymous letters the famous Cynic philosopher, Diogenes of Sinope,
refused to move from Athens to the court of Alexander of Macedon (Diog.Ep. 4, 23), though the
letters are vague about Diogenes’ reasons for spurning the king’s summons.*® Thus, Jesus, Zeno,
Socrates, and Diogenes of Sinope all refuse the wealth and comfort of a king’s patronage when
accepting these would relinquish the philosopher’s intellectual and spiritual independence.® This
narrative pattern is thus a common Greek motif.?°

Eusebius’ story of Abgar’s conversion was therefore full of significance to Roman readers
beyond Christian circles. One theme that it featured was the philosopher’s independence from
political power.? In all four texts, the ruler expresses a need for the philosopher’s services, yet
the philosopher shows no corresponding need of the honor and wealth that accompanied a place
at the emperor’s court. In the Roman world, a ruler’s patronage gave his clients wealth, honor,
and influence, but at the price of the dependence on another man’s goodwill.?? For Jesus, Zeno,
Socrates, and Diogenes of Sinope to refuse the king’s invitation was to spurn this game of
accruing prestige—which itself was a sign of independent prestige. Jesus’ refusal to attend Abgar
therefore increased his own prestige.

Eusebius’ and Diogenes Laertius’ versions feature an additional action that increases the
philosopher’s status. Unlike Socrates and Diogenes of Sinope in the Cynic Epistles, Eusebius’
Jesus and Diogenes Laertius’ Zeno send disciples to attend the distant ruler. This action implied
that the king was worthy to receive help from the second order of the philosopher’s movement.

15 School exercises: see Fiore 1986: 108-116; on their place in the standard Greek educational curriculum, see
Cribiore 2001: 215-217, and cf. chapter 1, pp. 30f. below. They date variously between the first and fifth century
AD; papyrological evidence places at least one letter in the third century: Fiore 1986: 112f., 121f.

16 Cf. Soc.Ep. 1.10 for the identification of the addressee as a king, presumably Archelaus, the King of Macedon
between 413 and 399 who famously invited Euripides to his court: cf. Junqua 2006: 31.

7 Junqua 2006: 31-41; see also Junqua 2007. On parrhésia, see ch. 1, pp. 68f. below. Socrates also invokes his
famous commissioning by Apollo (Soc.Ep. 1.7-10; cf. Plato, Apology 21a-23b, 29a, 30e-31a, 37e-38a, 40a-b).

18 «Djogenes” says that Athens is salt to him (Diog.Ep. 4) and that he is impossible to rule (abasileuta, Diog.Ep. 23).
9 The one prominent difference between Eusebius’ correspondence and these exchanges between Greek
philosophers and kings is that, whereas the Greek kings seem to want a philosophical education (cf. VSEP 7.7),
Abgar’s aim in contacting Jesus is to secure bodily healing only for himself (HE 1.13.2, 6). In the Syriac narrative
quoted by Eusebius (1.13.6-22) Thaddaeus indoctrinates Edessa only as an afterthought (HE 1.13.11-18). Yet
Eusebius® framing of the story in his introductory comments tightens the parallel to these Greek versions (HE
1.13.1-4). Eusebius’ introductory words omit Thaddaeus’ healings altogether. Instead, Eusebius describes
Thaddaeus’ mission as being “a herald and spokesman of the doctrine (¢és peri tou Christou didaskalias) about the
Christ” (1.13.4; though cf. 1.13.2f.). Eusebius thus introduces a text centered around miraculous healing as a text
about education. This introduction makes his Abgar and Jesus resemble Diogenes Laertius’ Antigonus and Zeno
more closely than his source had. On teaching (didaskalia) in Eusebius’ thought, cf. chapter 6, pp. 221f. below.

2 |n his Gospel Demonstration (3.6.8) Eusebius calls Jesus a philosopher (reference in J. Barnes 2002: 297).

2L As Mirkovic 2004: 152-159 recognizes (see n. 11 above).

22 At least until Diocletian’s reign (284-305), the Roman emperor ran his court as the “super-patron” of other
imperial elites, so that all the rules of Roman patron-client relations applied between him and other Roman elites.
See Saller 1982: esp. chs. 1-2, 4; 2000; cf. Griffin 2003; Winterling 2009: chs. 3 and 5.
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In the world of Greek education, disciples were viewed as being in quasi-filial relationships with
their teachers: like sons to fathers, students were dependents of their teachers, under their
teachers’ command, and consequently of subordinate status.”® A philosopher who sent a student
to a ruler’s court was sending a subordinate as his representative, just as rulers of equal power
sent subordinates as ambassadors to other kings rather than communicating personally.”* By
commigesioning subordinates to represent them,? Jesus and Zeno claim status equal to the
king’s.

In addition to the parallel between Jesus and these Greek philosophers, Eusebius’ story
invited his readers to compare Abgar with other rulers they knew of. The most prominent rulers
for Eusebius’ readers were Roman emperors as well as the governors who administered the
emperor’s provinces. Of course, since emperors and their governors had the power to punish
Roman subjects, it was not safe for subjects to express anything but the highest praise for them.?’
When an ancient author wanted to tell Roman emperors how to conduct themselves, therefore, a
handy gambit was to narrate the proper (or improper) behaviors of a ruler from outside the
Empire.?® Eusebius likely intended the Mesopotamian king’s healing to represent the benefits
that Christianity could offer Roman rulers. Just as Abgar and his subjects are healed and absorb
Jesus’ divinely-authorized teaching, so too might Roman leaders and their subjects receive
benefits by listening to Christian philosophers.” Eusebius’ use of this Greek narrative pattern
suggested that the church could play a constructive role in Roman imperial governance.

In sum, Eusebius’ narrative of Abgar’s conversion places Jesus into a widespread Greek
story pattern. There Jesus and his follower step into a role played by the philosopher. The story
situated Christianity within recognizable Roman political structures. Like Eusebius’ Abgar,
Roman rulers would benefit from the philosopher’s presence at his court, but the philosopher had
to maintain a position of independence from the ruler to maintain to his philosophical
credentials.

23 Cf. Watts 2006: 11; and see how this hierarchy manifests itself in HE 6.14.8f., chapter 5, p. 193f. below.

2 For one king to travel personally to serve at the court of another king implied the greater power and status of the
latter: see e.g. Braund 1984: 55-57.

% Forms of apostells signify the action in both Eusebius’ and Diogenes Laertius’ narratives (HE 1.13.11, VSEP 7.9),
though Eusebius’ uses ekpempei in his summary of the narrative (HE 1.13.4).

% The philosopher’s need for independence probably explains the detail with which Eusebius cuts off his quotation
of the Abgar story. As noted above, Thaddaeus turns down a reward offered by Abgar with the statement, “If we
have abandoned our own property, how will we take property belonging to someone else?” (g1 TX TUETEPX
kaToheAolTopey, s Ta aAhoTpia Anpopeda;). While Thaddaeus® abandonment of his own property must
denote the command that followers of Jesus not have any personal possessions (Matthew 8.18-22, 19.16-30; Acts
2.44f., 4.34-5.11), it also sent a message with wider Roman resonances: in the Roman Mediterranean the acceptance
of a material gift signified a tie of obligation to the giver (e.g. Dixon 1993, Griffin 2003; cf. Fredal 2008: 156-160
on similar understanding among Greek philosophers of the classical period). Therefore, philosophers who took the
gifts of a ruler made themselves obligated to do that ruler’s bidding and lost the independence needed to speak truth
(see e.g. Flinterman 2004: 362, Junqua 2006: 41f.). Thaddaeus must therefore refuse the king’s money.

T Any person who addressed the emperor with the expected flattery risked appearing to be a sycophant. On the
dilemmas of addressing the emperor see e.g. Roller 2001, Sailor 2008.

% Roman intellectuals even had a name for such techniques, namely “figured speech” (Greek eschématismenon,
Latin figurae). As Ahl 1984 showed, Greek rhetorical handbooks explained “figured speech” as voicing an unstated
analogy between contemporary affairs and an apparently uninterested narrative to convey political messages that it
was not safe to articulate openly. An example of figured speech, the Roman novel Chaereas and Callirhoe, portrays
the conduct of the Persian king of the classical past as an analogy for contemporary Roman emperors’ proper
conduct (see Schwartz 2003).

2 As Mirkovic 2004: ch. 4 has already suggested.
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The narrative of Ab§ar’s conversion is only one chapter among 248 in the final edition of the
Ecclesiastical History,® yet its distinction as the History’s only episode about Jesus from outside
the New Testament commends it as programmatic for the entire History. The Greek literary and
Roman political resonances of the Abgar narrative offer strong prima facie evidence that
Eusebius sought to influence elite Roman readers, the kind of audience that was educated enough
to recognize the story’s literary parallels. Only by analyzing the Ecclesiastical History within the
Greek literary heritage that Eusebius and these readers shared can we grasp how he aimed to
increase the church’s influence in Roman society. This study attempts a comprehensive
investigation of the History within the Greek and Roman context to which Eusebius addressed it.
But what was that Greek and Roman context?

2. Contextualizing the Ecclesiastical History: the Life of Eusebius, the History’s Political
and Literary Context, and the History’s Significance

In order to read the Ecclesiastical History in the context in which its author wrote it and in
which his readers read it, this section provides a brief narrative of the life of Eusebius and the
texts that he wrote at different times. It then underlines the political regime under which
Eusebius wrote the History, that of the pagan emperor Licinius and not (as is usually assumed)
the Christian emperor Constantine. The section concludes with a brief survey of the ancient
reception of the History, which shows that it was an influential text to later ancient Christian
readers and therefore representative of the society that produced it.

A. The Life of Eusebius

Eusebius was born some time between 260 and 264,* and died in 339 (or 340).3 Eusebius
and later authors who describe him say little about the first 40 years of his life. We can only infer
three facts. First, as far as we know Eusebius was always a Christian. Between the 260s and 303
this was not a problem in the Roman Empire. As in the early 260s the emperor Gallienus had
launched a policy of toleration toward Christians,®® Christian groups could go about their
business unhindered by imperial suppression. Eusebius’ reminiscences about the period exhibit

% Book 1: 13 chapters; book 2: 26; book 3: 39; book 4: 30, book 5: 28; book 6: 46, book 7: 32; book 8: 17; book 9:
11; book 10: 6. The second-to-final edition of AD 315 or 316 had seven chapters in book 10 and thus a total of 249
chapters; it seems to have gone up to our current 10.7, which included three chapters of imperial documents
illustrating how kindly the emperors Constantine and Licinius treated the church after they became joint emperors
early in 313 (10.5-7; see Carotenuto 2002). For Eusebius’ final edition these documents were replaced with HE
10.8f., added after Constantine defeated Licinius late in 324 to take sole rule over the Empire. When he added these
chapters Eusebius removed the six documents of 10.5-7 along with other friendly instances of Licinius’ name in the
History. Thus, 10.5-7 and 10.8f. seem not to have been together in any translation published by Eusebius. For a
justification of this compositional hypothesis (which follows the arguments of Burgess 1997), see Appendix 1
below.

%1 Eusebius repeatedly notes that in his own lifetime (ka®’ nuds, 3.28.3, 7.26.3), Dionysius was bishop of
Alexandria; in 7.28.3 Eusebius says that Dionysius died in Gallenius’ twelfth year as emperor, that is, AD 264/65.
Eusebius must therefore have been born by AD 265. We know that he outlived Constantine because his Life of
Constantine records Constantine’s death of May 22, 337, and Eusebius still had to finish (or come close to finishing)
the Life of Constantine (cf. Barnes 1981: 260-264).

%2 parvis 2006: 163 points out that Acacius was bishop of Caesarea in 341; cf. Barnes 1981: 94; Carriker 2003: 17.

% On Gallienus’ toleration, see e.g. Millar 1971: 571f., Barnes 2010: 99-105, Cooper 2012: 333f.
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nostalgia for a lengthy period of ecclesiastical prosperity.®* Second, Eusebius seems to have
resided in the city of Caesarea Maritima his entire life, as no author associates him with any
other city. He certainly lived in Caesarea by 301, when he claims to have been present at the
public ceremony that greeted the emperor Diocletian and his retinue, including the young
Constantine, when they visited Caesarea (Life of Constantine 1.19.1).>> Caesarea was the
provincial capital of Palestine, a major urban center, and a port city that anchored an imperial
travel network; I will say more about how Caesarea influenced Eusebius in chapter 4 below.

The third fact is that Eusebius was the pupil of Pamphilus, a Christian scholar.®® Pamphilus
had reconstituted the library of Origen, the great Christian philosopher who had lived in
Caesarea through the mid-250s. Where Origen’s books had been dispersed upon his death,
Pamphilus took it upon himself to reassemble them.®” Pamphilus also edited and copied biblical
manuscripts, a task that occupied Eusebius for much of his life as well.*® Pamphilus was arrested
in 307, during the massive persecution of Christians that the Diocletian and his eastern imperial
colleagues waged between AD 303 and 313 (Eus.MP 7.4). While in prison Pamphilus wrote a
five-volume Defense of Origen (HE 6.33.4, Jer.VI 75), his only known literary composition.*
Pamphilus was martyred in 310 (Eus.MP 11). Eusebius was apparently Pamphilus’ star student
and certainly his heir: he inherited Pamphilus’ library and became known to later generations as
“Eusebius, the son of Parnphilus.”40

Eusebius commenced his own research either shortly before or while Pamphilus was in
prison. Eusebius’ earliest datable work was his world-historical Chronicle, which dates to AD
306 or a bit later.** Eusebius also added a sixth book (now lost) to Pamphilus’ five-volume
Apology for Origen (cf. HE 6.33.4).* During the persecution Eusebius traveled north to Tyre
(HE 8.7.1f) and to the Thebaid in Egypt (HE 8.9.4)."* According to a later, hostile source,
Eusebius was imprisoned himself but escaped unharmed, the insinuation being that Eusebius had
saved his skin by performing the obligatory sacrifice.** Toward the end of the persecution he
wrote a Life of Pamphilus, now lost (HE 6.32.3). He also wrote his General Elementary
Introduction, apparently a guide to Christian doctrine and to reading sacred texts between 310
and 312; of this work only books 6 to 9 survive under the title Prophetic Extracts.* In this
period Eusebius seems also to have finished his Martyrs of Palestine, an account of the

% See HE 7.13, 8.1.1-6, with Barnes 1981: 104f.

% The date: Barnes 1982: 40, 55.

% Unfortunately, the Life of Eusebius by Acacius, Eusebius’ successor as bishop of Caesarea, does not survive
(attested in Soc.HE 2.4).

¥ HE 6.32.3, with Carriker 2003: 10-14 (with references), Grafton and Williams 2006: 182f.

% The chief evidence is Jer.VI 75 and a collection of colophons on biblical manuscripts: see Carriker 2003: 14-17,
Grafton and Williams 2006: 178-194.

% Just one volume of the Apology for Origen has survived, and this only in the Latin translation of Rufinus.

“E.g. Jer.VI 81, Soc.HE 1.1.1, Soz.HE 1.1.12; see the discussion of Carriker 2003: 19f.

1 On the date of the Chronicle, see the detailed argumentation in Burgess 1997: 472-482. The many excellent
studies of the Chronicle include Sirinelli 1961: 31-134; Mosshammer 1979; Croke 1983; Adler 1992 and 2006;
Burgess 1999 and 2002; Grafton and Williams 2006: ch. 3; and Andrei 2008.

“2 Sirinelli 1961: 19; Barnes 1981: 198-201.

** Barnes 1981: 148f.

“ Epiphanius, Panarion 68.8, a passage brought to my attention by Hal Drake.

*® The date of the Introduction: Sirinelli 1961: 21f.; the content and aim: Johnson 2011.
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martyrdoms in Palestine during the persecution,*® and he may have written the short polemic
Against Hierocles during the persecution as well.*’

In late 311 Galerius issued a new edict of toleration for the Christians (HE 8.17=Lact. DMP
34). Early in 312, however, Galerius’ successor Maximinus Daia permitted cities in the Eastern
Empire to persecute if they wished.”® Fortunately for Christians, Daia’s eastern rival Licinius
defeated him early in 313, and Licinius took sovereignty over the Eastern Roman Empire.*

In 313, therefore, Licinius ruled the Greek-speaking eastern Roman Empire. Licinius was
allied with the new western emperor Constantine, who late in 312 had taken control over the
western Empire at the famous battle of the Milvian Bridge. Constantine was by then a declared
Christian, while Licinius remained a pagan.® Yet in 313 Licinius issued the directive usually
called “the Edict of Milan.” Although many still associate this directive with Constantine, in fact
in his own domain, the Roman west, Constantine had already tolerated Christianity for some
time and thus had no need to issue such an edict.”! In the eastern Empire, by contrast, Daia’s
recent policy of persecution necessitated the prevention of further targeting of Christians. The so-
called “Edict of Milan” proclaimed toleration for devotees of all religious creeds in the eastern
Empire (HE 10.5.2-14=Lact.DMP 48).°2 With a Christian emperor ruling the West, it likely
seemed that the religious toleration of Eusebius’ first forty years or so had returned. Eusebius
was a presbyter in the church by this point, though we do not know when he was ordained.*

It was shortly after Constantine and Licinius became partners in ruling the Roman Empire
that Eusebius published his first edition of the Ecclesiastical History. The dating of the History
has prompted heavy scholarly dispute; this study follows the dating of Richard Burgess,
according to which Eusebius’ edition of 313 included books one through nine of the History as
we currently know it, albeit with a different version of the Diocletianic persecution in its eighth
book (AD 303-311), namely a shortened version of the previously-written Martyrs of Palestine.>*

“6 See Barnes 1981: 154-158; Burgess 1997: 502f.

*" Eusebius’ authorship of the Against Hierocles has drawn considerable skepticism recently due to the arguments of
Héagg 1992: 144-150 (seconded by Barnes 1994:; 60 and 2009: 1). While | find the arguments by Borzi 2003 and
Jones 2006: 49-52 in favor of Eusebian authorship convincing, this dissertation bases no arguments on Eusebius’
authorship of this text.

*8 Barnes 1981: 159f., 2011: 90.

“ See Barnes 2011: 97f.; Potter 2013: 146-148.

% Throughout this dissertation I use “pagan” to denote adherents to traditional Greek, Roman, and other
Mediterranean religions and not the fashionable substitutes “polytheist” or “Hellene.” Whereas it had been assumed
that the term paganus was in origin a Christian slur against adherents of traditional Mediterranean religions, Alan
Cameron (2011: ch. 1) has now shown that in the fourth century at least paganus was a value-neutral term by which
Christians denoted adherents to non-Christian, non-Jewish religions. I reject “polytheist” because a number of
adherents to traditional Mediterranean religions had strong monotheistic tendencies (see Athanassiadi and Frede
1999, Mitchell and van Nuffelen 2011); “Hellene” seems deficient because, while numerous contemporaries
(including Porphyry of Tyre and Eusebius himself) used Hellenos and cognates to denote non-Christian, non-Jewish
religious preferences, numerous adherents to pagan religions were not Greek-speakers and numerous Christians
were obviously Greeks in every other way (cf. van Nuffelen 2011: 90-92).

*! See T. Barnes 2002: esp. 195-198.

°2 See Barnes 2011: 93-97, Potter 2013: 148f.

*% Theodoret, HE 1.11.3 (cited in Sirinelli 1961: 20), quotes a letter of Eusebius claiming that Eusebius was a
presbyter before becoming bishop, though any further dating of his becoming bishop is speculative, pace Hanson
1988: 46 (who asserts that Eusebius became a presbyter in 290), Richard 2006: 427 (who asserts 300).

> The shortened Martyrs of Palestine stood between the current HE 8.2.3 and 8.17.2; it survives now as an appendix
in manuscripts ATER of the History. The original book 8 also included a postscript to his account of the persecution
detailing the three persecuting emperors’ painful deaths, which appears in modern editions of the History as the
“Appendix” to book 8. For more detail on the composition of the History, see Appendix 1 below.
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It is likely that at some point between 313 and 315 Eusebius became the bishop of Caesarea;
it is not clear whether his episcopacy began before or after he published the first edition of the
History.> What is clear is that between 315 and 316 Eusebius published a second, longer edition
of the History. This second edition replaced the previous account of Diocletian’s persecution,
which had featured martyrs exclusively from Palestine, with a narrative of martyrdoms from
throughout the eastern Empire. It also included a tenth book, which Eusebius dedicated to
Paulinus, the bishop of Tyre;56 the bulk of book 10 was Eusebius’ own celebratory oration at the
rededication of Paulinus’ basilica at Tyre (HE 10.4) and six directives issued by Licinius and
Constantine that granted privileges to the church (HE 10.5-7).

While writing the History, Eusebius also worked on a much larger text, a two-part, 35-book
magnum opus. Eusebius published his 15-book Gospel Preparation between 313 and 326, and
its 20-book sequel, the Gospel Demonstration, between 317 and 324. The Gospel Preparation
asserts the superiority of Christianity to Greek theologies, while the Demonstration is an
exposition of Christian theology with reference to biblical texts.”” Together the two texts
constitute what Sébastien Morlet has called a summe apologetique of Christianity, combining
answers to pagan and, to a lesser extent, Jewish objections with doctrinal exposition and
guidance on reading Christian texts.>® In some passages the two texts seem to have responded to
the lengthy critique of Christianity by the famous Greek philosopher Porphyry of Tyre, though
how much of these texts respond to Porphyry remains a contentious question,>® Eusebius seems
to have written other texts around the same time, including his Gospel Questions and Answers.®

Late in 316 the partnership between Licinius and Constantine ruptured as the two met in
battle at Cibalae; Constantine captured some territory from Licinius before the two emperors
decided to reconcile.®* Despite the ceasefire, provincials like Eusebius likely got the message
that the two emperors would not have an easy coexistence. Previously protective of the church,
at some time after 316 Licinius banned Christians from serving in the military, prohibited
bishops from assembling, and allowed provincial governors free rein to treat Christians as they
wished (HE 10.8.10, 14-18; Soc.HE 1.3).%? Eusebius’ Gospel Demonstration, completed between
317 and 324, features evidence of Licinius’ tolerance of officials’ violence toward Christians,

% The evidence for the dating of Eusebius’ ascension to the episcopacy is his delivering the oration at the dedication
of a basilica at Tyre for Bishop Paulinus (HE 10.4). Appeals to this passage as evidence for when Eusebius became
a bishop assume that only a bishop would deliver such an address to another bishop: see Sirinelli 1961: 20; Barnes
1981: 94 with 333 n. 122; on the date of the oration, cf. Amarise 2008. The first unequivocal evidence that Eusebius
was a bishop is Eusebius’ joining Eusebius of Nicomedia’s network of bishops who supported Arius after his exile
between 320 and 324 (cf. Soz.HE 1.15.7-11; see Lohr 2005: 557 n. 96, Parvis 2006: 41, 46f.).

*® Eusebius also dedicated his Onomasticon (2), a dictionary of the toponyms in the Bible, to Paulinus.

* The best studies of the Gospel Preparation and Demonstration are, respectively, Johnson 2006a (with Johnson
2006b), and Morlet 20009.

%8 Morlet 2009: 50-63; see also Johnson 2006b: esp. 70-83. | discuss these texts further in chapter 6 below.

% Arguments that much of the Gospel Preparation responds to Porphyry include Barnes 1981: ch. 10, Simmons
2006 and 2010, Edwards 2007, and Schott 2008: ch. 5. Readings that minimize Porphyry’s influence include
Riedweg 2005, Morlet 2011a and 2011b, and Johnson forthcoming; | find the latter arguments more convincing,
though this study does not depend on taking a position in this debate. Eusebius wrote a separate, 25-book work
Against Porphyry, though unfortunately the text is lost and we do not know when he wrote it (see Kofsky 2000: 271-
273).

% See Bhola forthcoming; cf. Zamagni 2003: 44f.

® The dating of this battle was established by Habicht 1958 and has become widely accepted. See the more recent
accounts of Barnes 2011: 102-104, Potter 2013: 169-171.

%2 Barnes 1981: 62-64, 2011: 105. Potter 2013: 210f. suggests that Licinius was responding to the doctrinal quarrels
that were brewing over Arius’ Christology (see below).
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noting persecutions as happening in the present tense, though we have no evidence that they
occurred in Palestine.®

It was also between 317 and 324 that a doctrinal dispute ensnared Eusebius. Arius, a
presbyter of Alexandria, had argued that Jesus had a lower ontological status than God the
Father, whereas Alexander, the bishop of Alexandria, asserted that the Father and Son were of
equal ontological status. When Arius appealed to outside allies for support, Eusebius joined a
network of eastern clerics in defending the legitimacy of Arius’ theological opinions. Late in
324, other bishops of the eastern Empire excommunicated Eusebius over his support of Arius.®*

The controversy was causing division throughout Greek-speaking churches when Licinius
and Constantine finally went to war again late in the summer of 324. On September 18, 324
Constantine defeated Licinius at Chrysopolis near Byzantium and became the sole ruler of the
entire Roman Empire.®® Constantine remained the ruler of the eastern Empire until May of 337,
when his sons Constantine, Constans, and Constantius succeeded him.®

Soon after Constantine’s victory Eusebius published a third edition of the History. This
edition lacked the six documents issued under Constantine and Licinius (HE 10.5-7) and ended
instead with two chapters describing Licinius’ alleged descent into superstition and depravity
(10.8f.). Eusebius also rewrote all passages that had mentioned Licinius by name, either erasing
his name, removing compliments to him, or inserting the remark that Licinius went mad later.®’
Eusebius’ previous loyalty to Licinius was thus erased.

As ruler of the eastern Empire and as a self-proclaimed Christian, Constantine took notice of
the controversy that was consuming the eastern bishops and called for an Empire-wide council to
decide the matter in late spring of 325. Despite his excommunication Eusebius traveled to the
council of Nicaea, in northwestern Asia Minor. Among other matters, including declaring a
universal date for celebrating Easter, the council determined that God the Father and God’s
Logos (Jesus Christ) had the same ontological status. By acquiescing to the council’s decision,
Eusebius was readmitted to communion with other east-Roman churches and returned to
Caesarea as bishop.®

After Nicaea Eusebius divided his efforts between ecclesiastical affairs and scholarship. He
worked to rehabilitate Arius and to punish some of Arius’ enemies.®® Eusebius presided, for
example, at a local synod that deposed the anti-Arian Eustathius from the episcopacy of Antioch.
When offered this prestigious episcopal seat himself, Eusebius declined it to retain his position
and duties in Caesarea.” He also wrote a lengthy refutation of another opponent of Arius,
Marcellus of Ancyra. Although Eusebius himself avoided many doctrines eventually condemned
as “Arian,”’" he remained associated with the eventual losing side of the so-called Arian
controversy.’?

% DE 2.3.155, 3.5.76f., 7.1.132, 8.1.61, noted in Barnes 1992: 649 with 656: n. 49, 2011: 105; Morlet 2009: 80-93
does not address these references.

% Hanson 1988: 146-151; Parvis 2006: 75-81; on the theology, see the lucid Léhr 2006, with references.

% Barnes 2011: 104-106; Potter 2013: ch. 22.

% Constantine almost certainly intended his nephew Dalmatius also to be a co-emperor; yet some agents of
Constantius had him, along with other relatives of Constantine, murdered: see Burgess 2008.

%7 See Appendix 1, p. 237 with n. 1490 below for references.

%8 See Barnes 1981: 212-227, Hanson 1988: chs. 5-6, Parvis 2006: 68-95.

% See e.g. Hanson 1988: chs. 8-9, Parvis 2006: 97-150, Irshai 2011.

"% Barnes 1981: 227f.

"' See Hanson 1988: 46-59.

72 See e.g. Jerome, Against Rufinus 2.15f.
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As for his scholarship, Eusebius continued Pamphilus’ occupation with editing biblical texts;
he even received a commission to produce fifty luxurious Bibles for Constantine (VC 4.34f.).”
Eusebius also wrote several lengthy theological works, including his Commentary on Isaiah (ca.
AD 327), Theophany (325 or later), and Ecclesiastical Theology (338).”* His abilities as an
orator were respected enough that he delivered two public orations before Constantine, his
Oration for the Dedication of the Church of the Holy Sepulcher (335) and his Tricennial Oration
(336).”> After Constantine died in May of 337 Eusebius composed the famous Life of
Constantine, though he may not have completed it before his own death in 339; the Life as we
have it have may have been published by Acacius, who succeeded Eusebius as bishop of
Caesarea.’®

B. The Political Background to the Ecclesiastical History

This narrative of the life of Eusebius has placed his composition of the History, except for a
few revisions prompted by Licinius’ loss of the imperial throne, between 313 and 316.”" It is
important to underscore the political situation of the Roman Empire when Eusebius wrote the
History. The eastern Roman Empire was under the rule of Licinius, a pagan. The Christian
Constantine, meanwhile, ruled the western Empire. The History is thus substantially a Licinian
text, and not Constantinian.

Many scholars read the History as an encomium of Constantine as a Christian emperor and
the consequent triumph of Christianity.”® This assumes more importance for Constantine than the
political situation between 313 and 316 warrants. The governors who administered Eusebius’
city and the troops who kept order reported to Licinius, not Constantine.” Licinius authorized
the laws that affected Eusebius. If Eusebius were to petition the emperor, Licinius would hear his
appeal. So if Eusebius had to worry about pleasing or offending an emperor when he wrote the
History, that emperor was Licinius, not Constantine.

Licinius’ position as ruler in the East made Christianity’s status there far less secure than it
was under Constantine in the western Empire.®® Unlike Constantine,®* Licinius had made no
unequivocal commitment to Christianity. Constantine’ partnership with Licinius did not protect
the church living under him. Eusebius knew that emperors could exert their will over the territory
they ruled.®? Eusebius had heard of two emperors, Aurelian and Maximinus Daia, who pledged
protection for the church but then reneged and planned to persecute;®® the same about-face could

® As Barnes 1981: 124 notes.

™ Dating the Isaiah Commentary: see Hollerich 1999: 19-26; the Theophany’s date, see Barnes 1981: 187f.; the
Ecclesiastical Theology: Barnes 1981: 400.

" Drake 1975, 1976: 37f.

"% On the Life of Constantine, see esp. Barnes 1989, Cameron 1997.

7 See pp. 7f. above and Appendix 1 below.

8 E.g. Bovon 1967, Trompf 1983 and 2000: 122-142; Godecke 1987; Mortley 1996: ch. 5; Horn 2011: 257f.,
Hurley 2012. Johnson 2006a: 11f., and Williams forthcoming, by contrast, rightly emphasize the church’s insecurity
in the contemporary political situation.

" See chapter 4, p. 151 below.

8 As Johnson 2006a: 11f. correctly notes.

8 HE 9.9.10f., HE 10.5.18-10.7; see also Lactantius, DMP 44; see Barnes 2011: 83-89, Potter 2013: chs. 18. 21.

% In Eusebius’ telling, Constantine’s father Constantius had refrained from persecuting Christians while his
colleagues had duly followed Diocletian’s order and persecuted Christians (HE 8.13.13).

8 Aurelian: HE 7.30.19-21, Daia: 9.1.1. By contrast, the one earlier emperor who, Eusebius believed, had been
Christian, Philip the Arab, had not turned against Christianity (HE 6.34, on which see chapter 5, p. 205 below).
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come from Licinius’ administration at any time. WWhen Eusebius wrote the History he could not
have known that he would live under the rule of a Christian emperor.

Because Eusebius lived under Licinius, the political milieu in which the Ecclesiastical
History was far less secure from that of Eusebius’ writings after 324. Whereas many scholars are
happy to appeal to later Eusebian writings, especially the Life of Constantine,®* to illuminate the
History, these writings assume the rule of a Christian emperor, a very different political regime
than Eusebius experienced between 313 and 324. This study therefore appeals to Eusebius’ later
writings only where they offer evidence that unambiguously illuminates his activity in the period
when he wrote the History.®

C. The Importance of the Ecclesiastical History to Eusebius and to the Ancient Church

The narrative of Eusebius’ activity also suggests that the Ecclesiastical History was not the
most important literary work to Eusebius in the years between 313 and 316. Rather, the
contemporary Gospel Preparation and Demonstration constituted his magnum opus.?®
Comparison of two features, the length and the care in production, show that Eusebius paid more
attention to his composition of the Preparation and Demonstration than the History. The History
is just ten books long, whereas the Gospel Preparation and Demonstration together occupied 35
volumes.®” Eusebius also took more care in producing the Preparation-Demonstration. In
writing the History Eusebius made a series of careless errors in transcribing quotations,®
whereas the more numerous quotations in the Preparation and Demonstration show few
mistranscriptions, as Sabrina Inowlocki’s work has shown.®® The greater length and care taken in
writing the Gospel Preparation and Demonstration suggests Eusebius was concentrating most of
his energy on these works and not the History. The History must therefore be read as a
supporting text for these works.*

Despite its secondary position in Eusebius’ literary program, and despite Eusebius’
association with the defeated party in the so-called Arian Controversy, the History was widely

8 E.g. Trompf 1983, Godecke 1987, Neri 2010.

® The appeal to later writings to explain earlier texts runs the danger of the historical fallacy of teleology (see
Sewell 2005: ch. 3). Similarly, because Eusebius is known for founding a new genre, many scholars read him with
other ecclesiastical historians (e.g. Momigliano 1990, Markus 1975, Cracco Ruggini 1977, Harries 1991, Simonetti
1997, Mihlenberg 2002, Fédou 2004, Morgan 2005, Croke 2007). While analysis of ecclesiastical history as an
evolving genre is worthwhile, the later ecclesiastical historians wrote decades after Eusebius and after Christianity
was the Empire’s official religion. They cannot illuminate Eusebius’ and his readers’ mentalities. | also do not
consider Eusebius’ post-Constantinian writings. Many scholars use Eusebius’ later historical writings, especially his
Life of Constantine, to illuminate the Ecclesiastical History (e.g. Trompf 1983, Gddecke 1987, Zakai and Mali
1992-93), even though Eusebius wrote them in a very different political situation (see above, p. 10). In this study |
appeal to Eusebius’ post-Licinian writings only where they offer evidence that unambiguously illuminates the period
when he wrote the History.

% The Preparation is datable between 313 and 316 because it calls martyrdom a phenomenon of the past (e.g.
6.6.63); see also Johnson 2006a: 11-13.

8 Therefore, a copy of the History cost far less than a copy of the Preparation-Demonstration: see further chapter 6,
p. 212 below.

% The best survey remains Lawlor and Oulton 1927: 19-27; see also Barnes 1981: 140f., Treadgold 2007: 33f.
However, Eusebius probably tampered with his received texts: see e.g. chapter 2, nn. 616, 618 below.

% See Inowlocki 2006: esp. 65-74, 86-104, 194-222.

% «Dje Kirchengeschichte ist in mancher Hinsicht eben auch wieder kein Werk sui generis, sondern sie ist auch ein
eher bescheidener Teil eines insgesamt veil weiter ausgreifenden imposanten Gesamtwerks...” (Ulrich 2005: 282;
italics his).
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read and cited by ancient Christians.”* In 392, for instance, Jerome made heavy use of the
History in writing his Lives of Illustrious Men, a compendium of Christian literary biographies.*
The History was in sufficient demand that in 402 Rufinus of Aquileia translated it into Latin, and
around the same time it was translated into Syriac as well.”® Indeed, it was so successful that no
one attempted to replace it as the standard narrative for the first 300 years of Christianity,” and it
had at least four continuators. Rufinus continued Eusebius’ narrative up to the close of the fourth
century in Latin, while in the mid-fifth century Socrates Scholasticus, Sozomen of Betheleia, and
Theodoret of Cyrrhus all began ecclesiastical histories where Eusebius left off.*® Indeed, among
ancient historians Eusebius’ importance as the founder of a genre is rivaled only by the great
Greek historian Thucydides.® As Arnaldo Momigliano declared, “Just as Thucydides was
continued by at least three historians, Eusebius had at least four successors...each starting from
where he left off.”®" Succeeding generations thus accepted the History’s portrayal of the first
three centuries and its style of narrating the church’s past.

The History’s strong reception makes close study a revealing window into Christianity at the
time when it was written. The parallels between Eusebius’ narrative of Abgar’s conversion and
Greek narratives about philosophers suggest that Eusebius aimed the History at the educated
Roman elites who ruled the Empire. But he wrote it when the vast majority of the elites in the
Empire were not Christian, and when, despite the cessation of persecution, the church’s security
was not assured. Why did Eusebius write such a History?

°1 The reception of the History has drawn very little study; Verdoner 2011: 4-17 is the best overview | have seen.

% See e.g. Ceresa-Gastalco 1984: 55f.; Siamaki 1992: 109-114; Williams 2006: 158-160. While | am not aware of
any citation of the Ecclesiastical History before Jerome, this does not constitute an objection to the strong reception
of the History, as few Christian writings that survive from between Eusebius and Jerome address the church’s past in
the periods that Eusebius treats.

% Rufinus’ date: Thelamon 1981: 13. On the Syriac translation of the History, see e.g. Toda 2010.

% Just one historian, the obscure Christian presbyter Philip of Side (also active in the mid-fifth century), seems to
have written anything resembling a rival narrative: cf. Momigliano 1990: 142, Chesnut 1986: 127. But whereas
Eusebius published an Ekklesiastiké Historia in 10 books, Philip wrote a Christianiké Historia in 36 volumes,
apparently beginning at the creation of the world and continuing through the Philip’s lifetime. On Philip and his
Christian History, see esp. Honigmann 1953: 82-91, Heyden 2006.

% The first word of Socrates’ Ecclesiastical History is “Eusebius”; cf. also Soz.HE pref.19, 1.1.12 (with the next
note), Theod.HE 1.pref.4. | have, however, found no evidence of any author—including Eusebius himself—citing it
by name before the 390s. An additional, “heretical” Christian, Philostorgius of Borissus, seems also to have begun
an ecclesiastical history where Eusebius ended: cf. Photius, Bibliotheca Codex 40 p. 8a-b.

% No modern scholar has convincingly identified a history of the church before Eusebius. It has been claimed, for
example, that Hegesippus, a Syrian or Palestinian author active in the third quarter of the second century, wrote a
history of the church (e.g. Halton 1982). However, since virtually all we know of Hegesippus’ one writing (his
Commentaries) is what was useful to Eusebius’ History (as Telfer 1960: 144 points out; cf. Hyndahl 1960: esp.
70f.), it is unlikely that the Commentaries were a narrative history. Moreover, the only ancient author who associates
Hegesippus with Eusebius as a historian of the church, Sozomen (Soz.HE 1.1.12), also mentions Clement and
Africanus, neither of whom wrote a narrative of church events, in the same clause as Tq) TV amooToAwv SiadoxT
mapakoloubnoovTes (Momigliano 1990: 138f.).

" Momigliano 1990: 142. Momigliano proceeds to except Rufinus’ Latin continuation from his list of successors,
but includes Gelasius, a bishop of Caesarea, who allegedly wrote an Ecclesiastical History in the later fourth
century. In my opinion, Rufinus should count as a continuator, but the existence of Gelasius’ Ecclesiastical History
has not been established: see e.g. van Nuffelen 2002 with references to earlier literature.
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3. The Purpose of the Ecclesiastical History: A Survey of Scholars’ Views

Although scholars have long scrutinized the Ecclesiastical History, discussion of it remains
scattered,®® in part because scholars of different disciplines read the History for different
purposes.*® Historians mine the History for information about the church’s past; theologians
scrutinize its portrayal of God’s plan for the church; and a lesser number of literary specialists
study the History’s narrative constructions. In addition to the different disciplines, scholars who
write in different scholarly languages—English, German, French, and Italian—have maintained
separate conversations about the History.'® A third hindrance to study of the History is
Eusebius’ reputation as a poor writer and a mediocre intellect.'%*

Divergent disciplines, linguistic disunity, and the presumption that Eusebius is unworthy of
serious study have allowed Eusebian scholars to talk past each other until very recently.'% Each
group of scholars has engaged with its own questions and maintained its own premises about
Eusebius’ aims, reliability, and social context. The kind of unified narrative about the changes in
scholarship that usually begins a dissertation would therefore either be impossibly long and
complex or else omit numerous excellent works that have garnered relatively little attention. The
following review of scholarly positions about the History will therefore take a thematic rather
than a narrative form. A thematic survey will better distinguish my aim, which is to understand
why Eusebius wrote the History for an audience of Greek-speaking Roman elites while engaged
with the Gospel Preparation and Demonstration.

Scholars have proposed six purposes behind Eusebius’ composition of the History. Two of
these propositions—simply to compile historical information and to inspire conversions to
Christianity—are implausible. Studies advocating two other purposes for the History—as part of
a theology of history and to defend the church—only explain some parts of the History and so do
not provide a comprehensive explanation for it. Studies that propose two further purposes—to
elaborate a distinct theology and to present a political vision for a new Christian community—
fail to contextualize the History within Eusebius’ oeuvre under Licinius’ rule. Finally, no study
has investigated Eusebius’ dialogue with non-Jewish, non-Christian Greek and Roman texts.

A. The History as Collection of Historical Data
Most studies that cite the History assume that Eusebius aimed simply to combine previously

separate narratives of the Christian past. This view stems from the earliest critical work on the
History. Franz Overbeck asserted that the History was a simple expansion of Eusebius’ earlier

% Just three conference volumes dedicated wholly or in part to Eusebius’ works have appeared: Attridge and Hata
1992 (most of which assumes the old model of Eusebius as compiler: see below); Jacobsen and Ulrich 2007;
Inowlocki and Zamagni 2011 (which unfortunately neglects the History).

% A complaint registered in DeVore forthcoming a. Only a few works on the History are widely cited by scholars
across languages and disciplines, including Schwartz 1907, Laqueur 1929, Sirinelli 1961, Momigliano 1963, Grant
1980, Barnes 1981, and Chesnut 1986. Hopefully the disunity of Eusebian scholarship will change with the
publication of the new French-ltalian commentary on the History. (Unfortunately, | received the first volume,
Morlet and Perrone 2012, too late to incorporate it into this dissertation.)

1% Continental scholars have engaged with Anglophone scholarship more readily than Anglophones with
continental. For example, there has been virtually no Anglophone engagement with two commendable continental
monographs on the History, Godecke 1987 and Carotenuto 2001.

191 poor writer: see chapter 1, n. 182 below. Mediocre intellect: Trisoglio (1984: 1066) declares, “Eusebio di Cesarea
[era] intelletualmente inferiore a tutti gli scrittori fin qui considerati” (see also Trisoglio 1978: 173).

192 As DeVore forthcoming a complains.
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Chronicle that constructed the church as a nation, while Eduard Schwartz labeled the History a
Materialsammlung, “eine Sammlung der iiberlieferten [geschichtlichen] Material.”*% In the early
1980s Robert Grant and Timothy Barnes published conflicting studies that evaluated Eusebius as
a reporter of information about the church’s past; both are widely cited.*® More recently, the
conception of the History as a compilation was the premise of Erica Carotenuto’s insightful
study of Eusebius’ quotations.'® For these scholars, the History is a compilation, a chronological
arrangement, and a transmission of previous texts.

Eusebius would have been happy that scholars read the History as reflecting Christian realia.
He encourages the assumption that he was simply compiling texts and reporting facts. In his
preface (HE 1.1.3f.) Eusebius proclaims that he

gathered everything that we consider profitable for the present purpose among those
events mentioned here and there by those authors, plucking up, as it were, those suitable
quotations like flowers in intellectual meadows, and attempted to put flesh on it all
through a historical outline, and resting satisfied if we should preserve the successions,
albeit not of all, then anyway of the very most illustrious of the apostles of our savior in
the distinguished churches memorialized still now.**

Eusebius styles himself as a conduit for information about the church, concealing his own
interventions.'%” By focusing on sources and accuracy, studies of the History as a repository of
data underestimate Eusebius’ responsibility for shaping the church’s past. Scholars cannot take
him at his word.**®

The assumption that the History was a Materialsammlung justifies the most widespread
scholarly use of the History, as a repository of data conveniently available for reconstructing the
first three centuries of Christian history.'®® Since, it is assumed, Eusebius simply preserved

13 Overbeck 1892: esp. 18-22 (echoed e.g. by Burgess 1997: 497f.), 42f., Schwartz 1907: 1395f., 1908: 116.

104 Grant 1980, which followed the research of Grant 1972, 1974, 1975a, 1975b (see Barnes 1984 and Heyne 2010
for critiques); Barnes 1981: chs. 8-9 (cf. Barnes 2010: 392). Whereas Grant argued that Eusebius was unreliable and
sometimes deceitful, Barnes’ Eusebius was more trustworthy. Yet both Grant and Barnes concurred with the
premise that Eusebius should be judged on the basis of his accuracy in reporting fact.

105 Carotenuto 2001 (who at xxix endorses Schwartz’s classification of Materialsammlung with caveats); the recent
survey of Morlet 2005 on the History’s influences, relying heavily on Carotenuto’s work, echoes this complexity.
See more recently Treadgold 2007: 39f.; Horn 2011: 234; cf. Timpe 1989: esp. 177-180, 186-197, who however
emphasizes the pragmatic aspects of the History in declaring it “Gebrauchsliteratur.”

106 8o Totvuv els TNV npOKslusvnv urroesow Auci1TeAelV nyouusﬁa TV auTols smvons orropcx&nv
uvnuovsueswwu aua)\sgausvm Kol cog Qv &K )\olecov )\sluoavcov Tos eMTNOEIOUS QUTAV TAV ToAAl
ouyypa(pscov anaveloausvm q>cov0(§, & Uq)nyr]oscog lOTOleT]S nslpaooueea ocouaTonomoal ayaﬂcoVng,
£l KCXl ur] omochov TV § ouv ucx)\toTcx Blaq)avscTchcov Tou ocoTnpog nucov QA TMOGTOAWY TOS 810(60)(0(§
KOTO TOS 510(Trpsnouoag ETI KOl VUV WVNUOVEUOHEVOS EKkKANOIas avaowoaiueda. Compare this passage to
Jerome, VI pref.

7 An unusual move in Greek and Roman historiography, where explicit self-promotion by the historian was
conventional: see e.g. Marincola 1997: chs. 1, 3.

198 As Barnes (1981: 141) puts it, scholars must “ask how far Eusebius’ interpretation of early Christian history
corresponds with reality.”

109 «The Ecclesiastical History will always be an indispensable quarry for historians of early Christianity and of the
Roman Empire” (Barnes 1981: 140). In addition to the works cited in the previous notes, see e.g. Gustafson 1961,
the contributions to Attridge and Hata 1992, Winckelmann 2003: 9; Treadgold 2007: 33-41; Haines-Eitzen 2011:
210-212; Horn 2011: esp. 234. Cf. Godecke 1987: 32-53, who must first argue that Eusebius was untrustworthy and
therefore not writing real history before discussing the ideology undergirding his narrative; her argument implies
that a historian cannot both report facts reliably and have an ideological agenda.
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unfiltered information that he picked up from his reading, we can read events in the History as if
we were reading the sources Eusebius cites. Eusebius’ agency is reduced to “preserving,”
“recounting,” “documenting,” and “reporting”; he more rarely “composes,” “constructs,” or
“imagines.” And when Eusebius does not supply data that answers these scholars’ questions,
they criticize his account as “inadequate” or “unsatisfactory.”*® While it is certainly legitimate
to extract data from ancient histories to reconstruct past events,*** viewing the History as a mere
Materialsammlung justifies a kind of uncritical “hit-and-run” reading that neglects Eusebius’
purposes in preserving this configuration of data.'*?

Even on the assumption that Eusebius was preserving information, he must have had a
purpose beyond simply the preservation of the past. As above all the work of Hayden White
from the 1960s to the 1980s has shown, even the most factually grounded historical narratives
convey ideological messages.'*® Studies of other influential ancient historians have absorbed this
lesson: the histories of Herodotus, Thucydides, Polybius, Livy, Tactius, and Ammianus
Marcellinus are no longer read chiefly as repositories of information, but as politically interested
texts.'** This study likewise will consider Eusebius to be a reshaper of the past and not simply as
a collector of information.

B. The History as Evangelism

Doron Mendels has contested readings of the History as a repository of information, arguing
instead that Eusebius designed it as an evangelistic text. Mendels’ Eusebius cleverly anticipated
modern journalistic techniques, boiling complex events into simple, easily understood, and even
sensationalist narratives. Eusebius used these narratives to inspire conversion to Christianity.'*®

While Mendels rightly contests analyses of the Ecclesiastical History as merely a collection
of historical data, he does not validate his deployment of journalistic theory with any reference to
the literary culture of Eusebius’ Greek-speaking Roman environment.*** Moreover, against
Mendels’ conclusion that the History attempted to publicize Christianity,"*’ Eusebius assumes
readers’ acquaintance with and commitment to Christian scriptures, as Marie Verdoner has
proven."'® This is not a text written for outsiders; nor, as | will argue in chapters 1 and 6 below
(pp. 29f., 210-217), was it written for mass audiences, but rather for other elites like Eusebius.

"0 Eg. Grant 1980: 1: “thoroughly inadequate”; Godecke 1987: 52: <zahlreiche Unklarheiten und
Verwechselungen”; Barnes 1981: 158: “unsatisfactory” (of book 8 of the History); Treadgold 2007:
“unsatisfactory.”

111 Cf. e.g. Rhodes 1994: esp. 157f., Bevir 1999: esp. 18f.

12 A phrase applied to scholars who consult but do not read Herodotus by Irwin and Greenwood 2007: 4.

13 White 1973, 1978, 1988; see also the essays in Konig and Whitmarsh 2007 on the ideologies underlying ancient
texts that claim merely to provide information.

1 The study of Herodotus has in fact long harbored suspicions that Herodotus was an idealogue: see Immerwahr
1966, Fornara 1971, Gould 1989, Kurke 1999, Harrison 2000a, Thomas 2000, Munson 2001, Bakker et al. 2002,
Irwin and Greenwood 2007, Baragwanath 2008. Studies of Thucydides followed suit in the wake of Connor 1984:
see e.g. Rood 1998b, Hornblower 2004, Rengakos and Tsakmaris 2006, Shanske 2007. Livy and Tacitus: the classic
work is Woodman 1988; see also e.g. Feldherr 1998, Sailor 2008. Ammianus: see Kelly 2008.

15 Mendels 1999: esp. 11-30, 2001a, 2001b; cf. the rather different Mendels 2004: ch. 8. Cf. Mortley 1996: ch. 5,
who posits that Eusebius (and previous Christian authors) was adapting a Peripatetic tradition of philosophically
grounded history to exemplify ethically sound deeds.

118 50, for example, he ignores how the mass intended audience of most modern journalism diverges from the elite
readers of ancient historiographical texts: cf. below, chapter 1, pp. 31, 41-43.

17 See esp. Mendels 1999: ch. 6.

118 See Verdoner 2010: esp. 369-372, with chapter 1, pp. 29f. below.
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Thus, the proposals that Eusebius wrote simply to preserve information or to convert non-
Christians are unconvincing: they do not explain the whole of Eusebius’ History, nor do they
place the History into the context of Eusebius’ contemporary writings.™

C. The History as Theology I: Salvation History

Another common reading of the History foregrounds a theology of history articulated more
explicitly in Eusebius’ contemporary writings than in the History. So for Jean Sirinelli the
History stresses the divine Logos’ instruction of humanity: through the vindication of prophecies
and the triumph of God’s church over demonic forces, the Logos guides peoples lost in idolatry
back to a primordial, civilized, ethical way of life.®® Building on Sirinelli’s work, Glenn
Chesnutt highlighted Eusebius’ emphasis on human free will in polemic against pagan beliefs in
fatalism and fortune.*** More recently Kazimierz llski has read the History with Eusebius’
Chronicle as contextualizing God’s salvific economy into a world-historical frame.'® These
studies effectively find echoes in the Ecclesiastical History of theological tenets articulated in
Eusebius’ Chronicle and Gospel Preparation-Demonstration.

Studies of Eusebius’ theology of history integrate the History effectively with Eusebius’
contemporary writings, while offering numerous insights into Eusebius’ views on the divine
forces that drive human events. However, these scholars tend to focus on the limited number of
passages in the History where Eusebius notes divine activity, particularly Eusebius’ discussion of
the preincarnate Christ (HE 1.2-4) and the History’s narratives of persecution (see chapter 3
below). Meanwhile, they neglect the History’s many passages where God is not overtly active,
and so do not address the question of why Eusebius wrote the kind of History that he did.

D. The History as an Apologetic

Numerous scholars interpret the Ecclesiastical History as a defense of “orthodox”
Christianity against outsiders’ criticisms. Scholars have detected rebuttals of a series of attacks
on both Christianity and on individual Christian luminaries such as Origen, and defenses of
Eusebius’ rejection of certain doctrines, especially millenarianism.'?®* Most of these studies
contextualize their chosen themes from the History in Eusebius’ contemporary works, especially
the Gospel Preparation and Demonstration."** For example, scholars have emphasized that

19 \With the commendable exceptions of Schwartz 1907 and Barnes 1981.

120 Sirinelli 1961: esp. 135-454, 487-495. Sirinelli read the History as illustrating Eusebius’ belief in the place of
divine providence in, and more particularly of the mediating divine Logos’ management (oikonomia) of, the course
of human events, especially as against hostile demonic forces. See also Bovon 1967; Koenig-Ockenfels 1976;
Trisoglio 1984: 1066-1104; Zakai and Mali 1992-93, Lyman 1993: ch. 3; Studer 2004; Ulrich 2005: 282-287.

'2L Chesnutt 1986: chs. 3-5.

122 [1ski 2007.

123 In addition to works named in the following notes see Momigliano 1963: 91; Godecke 1987: esp. 25f.; Swain
1997: 29; Burgess 1997: 497-501 and 1999: 66-74; Ulrich 1999; Schott 2008b; Williams forthcoming.

124 E 9. Grant 1975b (note similarly Verdoner 2007: 87f.), Twomey 1982: esp. 17-19, Droge 1992 (see similarly
Ulrich 2005: 279-282, Verdoner 2007: 79-88), Kofsky 2000: esp. 40-45; Inowlocki 2004, Ferguson 2005: ch. 2,
Kany 2007: 569f., Williams forthcoming. By contrast, Frede 1999, a much-cited essay on Eusebius as apologist,
says nothing about the History.
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fulfilled prophecy, the antiquity of Christianity, punishments against the Jews for killing Christ,
and other themes recur at length in Eusebius’ contemporary works.*®

While apologetic readings successfully place the History into the larger context of his oeuvre,
their focus on a small series of passages limits their comprehensiveness. While these scholars
show effectively that Eusebius inserted defensive notes into the History, they rarely trace these
polemics throughout the text. Scholars who have attempted to impose an apologetic reading on
the entire History have run into problems.*®® Apologetic interests certainly motivated Eusebius at
certain points, but none pointed out by these scholars explains the History comprehensively.*?’

While studies emphasizing Eusebius’ theology of history or his apologetic aims have
revealed links between the History and Eusebius’ contemporary writings, they have usually
emphasized a limited number of passages in the History and not the entire text.

E. The History as Theology II: the Theology Behind Eusebius’ Topics

Another group of theologically oriented studies has scrutinized how the History represents a
constellation of theological doctrines. Martin Tetz and Henri Crouzel’s articles treat the famous
list of topics enumerated in Eusebius’ preface (1.1.1f.), explaining how lines of bishops, writers
and events, “heretics,”™?® the Jews’ demise, and persecution and martyrdom reflect various
Christian theological tenets.’® Teresa Morgan’s recent article stresses divine judgment as
responding to Christian faithfulness and the wickedness of outsiders in determining success and
failure in human events.**® This group of theological interpreters has outlined a more
comprehensive theology in the History than previous theological interpreters. In so doing,
however, they have neglected to show how the History complemented Eusebius’ Gospel
Preparation and Demonstration.

F. The History as Blueprint for Christian Society in the Roman Empire

Monika GoOdecke, Marie Verdoner, and now James Corke-Webster have emphasized the
History’s political purpose. All three argue that the History constructs an imagined Christian
society within the Roman Empire and supply a model for how this society should function. Their
interpretations of Eusebius’ ideal past community differ: Godecke emphasizes the Eusebian
church’s raison d’étre as combat against the demonic forces behind persecutors and “heretics”;

125 E 9. Droge 1992: 499, 502; Kofsky 2000; Inowlocki 2004: 323; Ulrich 2005, 2007; Morlet 2008.

126 For example, Michael Beggs’ (1999: esp. 377-383) admirable dissertation tries but fails to show how the “ethnic
historical” genre of the History fulfills an apologetic purpose. While Gddecke 1987: 24-53 endorses an apologetic
purpose behind the History on that grounds that Eusebius’ claims of past Christian success legitimated the religion,
in the second half of her monograph the theme of apologetics fades as Eusebius’ promotion of an aggressive
Christianizing political agenda comes to the fore.

27| avoid the term “apologetic” in this study because scholars have used it so often yet so vaguely that it does not
help us to articulate the text’s agenda; but in chapter 6 | affirm an apologetic purpose for the text in different terms.
128 Throughout this dissertation the terms “heretic” and “orthodox,” along with the names of individual “heresies”
(e.g. “Montanist”) appear in scare quotes. I do this because “heresy” and all “heretical” titles were slurs in Christian
discourse, while “orthodoxy” was a complimentary term applied in mirror opposition to the slur: see above all
LeBoulluec 1985. When | use the terms, | mean them as focalized through Eusebius’ or another ancient writer’s
perspective, and not as analytic terms.

129 Tetz 1982, Crouzel 1996. I plan to present my own reading of Eusebius’ preface in a forthcoming publication.

30 Morgan 2005.
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Verdoner stresses the roles within the church hierarchy—clergymen, laypeople, and martyrs—
modeled throughout the History; and Corke-Webster argues that Eusebius constructed new
models of Christian authority, including familial, ascetic, intellectual, and martyrial authorities—
that were harmonious with Roman elite ideologies for a newly legalized church.’** All three
scholars thus stress Eusebius’ positioning of Christianity within the Roman Empire.**?

These social readings of the text have the strength of explaining broad, recurrent themes in
the Ecclesiastical History. They also show that the Ecclesiastical History was designed to shape
Christian audiences’ views of their own identity. On the other hand, neither Gddecke nor
Verdoner has shown how the History fit into Eusebius’ larger literary project between 313 and
325; Corke-Webster does show how the History fit into an agenda expressed in the Gospel
Demonstration.’® If Eusebius had a social vision that motivated the History, it is worth
exploring whether that vision informed his contemporary writings.

In sum, previous studies of the Ecclesiastical History, especially the theological, apologetic,
and political studies, have offered plausible hypotheses about Eusebius’ purposes in writing the
History. However, as a whole the scholarship exhibits two shortcomings. First, all scholarship
has hit either a Scylla of reading only part of the History or a Charybdis of removing the History
from Eusebius’ larger textual program. Studies of the History as a theology of history and as
apologetic read the History as part of a program with the Gospel Preparation and
Demonstration; yet they have not presented a comprehensive explanation of the History per se.
Meanwhile, except for Corke-Webster’s, studies of the History’s particular theology and its
vision of the church do read the History comprehensively but without placing it into the context
of Eusebius’ contemporary oeuvre.

An additional lacuna marks all previous scholarship. All studies of the History assume that
the text engaged all but exclusively in dialogue with Christian voices. In reading through books
and articles on the Ecclesiastical History it is difficult to find references to non-Christian, non-
Jewish authors as possible precedents, counterparts, or even targets of Eusebian
historiography.'** The lack of attention to Eusebius’ use of pagan authors has restricted the
questions asked of the History.”®® For example, numerous scholars have dismissed the

Bl Godecke 1987: esp. 100-161 (see also Mihlenberg 2002); Verdoner 2011: ch. 4 (note, along similar lines,
Mendels 2004: ch. 8). See also Gértner and Gértner 2003 (who present an excellent reading of Eusebius’ portrait of
Origen), Morlet 2005, Johnson 2006a: 225f., Willing 2008: 485-505.

132 Each reaches rather different conclusions about this: Godecke (1987: esp. 201-217) argues that Eusebius
positioned Christianity for a position of power in the Empire in the triumphalist wake of Constantine’s coming to
power, while Verdoner (2011: 160-167) and Corke-Webster (passim) find (and | concur below) a cooperative model
of interaction between church and Empire.

133 Corke-Webster 2013: ch. 2.

134 Again, the exceptions only look at certain portions of the History: e.g. Eusebius’ use of intellectual biography, as
Momigliano 1963: 90f. 1990: 139f.; Cox 1983; Carotenuto 2001: 99-106; Markschies 2007: 231-235; cf. Alexandre
1998. Winckelmann 1991: 60-68 and Morlet 2005: 5f., 8-10 both survey some Greek and Roman historians as
models for the History, but both emphasize Josephus as Eusebius’ most significant historiographical model. Another
important exception is Porphyry of Tyre: see 6.19.4-8 (=Porphyry, Against the Christians fr. 39 Harnack) with e.g.
Morlet 2004: 71f., Schott 2008b, Johnson 2012. Porphyry’s influence has been the subject of much recent debate:
see chapter 6, pp. 218f. with nn. 1369-1375 below for references.

135 Eusebius does obscure his use of pagan discourses. As Verdoner (2007: 91) has commented, “less effort is spent
[by Eusebius] on establishing a clear relation to the Hellenistic-Roman tradition of history writing—a problem
which has haunted a number of scholars discussing the sui generis character of the [History]. Instead, a strategy of
establishing an unambiguous relation to earlier Christian ‘orthodox’ writers is chosen.” Citations of pagans include
HE 6.3.7 (apparently a Platonic saying, a reference | owe to James Corke-Webster), 6.19.4-8 (see previous note),
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proposition that Eusebius’ modeled the History after pagan histories on the grounds that
Eusebius did not write like the famous Greek historians Thucydides or Polybius;** this assertion
assumes that Greek historiography is reducible to Thucydidean or Polybian historiography, an
assumption that I refute in chapter 1.

By contrast, recent scholarship on Eusebius’ other Licinian works has emphasized Eusebius’
use of Greek rhetorical models. Aaron Johnson has shown that Eusebius’ Gospel Preparation
combined the genre of apologetic tractate with two kinds of introduction, textual and the
doctrinal.**’ Johnson has also found the same combination of Greek genres in Eusebius’ General
Elementary Introduction. Sébastien Morlet, meanwhile, has shown that Eusebius’ Gospel
Demonstration combined the non-Christian Greek genres of textual and doctrinal introduction
with the distinctively Christian genres of apologetic and testimonia-collections.’®® The reading
above of Eusebius’ narrative about Abgar’s conversion suggests that the Ecclesiastical History,
written in the same circumstances as the Gospel Preparation and Demonstration, likewise used a
Greek mode of communication not attested in previous Christian texts.

To be sure, Eusebius carried on a rich dialogue with Christian and Jewish authors. He cites
the Bible and New Testament, Philo of Alexandria and Josephus, and such Christians as Justin
Martyr, Irenaeus of Lyons, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and Dionysius of Alexandria
frequently. Scholars of early Christianity have done well in pointing out Eusebius’ uses of these
authors. This study, however, focuses on Eusebius’ non-Christian interlocutors as a corrective to
the scholarly neglect of pagan Greek discourses that Eusebius incorporated into the History.

In sum, this study explores how Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History participated in dialogue
with non-Christian as well as Christian texts. It reads the History as a narrative text written by an
educated Greek-speaking Roman for other educated Greek-speaking Romans. It is a
comprehensive study of the History in context with Eusebius’ contemporary works. The next
section outlines the theoretical frameworks that | apply to this task.

HE 7.24.6=Thuc.2.64.1 (in a quotation of Dionysius of Alexandria), HE 7.22.10=Thuc.2.52.2 (also a quotation of
Dionysius); 10.4.11=Hippocrates, On Breaths 1 (recognizable as a quotation by its extinct lonic Greek dialect).

13 E.g. Grant 1980: 23f., Mihlenberg 2002: 196f., Willing 2008: 492, Verdoner 2011: 69-72; cf. Calderone 1980:
145-148, Chesnut 1986: ch. 2, Winckelmann 1991: 60-69; Mendels 1999: 3, 24, 29f., 47, 49. Momigliano 1963: 89-
91 and 1990: 137-143, Timpe 1989, Carotenuto 2001: esp. 99-106, Morlet 2005: 5-10, and Markschies 2007 have
looked the most broadly among previous Greek historiography.

Meanwhile, scholars of classical literature, who are in the best position to recognize Eusebius’ usage of the
available historical narratives available, have only contributed a handful of recent publications addressing the
History: Timpe 1989, Mendels 1999, 2001a, 2001b, Lachenaud 2004: ch. 2, Morgan 2005. Most recent syntheses of
classical historiography neglect the History: to name two recent Anglophone surveys of ancient historiography,
Fornara 1983 and Marincola 1997 do not even mention the History, and Marincola (ed.) 2007 devotes just two
paragraphs to it (Croke 2007: 574), even though the History’s Nachwirkung is comparable to that of Herodotus,
Thucydides, Livy, and Tacitus. In past generations such classicists as Schwartz (1907, 1908, 1999), Laqueur (1929),
and Momigliano (1963: esp. 89-91 and 1990: 138-141) did much to advance study of the History.

37 There has been some debate about whether “apologetics” can be called a genre: see Petersen 2009 for a nuanced
treatment.

138 Johnson 2006b, 2011; see also Johnson 2004b, 2006a, 2007; Morlet 2009: esp. 50-63, 74-76; see also Morlet
2004.
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4. Theoretical Frameworks: the New Historicism, Social History in the Built
Environment, Reading Communities, Social Roles

Explaining why the History was so successful involves showing how the History worked as
part of a dialogue between its author and readers in the author’s contemporary society. Eusebius,
after all, meant it to influence his contemporaries.** Therefore, this study follows a theoretical
framework capable of recovering how the History communicated with readers in Eusebius’ own
time and place.

The New Historicism offers a useful framework for situating the History as a literary text.
The New Historicism studies literary texts as windows into the mentalities contingent upon a
particular context in time and space.**® As Catherine Gallagher and Stephen Greenblatt put it, to
practice New Historicism “is to imagine that the writers we love did not spring up from nowhere
and that their achievements must draw upon a whole life-world and that this life-world has
undoubtedly left other traces of itself.”*** Particularly relevant to my project, the reconstruction
of life-worlds through texts requires suspension of anachronistic literary canons in favor of
reading contemporary works together.**? This study likewise uses a New Historicist reading of
the History to better understand the mentalities that motivated Eusebius and his readers.'** This
study attempts to show how Eusebius’ History bestowed a higher status on the church in his own
life-world.

Chapters 1 through 3 will perform a New Historicist reading of the Ecclesiastical History.
Similarly to the New Historicists, who put “canonical” texts into dialogue with “noncanonical”
texts, this study will place pagan voices alongside Christian and Jewish texts as Eusebian
interlocutors. The intellectual conditions of the Greek-speaking Roman Empire in Eusebius’ time
will be the informers and interlocutors of Eusebius’ History, rather than just the Christian and
Jewish texts that, as noted above, most previous scholars have compared with the History.
Jewish and Christian writings that inform much Eusebian scholarship but that Eusebius almost
certainly never read, such as the so-called apocryphal gospels and acts, and all Christian works
available only in Latin, will rarely come up.*** Pagan Greek classics will play a much larger role,
since Eusebius’ Greek-speaking audiences knew them well (see chapter 1, pp. 30-32 below): for

139 \/erdoner 2010: 371-374 has recently shown that the History’s rhetoric assumes an exceptionally involved reader.
10 Most New Historicists understand “culture” in the sense of Geertz 1973: 5 as “webs of significance.”

11 Gallagher and Greenblatt 2000: 12f. See also the more systematic definition of the New Historicism of Veeser
1994: 2, 14-19: “1) that every expressive act is embedded in a network of material practices; 2) that every act of
unmasking, critique, and opposition uses the tools it condemns and risks falling prey to the practice it exposes; 3)
that literary and non-literary ‘texts’ circulate inseparably; 4) that no discourse, imaginative or archival, gives access
to unchanging truths or expresses unalterable human nature; and 5) that a critical method and a language adequate to
describe culture under capitalism participate in the economy they describe.” Veeser goes on to note that a number of
new historicists reject (4), the inaccessibility of unchanging truths and unalterable human nature; | side with those
who accept unchanging truths, like, for example, the cross-cultural human use of speech genres (chapter 1) and
human organization by networks (chapter 5).

2 The New Historicism as rejecting literary canons: Gallagher and Greenblatt 2000: esp. 9-11; cf. n. 85 above on
using contemporaneous sources.

3| draw the term “mentalities” from the French Annales school of historians. See e.g. the quotation at the
beginning of this chapter.

Y This is not to delegitimize comparisons between the History and texts that Eusebius did not read for other
purposes (cf. e.g. Montgomery 2000; Mirkovic 2004: 112f., Winckelmann 2005, Brandt 2006, Reed 2008); such
comparisons simply do not serve to explain Eusebius’ aims and his readers’ mentalities. On Eusebius’ ignorance of
most apocryphal gospels and acts, see Carriker 2003: 233f.; on Eusebius’ ignorance of Latin literature, see Carriker
2003: 18 n. 53; cf. Carotenuto 2002: 71-73.
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example, the most influential historian in the Roman Empire, Thucydides, will make several
appearances.** This study also brings the History into dialogue with roughly contemporary
authors rarely associated with Eusebius but much more representative of his Greek-speaking elite
Roman society, such as Diogenes Laertius, Philostratus, and lamblichus.

To understand the History’s dialogue with its contemporary life-world, including both the
discourses and the material practices emphasized by New Historicists, 1 complement the New
Historicism with a second framework, social history. | adopt William Sewell’s location of the
social sphere in historical subjects’ cognitive, linguistic, and material environments. For Sewell,
the social is

the complex and inescapable ontological ground of our common life as humans. It is best
understood as, first, an articulated, evolving web of semiotic practices...that, second,
builds up and transforms a range of physical frameworks that both provide matrices for
these practices and constrain their consequences. . 1o

Sewell’s social history attempts to show how human agents use material and semiotic conditions
in their environments to change these environments; the physical and communicative actions of
human agents together constitute a “built environment.” Each built environment in turn
surrounds humans with linguistic and material structures that both constrain them and equip
them with resources for future action.**’

In keeping with both the New Historicism and Sewellian social history this study aims to
understand the socio-material conditions of Eusebius’ time through a study of the History.**®
Studies of early Christian writers in general and of Eusebius in particular rarely control for
Eusebius’ material surroundings. Yet Eusebius’ material and spatial conditions can do much to
explain his literary oeuvre, as Anthony Grafton and Megan Hale Williams have shown for
Eusebius’ Chronicle.*® In Eusebius’ world, people who happened to reside in the capital of a
Roman province could experience the comforts and the violence of Roman rule far more acutely
than those living elsewhere (chapter 4); long-distance travel was expensive, time-consuming, and
wearying, and long-distance communication was slow and precarious (chapter 5); and paper, ink,
and books were prohibitively expensive for most of the population (chapter 6). Eusebius’
History, | contend, is deeply embedded into the material circumstances in which he lived.

This study’s examines the interactions of a text with its contingent built environment. Like
most ancient authors, Eusebius did not mass-produce and commercially distribute his History,
but circulated it to bishops in other cities, who would in turn use it to instruct their own
friends.® He was thus attempting to reshape what Brian Stock has called “textual communities,”
where leaders in different places would organize like-thinking individuals around practices

145 On the reception of Thucydides in antiquity, see Nicolai 1992: 250-339 as well as Fromentin, Gotteland and
Payen 2010.

1% Sewell 2005: 369.

7 Agents working within and through structures: Sewell 2005: ch. 4; “built environments™: Sewell 2005: ch. 10,
esp. 362-369. For a different formulation of the rejection of the linguistic-material binary, see Joyce 2010.

148 On the New Historicism and material practices, cf. Veeser 1994: 14-17, Gallagher and Greenblatt 2000: chs. 3-4.
9 Grafton and Williams 2006. For another recent attempt to situate early Christian texts within their material
environments, see Nasrallah 2010.

150 See chapter 6, p. 213 below.
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drawn from the same text(s).*>* Eusebius, | argue, designed the History and the works that
accompanied it to guide Christian clergymen in shaping their own churches’ practices and thus to
reformulate Roman Christianity.

Eusebius centered his reinterpretation on the role of Christian leaders in the Empire’s built
environment. Here | use “role” in Erving Goffman’s sense. In Goffman’s sociology, a role is an
array of routines that individuals present to particular audiences during interactions with
others.™®® For Goffman, certain settings and occasions call on qualified individuals to play
particular roles.”®® Particularly important to this study are the claimants’ qualifications for
playing a social role. Claimants must be present in the setting expected of their roles; they must
project the expected competence and manners; and they must carry out expected routines
convincingly and consistently.'* Eusebius’ Roman society was full of such social roles, from the
emperor, governors, and civic elites down to small farmers, sailors, prostitutes, and field
slaves.'®® Eusebius, | argue, used the History and its contemporary works to qualify the church to
serve in a particular Roman role, that of the philosopher.

5. An Outline of the Argument

The argument of this study proceeds in two parts. Chapters 1 through 3 show the ways in
which Eusebius used previously available genres of Greek historiography to create a world in
which Christians inhabited the role of the Roman philosopher. Chapters 4 through 6 describe
how the History incorporated symbols and practices from the Roman Empire’s built environment
to integrate this church of philosophers into the Empire.

Chapter 1 begins by noting how unusual Eusebius’ History was among existing genres of
Greek historiography. The History’s combination of a chronology around non-state actors
(namely successions of bishops in major Roman cities), extensive verbatim quotation, literary
history, avoidance of lengthy set-piece orations, and static narrative arc are unparalleled in Greek
narrative history. Eusebius’ audience, | show, consisted of elite Greek-speaking Romans
educated through the standard Greek educational curriculum (paideia). To understand how these
features resonated with Eusebius’ educated audiences, the chapter adopts a flexible, descriptive
genre theory. | understand genres as textual schemas that manifest themselves in texts’ forms,
content, and rhetoric. Each genre is associated with a different domain, or “world,” of
information, so that any text that evokes a genre also evokes the world associated with that
genre. The chapter investigates the History’s evocation of available Greek genres, identifying the
History’s originality in its blending of two available Greek genres, national historiography and

151 «“What was essential for a textual community, whether large or small, was simply a text, an interpreter, and a
public...Yet whatever the origins, the effects were always roughly comparable. Through the text, or, more
accurately, through the interpretation of it, individuals who previously had little else in common were united around
common goals. Similar social origins comprised a sufficient but not necessary condition of participation. The
essential bond was forged by means of belief: its cement was faith in the reality of belonging. And these in turn were
by-products of a general agreement on the meaning of a text” (Stock 1984: 15-20; quotation in 18). See further
Stock 1983: ch. 2, esp. 90-92.

192 Goffman 1959: 15f.

153 For example, at his office during working hours, physicians are expected to examine patients and attempt to
diagnose patients, whereas in another setting, such as a bar, the same two individuals are expected to enjoy a drink
and banter together.

154 Goffman 1959: esp. 17-58.

155 See in general the essays in Peachin 2010.
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philosophical biography, the only Greek genre that prefigures the five features that distinguish
the History from previous narrative histories.

The world that Eusebius’ genre created placed Christians into the prestigious roles played by
philosophers in Roman society. Philosophers taught philosophia, a regime of intellectual training
that disabused practitioners of normative attitudes and focused the mind on what was really
important; these practitioners, called philosophoi, included both professional philosophers and
nonprofessional elite thinkers. Philosophers were often useful advisors for Roman emperors and
other statesmen because they maintained a posture of distance from the state, which in turn
positioned them at a critical distance from Roman rulers, while equipping them with the
exclusive right to speak frankly to these rulers.

Chapter 2 focuses more closely on the particular world that Eusebius’ use of philosophical
biography constructed. Philosophical biography was a flexible genre: as contemporary examples
of the genre show, it could portray philosophers as diverse or uniform, as parochial or universal,
or as brilliant or unenlightened. The chapter places Eusebius’ biographies within these spectra by
studying how he downplays, modifies, or emphasizes eight categories of data offered in most
philosophical biography. Eusebius’ concealment of familial ties and civic identity, along with his
placing bishops and emperors in parallel lines of succession, removes parochial markers of
distinction and universalized the church. His suppression of “orthodox” subjects’ individuality
through repetitive catalogues of their writings, parallel anecdotes, and placement within lines of
succession renders the church as a uniform and therefore reliable institution. And these literary
catalogues, attention to teacher-student relationships, and anecdotes about instruction paint the
church as intellectually formidable. Biographies of ‘“heretics,” meanwhile, render “heretics’™
diverse by noting their distinctive doctrines and obscure their intellectual productivity by
concealing their writings; Eusebius’ church is thus justified in excluding them. The universality,
uniformity, and intellectual productivity of Eusebius’ church rendered it an attractive institution
from which Roman leaders might draw trustworthy, wise advisors.

Chapter 3 moves to the section of the History that are most focused on national history,
showing how Eusebius used even these sections to enhance his picture of a philosophical church.
Greek national histories required narration of a nation’s victories and valor in warfare. Since the
church had not fought in a military campaign, Eusebius submitted martyr narratives, the most
violent Christian texts he had, as a substitute. To sustain his philosophical portrayal of the
church, Eusebius proclaims martyrdoms to be “wars contested for peace in the soul” (HE
S.pref.3). In this war, the church’s enemies are the devil and his demons, who instigate
persecutions and tempt would-be martyrs as they face violent suffering. The church must resist
Satan with psychical armaments, which Eusebius describes by making Christians’ philosophical
training a prelude for Christian martyrdom. In his narratives of the martyrs’ battles, Eusebius
makes martyr narratives resemble war by removing the courtroom questioning that marked
previous martyr narratives and foregrounding violent suffering, evoking Greek war narratives
such as Thucydides’. At the same time, Eusebius’ stress on Christian virtue distinguishes the
martyrs from the unheroic torture in Thucydidean war narrative. After God rescues the church
and punishes persecutors, Eusebius declares Christian victory through the Greek
historiographical topoi of state documents and the only set-piece oration in the History.
Eusebius’ narratives of “philosophical” martyrs thus cohere with his biographies in elaborating a
world in which Christians are the best philosophical school in the Empire; and by casting
demons as the church’s enemies he exonerated the Roman Empire from guilt for persecuting the
church.
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With Chapter 4 this study broadens the focus from the world within the Ecclesiastical
History to Roman society at large through a thick description of the built environment of
Caesarea Maritima, the city that shaped Eusebius. Caesarea was a fairly typical Roman port city,
whose Roman character was reinforced by its numerous Latin inscriptions and honorific statues
that valorized the benefits that Roman rulers bestowed on their subjects. In Caesarea sculptures
and inscriptions honored philosophers and other intellectuals alongside of statues of statesmen,
demonstrating that philosophical activity and accomplishments held a place of honor alongside
of statesmanship among the Roman elite. Eusebius’ attribution pf both philosophical and
political virtues to Christians reflected the prestige that philosophers and statesmen held in
Caesarea. Caesarea served as the seat of government in the province of Palestine, where the
governor dispensed justice, answered petitions, presided at public spectacles, performances and
other rituals, and dealt with local elites; Eusebius therefore speaks from close observation in his
asessment of Roman authority. Caesarea’s bustling economy created an enjoyable and
prosperous city, as tax revenue brought monumental building projects and trade brought goods in
from other regions, improving Eusebius’ material prosperity and reinforcing his lifelong loyalty
to Rome. Caesarea had a major harbor and a hub in an extensive road network, offering mobility
that Eusebius exploited to visit other Roman cities. The only features of Caesarea that Eusebius
disliked were the city’s pagan shrines, around which much of Caesarea’s civic life coalesced.
While Eusebius abhorred pagan worship, he also appreciated the city’s most important divinity,
the emperor Augustus, who had patronized the founding of Caesarea and who was worshipped at
Caesarea’s magnificent harbor temple. The presence of this temple at the center of the city
symbolized the benefits that Roman monarchy had delivered to Caesarea and likely prompted
Eusebius’ most frequent expression of his loyalty to Roman, his regular evocation of the
synchronism between Christ’s incarnation and Augustus’ pacifying reign.

Chapter 5 demonstrates how Eusebius incorporated his experience as an elite Roman living
in a well-connected city into his depiction of the church. His adroit weaving of revealing
encounters, travel, letters, and citations combine individual Christians’ interactions into an
Empire-wide network, while creating ties with Roman rulers outside the Christian network.
Eusebius’ intra-ecclesial interactions highlight the Christian leaders’ unity, proper elite behavior,
and intergenerational continuity. While the church’s internal relations remain cohesive, Christian
leaders also create more distant ties with outsiders, including both intellectuals and Roman
statesmen. While Eusebius’ Christians show themselves the equals of good philosophers and
superior to bad ones, they interact with Roman rulers as philosophers, influencing emperors
through their frank speech, respectful conduct, and intellectual prowess. Christians’ distanced
harmony toward Roman rulers parallels the relationship that philosophers were to hold with the
authorities.

Chapter 6 addresses the place of the History in Eusebius’ larger oeuvre during the reign of
Licinius, including the General Elementary Introduction and Gospel Preparation-
Demonstration. The chapter first narrows the intended audience of these texts to bishops, other
Christian intellectuals, and Roman Christians of high status; these educated, elite Christians
needed to be able to explain their religion to their pagan counterparts. The Introduction and
Preparation-Demonstration, | show, constituted a curriculum for such educated Christians,
presenting Christian theology and modeling the reading of sacred Christian texts while providing
answers to outside objections, all of which mirror the functions of contemporary philosophical
introductions. The History complements this program by endowing the church with the heritage
expected of a philosophical school—as the famed enemy of Christianity, Porphyry of Tyre,
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wrote a Philosophical History to complement his philosophical introductions. Together the
Preparation-Demonstration and History pattern Christian society after the model of the
philosophical schools. Eusebius’ imagined church consists both of professionals—ascetics and
clergy who must live a regimented lifestyle—and of elite nonprofessionals; and like
philosophical schools, Christianity welcomed elite Romans into nonprofessional positions in the
church. Eusebius located the church’s superiority to the Greek philosophical schools in its more
efficacious doctrines, its more universal membership, and its stronger success in civilizing
adherents. Thus, Christian Roman elites would foster better relations with God and be able to
live a better kind of life than followers of the philosophical schools would. By these activities the
philosophical church would reinforce Rome’s imperialist ideology. Roman ideology had long
claimed to civilize subject races, and Greek paideia had served as a civilizing vehicle for
“barbarian” upper classes, breaking their resistance to Roman domination. Eusebius’ works
between 313 and 324 together made the case that Christianity’s reliable intellectual prowess and
strong relations with the divine made it a superior civilizer to Greek philosophical schools.
Eusebius’ works in the 310s thus positioned Christianity and its representatives, the clergy, to
displace Hellenism and its representatives, the Greek philosophers, as the civilizing specialists in
Rome’s imperialist apparatus.
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Chapter 1
Literary Signification and Philosophical Association:
Genre, Imagined Worlds, and a Role for the Church

For as | am, in reality, the founder of a new province of writing, so I am at liberty to make
what laws | please therein. And these laws, my readers, whom | consider as my subjects, are
bound to believe in and to obey.'*®

A new genre is always the transformation of one or several old genres.**

The introduction showed that, in his only narrative about Jesus drawn from outside the four
canonical gospels (HE 1.13), Eusebius emulated a narrative pattern from Greek philosophical
discourse. This can hardly have been accidental. As I suggested, Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History
incorporates topoi from a wide range of Greco-Roman texts. Even if he used some topoi from
Greek discourse, however, Eusebius did not write history like any previous ancient Greek
historian. A chorus of scholars has pointed out recurrent features in the History that are quite
alien to previous narrative histories. The following is a list of five such notable features:

A. The History is structured by successions (in Greek, diadochai) of nonstate officials.*®
From books 2 through 7 Eusebius organizes the chronology of the History around the lines of
succession of Christian bishops based in major cities (Jerusalem, Antioch, Rome, and
Alexandria), alongside Roman emperors’ lines of succession. Previous histories’ chronology
had typically followed successive state officeholders, such as Roman kings and consuls,
Athenian archons, or civic priests, for their chronology, and not such nonstate officials.**°

B. The Ecclesiastical History features extensive verbatim quotations from many kinds of
prose texts."®® Previous narrative historians, even if they cited prose texts as authorities for

1%6 Fielding 2002: 77.

" Todorov 1976: 161. Yet, “Ecclesiastical history was a new way of looking at the past which sprang, fully-formed,
from the head of Eusebius of Caesarea” (Harries 1991: 269, quoted in Verdoner 2011: 187).

158 In books 2-7, that is, which cover the church from Jesus’ departure to the Diocletianic persecution.

159 Noted as early as Overbeck 1892: 37-47, and the subject of Overbeck 1898; Schwartz 1907: 1396; Momigliano
1962: 140; Grant 1980: ch.6; Simonetti 1997: 54f.; cf. Barnes 1981: 132. Civic priests: see e.g. Hornblower 2006:
620.

180 A5 Treadgold (2007: 38) notes, “Nearly half the text, including many of its most memorable episodes, consists of
direct quotations from earlier sources, in most cases scrupulously identified.” By “quotation” I mean the insertion of
an excerpt from a previous text, oral communication or some other verbal medium, that purports and attempts to
reproduce the wording of that previous communication verbatim. I distinguish this from “citation,” by which I mean
simply a narrator’s purported acknowledgement that the narrator has reproduced data drawn from another source.
This distinction is pertinent because the English terms “cite” and “citation” typically signify the acknowledgement
of the source of information or ideas. “Citation” includes, but does not necessarily imply, the reproduction of the
ipsissima verba that communicated the information, even though some authors do use it to mean more broadly the
reproduction of another author’s text whether or not that text comes in the form of precise quotation, paraphrase, or
summary (cf. DeVore forthcoming b). I qualify with “prose texts” because quotations of poetry are quite common in
Greek historiography from Herodotus to Herodian.
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their claims,'®" had rarely quoted their sources verbatim.'®? Instead, historians’ custom was to
rewrite events depicted in their sources in their own style, though, as Appendix 2 shows,
Greek historians did quote a number of different kinds of documents.*®®

C. The History shows a preoccupation with literary history. A number of scholars have noted
Eusebius’ interest in tracing which authors considered which books canonical;*®* the History
also features more than 40 catalogues of Christian intellectuals’ writings.'®> Previous
narrative historians had not made such an effort to incorporate literary history into their
narratives, let alone distinguish between the legitimacy of different texts.

D. Eusebius’ History includes no invented set-piece speeches and attributing them to
characters.’®® By contrast, every Greek narrative history that survives from before Eusebius
had placed artful orations in actors’ mouths: “It would never have occurred to any historian
to write a narrative history wholly without recorded speech.”*®’ (There is one substantial
exception to Eusebius’ avoidance of speeches, the author’s own oration at the dedication of a
basilica in Tyre at 10.4, which will be discussed in chapter 3 below.*%)

E. Almost every event in the History is detached from diachronic causal chains. This has the
effect of making Eusebius’ church and its Roman imperial context experience a Static
narrative arc, according to which the social context in which the church operates does not
change.'®® Most previous historians had made some effort to paint the web of various social,
material and other external forces that motivated and constrained actors’ decisions, even if
that web constituted a top-down flow of power from emperor to imperial subjects.*”

161 As historians from Herodotus to Arrian of Nicomedia (in his Anabasis of Alexander) had. The surviving two
third-century narrative historians, Cassius Dio and Herodian, rarely even cite their sources.

162 Momigliano 1962: 140f., and 1963: 89f.; Harries 1991: 272f.; Sellew 1992: 114; Timpe 1989: 187f., 194-197;
Winckelmann 1991: 112f.; Perrone 1995: 420; Gonnet 2001; Mendels 2001a: 201-203, 2001b: 300f.; Muhlenberg
2002: 201 with n. 56; Treadgold 2007: 37f.; Willing 2008: 490-492; cf. Carotenuto 2001: 99-108.

163 Cf. e.g. Marincola 1997: 102-107, on Greek and Latin historians’ hesitation to quote.

164 See esp. Baum 1997, Le Boulluec 2002, Nielsen 2003: 31-50; see also Schwartz 1907: 1396-1398; Bauer 1934:
150; Momigliano 1962: 139-141; Grant 1980: ch. 11; Barnes 1981: 128, 132f., 138-140; Chesnut 1986: 120;
Winckelmann 1991: 111; Perrone 1996: 516f.; Dungan 2007: 57-93.

1% See Alexandre 1998; Carotenuto 2001: 102-106. See also chapter 2, pp. 84-87 below.

1% By “set-piece speech,” I mean a discourse spoken by an individual or collective character within a narrative text
to an internal audience that continues without interruption for more than 100 words and expresses or influences the
direction of the narrative. Noting the absence of set-piece speeches in the History: e.g. Momigliano 1963: 89f.;
Timpe 1989: 188f.; Harries 1991: 272f.; Winckelmann 1991: 111-113; Willing 2008: 490f.

187 Marincola 2007: 119. The most prominent exception to the rule that narrative histories included speeches was the
brevaria, epitomes, and other short histories. The only pre-Eusebian examples of such epitomizing histories without
speeches, to my knowledge, survive are Latin (Velleius Paterculus, Florus, Justin). Of surviving Greek histories,
Diodorus’ Historical Library comes closest to such a truncated history (cf. Diodorus 1.3.8)—and indeed in one of
his prefaces he explains why he includes set-piece orations (20.1f.), and in the surviving fifteen books plus reliquiae
a number of them surface (e.g. 13.20-32, 14.65-69).

1%8 A much shorter exception is found at 7.32.9; other brief speeches appear in quotations (2.23.10f., 7.11.6-11).

1%9 Barnes 1981: 131f., 142; Twomey 1982: 202-04; Timpe 1989: 191f.; Winckelmann 1991: 107; Carotenuto 2001:

xixf., 22-24, 181; Studer 2004: 139; Morgan 2005: 195f. and 202; Morlet 2005: 13; Willing 2008: 487f. Cf. Chesnut
1986: 91f., Mendels 1999: 7 and 122f.

70 As e.g. in Arrian’s Anabasis and Herodian’s Roman History, and in the imperial books of Dio’s Roman History.
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Eusebius, | argue, must have had models somewhere in his reading for the literary structures that
he used in the Ecclesiastical History. This chapter aims to identify these Eusebian models and
present a hypothesis for why Eusebius selected these particular models.

Most scholars’ first instinct is to read Eusebius as imitating previous Jewish and Christian
texts. Yet there is no precedent for Eusebian historiography among Christian historical
narratives. Among earlier Christian writers, only the author of the Acts of the Apostles had
written anything resembling a history of the church. Among Jewish texts, the Septuagint
included some narrative histories (the books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, Ezra,
and Nehemiah) that Eusebius could have chosen to imitate. And Eusebius knew the writings of
the late first-century Jewish historian Flavius Josephus well, quoting him repeatedly in the
History.'”* However, no Jewish or Christian history prefigured the distinctive features of the
Ecclesiastical History.

Among pagan Greek histories the search for precedents has proven no more successful. We
are fortunate to know well the histories that Eusebius read, thanks to his frequent citations.'’> We
know that Eusebius read Herodotus, Thucydides, Diodorus Siculus’ Historical Library, and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ Roman Antiquities, as well as nonnarrative historians such as
Alexander Polyhistor, Philostratus, and Porphyry.!”® But despite our precise knowledge of
Eusebius’ historical reading and the wide acceptance of Eusebius’ originality, scholars have yet
to reach a consensus on the precedents of Eusebius’ historiography.'”

Eusebius could not simply have intuited how to write history: “in literature there is no
creation ex nihilo.”*™ This chapter aims therefore to rethink the historiographical models for
Eusebius’ History and to show how Eusebius arranged these precedents to present a particular
vision of the church. First (Section 1), | assess the History’s presumptions about its audience’s
knowledge and religious sympathies to affirm Marie Verdoner’s recent argument identifying
Eusebius’ intended audience as educated, elite Greek-speaking Roman Christians. The
identification of Eusebius’ intended audience allows us to assess what these readers knew about
historical writing and expected from a history like Eusebius’.

Second (section 2), because the History presents the church to this audience through an
innovative mix of historiographical topoi (see above), | apply recent work in genre theory to
show how identifying Eusebius’ genres can illuminate the History’s message for its audiences. In
particular, genre associates certain communicative schemas with specific categories of
information; the application of genres in a text thus creates a world with a specific logic in which
its characters operate. The combination of genres therefore situates Eusebius’ imagined church in
a distinctive imagined world.

"1 See n. 173 below.

72 Carriker 2003 is the chief vade mecum for Eusebius’ reading; but cf. Verdoner 2007: 91 on Eusebius’
concealment of his pagan historiographical models.

1 Herodotus and Thucydides are cited in Theophany 2.68f., both in fairly detailed summaries that make it clear that
Eusebius knew each historian (cited in Wallace-Hadrill 1960: 184f.; pace Winckelmann 1991: 60, followed by
Verdoner 2011: 84 n. 94, and Carriker 2003: 151f.); Diodorus: Carriker 2003: 145-147); Dionysius: Carriker 2003:
147; Josephus: e.g. Mendels 2001a and 2001b, Carriker 2003: 157-161; Hata 2007; Polyhistor: Carriker 2003: 139-
141; Philostratus: Borzi 2003 and Jones 2006: 49-52 (pace Hagg 1992 and Barnes 1994); Porphyry: see Carriker
2003: 115-123 for references.

174 Cf. e.g. Momigliano 1963: 89-91 and 1990: 138-144, Timpe 1989, Mendels 1999, Carotenuto 2001, Morlet 2005,
DeVore forthcoming a.

1% Fowler 1982: 156.
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Third (Sections 3-5), | show that the History’s innovation lies in interweaving two elite
Greek historiographical genres, national history and philosophical biography. Since genre
associates certain textual subjects with related categories of information, Eusebius’ choice to
combine these two genres cast his imagined church as a nation of philosophers.

Fourth (Section 6), I draw out the social implications of Eusebius’ assimilation of the church
with philosophical schools by surveying recent scholarship on the role of philosophers in Roman
imperial society. As well-educated, contemplative, and ascetic men, philosophers trained
themselves to teach elites and advise rulers on how to conform their regimes to the divine will.
By painting the church’s past through the strokes of philosophical biography, Eusebius brought
the church into comparison with a prestigious and authoritative circle of Roman elites.

1. Eusebius’ Readers and their Expectations: Elite Romans and Greek Paideia

Understanding a text’s social significance requires identifying its audience, for a text
becomes significant in the communities where it is read. Because we do not have the words of
the History’s contemporary readers, the History’s intended audience must serve as a proxy for its
actual audience. Marie Verdoner has identified the History’s intended audience in a superb
recent article.'”® Verdoner first shows that Eusebius points particularly to “eine Art
Einverstindnis zwischen Erzihler und Publikum.”’" This Einverstandnis manifests itself in
several features of the History: first, Eusebius’ narratorial voice assumes that the reader shares
his knowledge of and commitment to certain specifically Christian doctrines; second, scriptural
passages are alluded to as authoritative without comment; third, the narrative is virtually always
focalized through an “orthodox™ Christian perspective;*”® finally, Eusebius’ voice consistently
includes the reader in its positive portrayal of the church.'”® Such pervasive presumptions of
shared knowledge and identity confirm that Eusebius aimed the History at a (to Eusebius)
“orthodox” Christian audience.

Eusebius was not, however, pitching the History to all Christians. Verdoner shows further
that Eusebius’ narration assumes educated Christian readers. His occasional exhortations to “pick
up and read” such a text as Josephus’ Jewish War (3.6.1) appeal to readers wealthy and
inquisitive enough to envision themselves reading such obscure books as Josephus’ histories.**
Such references, Verdoner shows, construct his implied reader as a fellow-researcher interested
in debates over the Christian past and Christian texts, an elite activity. In support of Verdoner’s
hypothesis 1 add that Eusebius’ style evinces no concern to communicate with uneducated
readers. The History’s syntax is often tortuous and complex, featuring numerous switches of
register, from encomium to invective to straightforward expository prose. It would be difficult

176 \serdoner 2010; cf. Perrone 1996: 522-525. Although Verdoner (2010: 366, 372) is careful to define her aim as
finding the “implied reader” of the History. I see no reason to distinguish between Eusebius’ “implied” and
“intended” audiences. Eusebius’ narratorial voice is sufficiently devoid of the irony and other misdirective devices
that motivated literary theorists in the 1960s and 1970s to distinguish “implied” from “intended” readers (cf. Birns
2010: 38f., 106f.). And, as I hope to show, Eusebius’ implied reader fits the profile of numerous Roman readers who
were plausible contemporary consumers of the History.

" \/erdoner 2010: 366.

178 On why I italicize “orthodox,” “heretic,” and related terms, see the Introduction, n. 128 above.

179 \erdoner 2010: 367-370; see also Verdoner 2011: 89-98.

180 \/erdoner 2010: 370f. Josephus was not among the most widely-read Greek-language historians of antiquity: see
Schreckenberg 1979, Hardwick 1989 on the reception of Josephus; cf. Nicolai 1992 on which historians were widely
read.
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for readers unaccustomed to challenging texts to follow Eusebius’ complex Greek. Moreover, the
History’s vocabulary is broad and often technical, as Lorenzo Perrone has recently underlined,
and required verbal sophistication on the part of his readers.'®" Eusebius’ variatio and frequent
rhetorical flourishes also appealed to educated readers.’® And in many places where readers
might become comfortable with Eusebius’ styles, one of the History’s many quotations—often
written in elaborate and obscure Greek—intrudes,*® preventing readers from becoming
comfortable. Along with the implication that its readers were ready to read obscure texts, the
History’s styles show that Eusebius was writing for educated Christians.*®

If, therefore, Eusebius’ readers were educated, elite Christians, what did such readers expect
of their histories? Like other Greek-speakers in the Roman Empire, elite Christians were
educated through the egkuklios paideia, perhaps best translated as “complete education.”®
There was no distinct educational system for Christians: exposure to Christian texts and
doctrines came through supplementary catechetical instruction, not a separate educational
system.*® Eusebius had to take his readers’ paideia into account when he composed his History.

The egkuklios paideia was more or less standardized across the Greek-speaking parts of the
Roman Empire, which circled from Cyrene (roughly, modern Libya) in the southwest around to
Egypt and north along the coast to Palestine and Arabia, north into Syria, and west again through
Asia Minor and mainland Greece, and as far north as modern Albania, Macedonia, and
Bulgaria.'®” Throughout these regions boys underwent a standard educational paideia from ages
seven to eighteen, an education that enabled elites from Cyrene to communicate with those from
Thessalonica, and Greek-educated men from Rome or even further west to interact with elites
from Mesopotamia.

The sequence of studies that constituted paideia is better known to us than many other
aspects of the Roman world, since identifiable school exercises remain on papyri and ostraca,
while educational handbooks and allusions in literary texts can supplement this evidence.'®
After students learned to read and write letters and numbers in the earliest stage of their
education, led by a paidagogos, the second stage, taught by the grammatikos, demanded reading
and memorizing passages from Euripides, Hesiod, Menander, and above all Homer, as well as
writing basic compositions such as letters. Greek speakers came to know these poets’ works—
especially the Iliad and Odyssey—by heart, developing interpretive skills as they read.*®

181 perrone 2007: 320-323.

182 On Eusebius’ style, though not exclusively in the Ecclesiastical History, see e.g. des Places 1993; Perrone 1996:
520f. and 2007: 319-333. Too often echoed is the judgment of Schwartz 1999: C on “Eusebs salopper Stil”: e.g.
Barnes 1981: 128; H&gg 1992: 147f.; Winckelmann 2004: 66; Treadgold 2007: 38.

183 Difficult quotations include, e.g., 3.5-8 (Josephus), 7.25 (Dionysius of Alexandria), 7.32.14-19 (Anatolius of
Alexandria).

184 pace Mendels (1999: esp. ch.1, and 2000: 295-302), who, in arguing that Eusebius intended the Ecclesiastial
History for mass audiences, nowhere considers the implications of Eusebius’ style for his readership.

185 After Cribiore 2003: 3.

186 See Beavis 2000: 417-420. Pace Young 1997: 292, whose chapters on the relationship between biblical reading
practices and Greek education (chs. 3-5) does not show categorically that “the Christian Bible...replac[ed] for
Christian pupils the texts which traditionally had taken pride of place in the schools of the Hellenistic world,” and
certainly not by Eusebius’ time.

87 Much of Sicily and southern Italy also spoke Greek. On the regions where Greek was spoken in the Roman
period, see Horrocks 2010: 123-143, with 79-123.

188 See (cautiously) Morgan 1998: 23-45; Cribiore 2003: esp. 132-143. The signs for identifying school exercises
include the medium of writing (ostraca and tablets as well as paper were used for models), rough handwriting,
lectional signs such as accents, breathings, and separations between words, and pictures.

189 See Cribiore 2003: chs. 6-7.
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Students began to write their own prose compositions only at the third stage of paideia,
taught by the rhetorician. The surviving handbooks for this stage of Greek education, called
progymnasmata, prescribe that students develop compositional skills by imitating model
classical texts, most written in fifth- and fourth-century Athens; imitation (mimesis) of the
classics was the foundational principle of Greek education.'*® The rhetorician’s role was to guide
students in selecting certain prose texts as compositional models. The classical canon served as a
store of exemplars for different kinds of compositions: Homer and Hesiod were paradigmatic for
how to write epic poetry, Euripides for tragedy, Plato and Xenophon for dialogues, and the ten
Athenian orators (such as Aeschines, Demosthenes, Isocrates, and Lysias) for rhetorical
compositions.*®* Under the rhetorician’s tutelage students were expected to compose elementary
rhetorical compositions in both poetry and prose, often reenacting historical situations.**

In writing his History Eusebius needed to be aware especially of the historical narratives that
students had to read. Like other prose authors, historians also penetrated the curriculum at the
third, rhetorical stage of paideia, as exemplars for the composition of narrative. As Roberto
Nicolai’s detailed study has shown, students learned to imitate the narration of select model
historians: Thucydides, Herodotus and Xenophon, in that order, were considered the chief
paradigms for writing narrative history,*® though, as we will see (pp. 41-43) other historians
were also read as models for kinds of history not represented in this trio’s writings. Students
were expected to imitate passages from these authors when composing different kinds of
historical narrative, about which we will see more below.

For most elites, education did not end at age 18. Many young men opted to study law, an
expertise that put them on the path to being jurists. Others, aiming to participate in politics at the
local or supra-local level, honed their rhetorical skills for a career in either their local city council
or in the Roman Senate.'** Still others, desirous of a more theoretical education, opted for the
alternative path of philosophical study.’® Both rhetorical and philosophical higher education
immersed students further in difficult Greek texts, whether the classics of exemplary orators and
philosophers, or more contemporary commentaries on these classic texts. Only a legal education
required Greek-speakers to learn a language other than Greek (namely, Latin), and students seem
to have learned Latin exclusively to read legal texts, not to speak the language or read
literature.®® Greek remained the all but exclusive language of eastern Roman elites.

After their studies, the standard Greek elite lifestyle required a regular display of one’s
education. The habit of mimeésis engendered the lifelong routine of echoing, and thus marking
themselves as the cultural descendants of, classical authors. Performances of their distinctive
knowledge marked out their aristocratic status.*®’ Elites were expected to continue to read both
the classics and their contemporaries’ writings and comment on them frequently in their day.
Learned allusion and commentary, in imitation of classical discourses, permeated their

190 See above all Whitmarsh 2001, as well as Swain 1996: ch. 3 and Schmitz 1997: esp. chs. 2 -3.

91 Cf. Higg 2010 on the “canonization” of accepted Greek texts.

192 Cribiore 2003: ch. 8.

193 Nicolai 1992: 250-339, Gibson 2004. A second trio of historians (Philistius of Syracuse, Theopompus of Chios,
and Ephorus of Cyme) was also cited as models, though not as often as Thucydides, Herodotus, and Xenophon.

194 See e.g. Gleason 1995: xxiii-xxv; Schmitz 1997: 22-24; Watts 2004, 2006: 7-10.

195 | discuss philosophical education in depth below, pp. 63-65.

1% See Cribiore 2007: 58-63; cf. Rochette 1997: ch. 2.

97 See esp. Gleason 1995, Swain 1996, Schmitz 1997, Whitmarsh 2001.
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conversation in every sphere of life, distinguishing them from the uncultured masses.**® Elite life
acted itself as a continuing—indeed, a continuous—education.’® Participation in it could
resemble a contemporary doctoral student’s oral examination, demanding extemporaneous
demonstration of one’s education.

The Christian commitments of Eusebius’ intended readers are unlikely to have affected their
literary expectations, as the demand for educated self-representation shaped both Christian and
pagan readers. By Eusebius’ day some Christians had joined the highest status groups of Roman
society, the senatorial and equestrian orders.’® To interact smoothly with their pagan peers,
Christian elites needed to display the paideia routinely expected of Roman elites, and perhaps
even more so, as they generally abstained from the traditional pagan religious rituals performed
in each Roman city that served as a significant mechanism for unifying the Roman elite.”™

As we saw in the Introduction, Eusebius’ inclusion of Abgar’s and Jesus’ exchange rewarded
readers with an extensive Greek education. Eusebius’ style and his expectation of readers with
many books at their disposal and a thirst for knowledge reinforces the picture of an educated
readership. In short, Eusebius tailored the History to the education and interests of Christian
readers advanced in paideia.’® It was written in the high Greek that was the language of the
cultured elite of the Roman Empire. It was Christian, Greek, and Roman contemporaries, newly
tolerated but still living under a pagan emperor, that Eusebius was trying to persuade. This study
explores Eusebius’ strategies for persuading such an audience.

2. Genre and its Implications: Culturally Accepted Schemas for Associating Literature
with Domains of Information®®

Lorenzo Perrone has aptly described Eusebius as carrying on “competition with classical
genres” in many of Eusebius’ writings.”®* As we have seen, the curriculum of paideia offered
texts from a variety of genres for educated Greek-speakers to imitate. Genre therefore seems to

198 It should not be assumed, as it sometimes is, that all pagan Greek-speaking elites were compelled to speak a
purified, Atticizing Greek. In fact, imperial Greek authors exhibit a range of fidelity to the canons of Atticism: see
Swain 1996: ch. 2, 137, 253, 410f., Kim 2010.

19 1n addition to the works in the previous note, see Johnson 2010.

20 See e.g. HE 7.16f., 7.32.2f., 8.1.2-4, 8.11.1f. These references valorize the membership of Christians in the
Roman elite with minimal defensiveness or suggestion of possible skepticism: Christians’ membership in the Roman
Senate could be taken more or less for granted. In addition, the Christian rhetorician Lactantius was appointed by
Diocletian to an endowed chair of rhetoric at the imperial capital of Nicomedia (Jerome, VI 80, cited in Digeser
2000: 2), and Lactantius tells us causally that Christians were present at an augury held by Diocletian—a private
event restricted to the emperor’s inner circle (Lact. DMP 10: see Drake 1976: 90). | discuss contemporary Christian
Roman elites further in Chapter 6 pp. 213-217 below.

21 e e.g. Price 1984 on Roman religion as a site for communal bonding.

202 | therefore dissent from the assertion of Barnes 2009: 1 that Eusebius had nothing to do with “the so-called
Second Sophistic movement.” Although Barnes does not define precisely what he means by “Second Sophistic”
beyond the “literary culture” that informed Eusebius’ Against Hierocles, he seems to mean specifically the practices
of elite Greek-speaking orators under the Roman Empire. | reject this definition as too narrow: it rests on the work
of Bowersock 1969, which views Greek literary culture through the lens of Philostratus’ Lives of the Sophists, a text
that emphasizes the competitive practice of declamatory rhetoric as the apex of imperial Greek literary activity.
More recent scholarship has broadened the scope of the “Second Sophistic” to include literary production beyond
such declamatory rhetoric, including historiographical literature: see e.g. Swain 1996. See also Eshleman 2008 for
additional cautions against privileging Philostratus’ portrayal of imperial Greek intellectual production.

203 A briefer earlier version of these theoretical underpinnings appears in DeVore forthcoming a.

204 perrone 1996: 526; cited by Verdoner 2007: 90.
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be a useful cipher for showing how the strange and innovative topoi of Eusebius’ History
affected his readers. Integrating genre into Eusebius’ social context, however, requires some
theoretical formulation. “Genre” is a groblematic concept that has carried many definitions and
provoked much uncritical discussion.”® Since my aim is to show how Eusebius used the History
to persuade his audiences, | summarize a theory that frames genre as a means of communication
between author and audience. Genres are culturally contingent and therefore flexible
communicative schemas. They are not mutually exclusive or static, but can be combined and
modulated and thus transformed. Genres couple categories of knowledge with the combinations
of form, content, and rhetoric that groups routinely use to communicate them. The association
between genres and categories of information allows authors, when using a schema that evokes a
certain category of knowledge, to create a world out of the knowledge that their genres evoke.
Eusebius’ combination of genres in the History, | will argue, created such a world.

2a. Genres as Communicative Schemas: Form, Content, and Rhetoric

Genre is most productively viewed in the broad frame of human communication. All
communicative actions fit into webs of similar kinds of communications. They assume and
convey meaning only as related to other instances of communication. As the great Russian
theorist Mikhail Bakhtin argued in a famous essay, speakers and audiences recognize and
interpret every act of verbal communication according as each act instantiates a larger class of
speech:

Language is realized only in the form of individual concrete utterances (oral and written)
by participants in the various areas of human activity. These utterances reflect the
specific conditions and goals of each such area not only through their content (thematic)
and linguistic style...but above all through their compositional structure....Each separate
utterance is individual, of course, but each sphere in which language is used develops its
own relatively stable types of these utterances.”®

In different social situations, humans develop an array of stable structures for communicating our
intentions with one another:

The speaker’s speech will is manifested in the choice of a particular speech genre. This
choice is determined by the specific nature of the given sphere of speech communication,
semantic (thematic) considerations, the concrete situation of the speech communication,
the personal composition of its participants, and so on. And when the speaker’s speech
plan with all its individuality and subjectivity is applied and adapted to a chosen genre, it
is shaped and developed within a certain generic form....

We speak only in definite speech genres, that is, all our utterances have definite and
relatively stable typical forms of communication of the whole.?*’

% “Genre” has even been rejected as irrelevant for classical antiquity by Rosenmeyer 1985 (reacting against the
totalizing use of “genre” by Cairns 1972). But see already Conte 1992 for a response to Rosenmeyer.

206 Bakhtin 1986: 60. Italics in original.

207 Bakhtin 1986: 78. ltalics in original.



34

In Bakhtin’s view, a broad array of well-understood speech genres is born out of the aggregate of
encounters between speakers’ intent and social situation:

A large number of genres that are widespread in everyday life are so standard that the
speaker’s individual speech is manifested only in its choice of a particular genre, and,
perhaps, its expressive intonation. Such, for example, are the various genres of greetings,
farewel;(s)é congratulations, all kinds of wishes, information about health, business, and so
forth....

The recipients of any enunciation understand how the enunciation is meant to be received and
can enter into dialogue with the speaker only by presuming a shared understanding, a mutual
understanding of the kind of enunciation being articulated. A shared contextual and expressive
knowledge always structures the meaning of any enunciation. Features of mutual speech that
structure our classifications of speech include the language and register used, the complexity of
the enunciation, the medium (whether spoken, written, visual, or tactile), status (high or low),
and illocutionary activity (directive, expressive, representative, imperative, declarative).”%

The Australian literary theorist John Frow has recently systematized Bakhtin’s
communicative and semiotic theory of speech genres. Frow articulates the relationship between
genres and individual enunciations through an insight of Jacques Derrida, who conceptualized
enunciations as “performing” genres.”’® Each performance generates meaning by tapping
speakers’ and hearers’ shared familiarity with loosely scripted kinds of enunciation.

To identify genres’ “expressive capacities,” that is, their “frameworks for constructing
meaning and value,” Frow has proposed three overlapping categories of characteristics that
distinguish enunciatory genres.?** The first trait is formal characteristics, i.e. “the repertoire of
ways of shaping a material medium in which [a genre] works and the ‘immaterial’ categories of
time, space, and enunciative position.” At the most local level, form includes language, grammar
and syntax; it also encompasses the length and cohesion of the text. The structures by which a
text progresses also fit into the category of form: whether it is narrative or not, from whose
perspective the story is told, what the rhythm of narrated time is, the “elevation” or “vulgarity”**?

The second kind of characteristic, rhetorical structures, comprises “the way textual relations
between senders and receivers of messages are structured in a situation of address.”?** Rhetorical
structures articulate how an enunciation both interacts with its hearer and represents the world
assumed in it. They structure the relations of power and proximity between speakers and the

28 Bakhtin 1986: 79; similarly, Bakhtin says at 60f. “In fact, the category of speech genres must include short
rejoinders of everyday dialogue..., everyday narration, writing..., the brief standard military command, the
elaborate and detailed order, the variegated repertoire of business documents..., and the diverse world of
commentary....here, on one level of inquiry, appear such heterogeneous phenomena as the single-word rejoinder
and the multivolume novel....”

209 Cf, Searle 1976 for this typology of speech acts.

29 Derrida 1980: esp. 55-66; see the elaboration of Frow 2006: 17-28.

211 Frow 2006: 73-77; quotation from 73. Alternatively, Fowler 1982: ch. 60-72 identifies fifteen different features
for distinguishing genres, including “representational aspect” (i.e. narrative, dialogue, etc.), structure, meter(s), size,
scale, subject, meter, values, (emotional) mood, occasion, attitude, mise-en-scéne, character types, entanglement of
story, style, and readers’ tasks. Fowler (at 72) rightly leaves his list of genre-distinguishing features open and avoids
insisting on the priority of any.

2 The questions that narratologists (e.g. Genette 1972, Bal 2009) seek to answer about a narrative text map nicely
onto Frow’s “formal characteristics.”

?13 Frow 2006: 74.
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modality of the enunciation.?** In short, theoretical structures relate a text to the setting of its
audiences.
Frow’s third category is thematic content, that is:

the shaped human experience that genre invests with significance and interest....In those
genres of discourse that tell stories within a recognisable world, the thematic content will
be the kinds of actions, the kinds of actors who perform them, and the significance that
accrues to actions and actors....Together, actors and actions form a particular
organisation of time and space, and a particular mode and degree of plausibility: it will be
symbolic, or exemplary, or empirically factual, and it will be presented as historically
true, or as possible, or as probable.?*

Thematic content, in other words, is the world and events constructed by a text. This world is
defined in some relation (factual, possible, probable, fantastical, esoteric, exoteric) to the world
in which its audience lives. | will have more to say later about how genres represent worlds,
since these worlds are especially significant for a text like Eusebius’ History that attempts to
persuade audiences to believe that it projects an actually existing world.

We can illustrate how genres structure communication through a brief look at a well-known
genre. The gospel, as represented both in the New Testament gospels and in surviving extra-
canonical gospels, revolves around the thematic content of the interactions of Jesus of Nazareth
with followers, opponents, and otherwise interested individuals in Palestine during the first
century AD.?® A crucial theme in all surviving gospels is Jesus’ unique understanding and
teaching about the relationship of a God from the Jewish tradition to his chosen people. The
rhetoric of surviving gospels addresses communities committed to the acceptance of Jesus’
exceptional status and encourages audiences’ continued commitment Jesus’ way of life. The
form of gospels varies somewhat more than their content or rhetoric. While most gospels assume
a narrative setting and feature quick, crisp narration, and simple, “low” language, some (such as
the Gospel of Mark or the Infancy Gospel of Thomas) foreground Jesus’ deeds, especially
miracles, but also journeys, confrontations, callings, or the sending of embassies, while other
gospels (most famously the Gospel of Thomas) consist exclusively of Jesus’ sayings. That texts
about Jesus’ deeds and message share so many thematic, rhetorical, and to a lesser extent formal
traits shows that “gospel” was perceived as a genre of its own. 2’

In sum, genres structure all human communication, from everyday spoken enunciations to
complex literary (or, we could add, artistic and entertainment) productions. Humans recognize

214 | e. whether the enunciation expresses a declaration, question, wish, command, exhortation, or some other
expression.

215 As we have lost the “packaging” external to most ancient texts that provides many a genre cue (such as the layout
of the pages on which the text was written; cf. Frow 2006: 75f.), we are limited to genre cues internal to the text of
the Ecclesiastical History.

2% The preface to the Gospel of Luke suggests that the gospel was already a recognizable genre quite early in the
formation of communities of Jesus-followers: Luke 1.1-4 contrasts the attempts of “many others” to tell Jesus’ life
to the author’s own. Not all texts entitled “Gospel” (euaggelion) fit into the genre that | discuss here: for example,
the Gospel of Philip discovered in the Nag Hammadi scrolls features no narrative setting or sequence. Since
euaggelion simply signified “good news” and more specifically, a proclamation that an important person would
arrive soon (LSJ s.v.), there is no reason to assume a one-to-one correspondence between genre and title. Cf.
Burridge 2004: 186-188.

21 The genre of the canonical gospels is considered in Burridge 2004 and Frickenschmidt 1997; the observations on
noncanonical gospels are my own.
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communicative genres from their form, rhetoric, and thematic content. This proposition applies
to complex literary texts like Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History just as closely as to everyday oral
and written communication. So far, however, this theorizing assumes a largely stable, and
synchronic model of genre. However, since this study aims to explain why Eusebius created a
new genre, this theory of genre must explain why genres change.

2b. Transformation in Genres: Reconfiguring Linguistic Schemas

The communicative function of genres assures that genres change, though not necessarily at a
rapid rate. Although linguistic entities change more slowly than other social structures (like, say,
governmental institutions), semiotic entities like genres are inherently incapable of maintaining
stability.”*® As William Sewell points out, linguistic signs always carry their own networks of
denotations and connotations, which vary at different times among different groups within a
Society.219 For this reason, Sewell posits, the constellation of symbols that make up a society’s
culture can only possess a “thin coherence.” That is, while symbols are sufficiently mutually
comprehensible that human agents can communicate, they are also ultimately indeterminate and
flexible. Their indeterminacy and flexibility enable human agents to change the semantic values
of signs as they transpose signs into new contexts. Genres, therefore, will always be susceptible
to semantic change.””’

In addition to the inherent instability of symbols, the changing contexts in which all symbols
are used catalyzes change in genres. Materials, technologies, and new practices enter cultures
from outside and equip individuals with new media of self-expression; contacts infuse new ideas;
new situations and new problems instigate the rethinking of older ideas and practices; and,
especially in competitive cultures like the Greek-speaking Mediterranean, individuals distinguish
themselves by stamping their skill into new products.”?* Because material surroundings,
speakers’ intentions, and audiences’ situations that structure human communication always vary,
the genres that frame communication undergo regular (if not always rapid) transformation.

Particularly susceptible to symbolic transformations are the complex genres instantiated in
literary texts. Most of Bakhtin’s examples of simple genres—conversational rejoinders, military
commands, congratulations, and farewells—remain relatively stable.??> Complex textual genres,
by contrast, absorb and incorporate other genres, both simple and complex.??® Therefore,
complex genres always change as long as societies continue to produce exemplars of them.

218 See Sewell 2005: ch. 4, esp. 137-151; the comparison of linguistic structures to state institutions: 147-149.

219 Sewell’s example (2005: 166) is that the term “red” became so radioactive in the United States in the 1950s that
Cincinnati’s major league baseball team had to change its name from the “Reds” to the “Redlegs.”

220 gewell 2005: 164-174, esp. 165-167; cf. the modifications of Pederson 2008: 572-574. On “transposition” of
existing cultural structures, see Sewell 2005: ch. 4, esp. 129-143.

22 A point generalized by Frow 2006: 2, 124, 137-139; cf. Bakhtin 1986: 60, 64, 78-81, 87f.; on originality in Greek
and Roman literary composition, see Conte 1992: esp. 108f. Innovation as such was not always valorized in Roman
culture: cf. Hallett 2005: 428-435, arguing that originality was not a priority for Roman visual artists.

222 Cf. Sewell 2005: 147: “Linguistic structures, which of course tend to be remarkably durable...are unusually deep.
Intricate phonological, morphological, syntactical, and semantic structures underlie every sentence. Sentences, in
turn, are aggregated into meaningful utterances or texts in accord with the discursive structures of rhetoric, narrative,
metaphor, and logic.” For a case in the ancient Mediterranean, it is telling that, in arguing that classical authors
maintained a relatively stable array of genres from Homer through late antiquity, the widely-read Cairns 1972
stresses relatively simple genres like send-off speeches (propemptikon, pp. 1-16) as his exemplars, neglecting more
complex genres like epic and historiography.

#23 Bakhtin 1986: 60-63, 72f.; see also Fowler 1982: ch. 9.
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For Bakhtin, the multiplicity of voices captured in the modern novel was exemplary in
wielding a repertoire of other genres.?®* Likewise, several complex ancient Mediterranean genres
were constructed out of simpler genres.?® In the eighth and seventh centuries BC Homeric epic
already combined simpler genres like prayers, wedding songs, laments, defense-speeches,
catalogues, war stories, hero-quests, and folktales.??® In the fifth century, as Greeks developed
empirical criticism and as the proliferation of writing preserved and disseminated more factual
information, historical narrative amalgamated several existing genres: Herodotus’ and then
Thucydides’ early histories interwove geography, genealogy, ethnography, sophistic rhetoric,
rhetoric, tragedy, and war epic to varying degrees of emphasis.??” Such combination is one of
numerous available strategies for constructing a complex genre out of simpler ones.**®

Along with the generation of new genres, the complexity of literary genres encourages
transformations in established genres. Genres do not simply remain static entities with fixed
formal, thematic, and rhetorical features. New authors can insert different topics or include
unexpected genres in established genres, combine or accumulate genres, change the scale or
function of an established genre, satirize or invert genres, or play in other ways with available
schemas.?®® To take one example, epic poets did not slavishly imitate Homer’s and Hesiod’s
paradigmatic poems. By the third century BC, when educated readers in Alexandria had access
to a wide range of literature and therefore less incentive to read lengthy epics like Homer’s,
Apollonius of Rhodes composed his Argonautica, a much more succinct epic than the Iliad or
Odyssey that incorporated features from such post-Homeric genres as geography, astronomy,
post-Homeric lyric, and especially tragedy.?®® Such Hellenistic epics as Apollonius’ influenced
later epic considerably: two centuries after Apollonius, Virgil incorporated a mix of tragedy and
lyric into his Aeneid that imitates Apollonius’.”** Conversely, as the work of Richard Burridge
and Dirk Frickenschmidt has shown, the dominant schema that gospels emulated was the
established Greek genre of biography or “lives.” Like other ancient biographies, the gospels
narrate Jesus’ life from his birth to his last living moments, though like most ancient biographies
they eschew strict chronological sequencing and concentrate on their subject’s public activity,

224 Bakhtin 1980: passim.

225 Bakhtin 1986: 61f. calls simpler genres “primary” and more complex genres “secondary,” whereas other scholars
use the terms “primary” and “secondary” to describe genres at different stages in their self-referentiality (e.g. Fowler
1982: 160-164, who describes Homer as “primary” epic and Virgil’s Aeneid, in referring to and differentiating itself
from Homer, as “secondary”; cf. Sluiter 2000). Because they do not advance my argument | do not adopt the terms
“primary” and “secondary genre.”

226 See e.g. Ford 1997: 410-414, Foley 2004: 181-186.

227 Herodotus: see in general Fowler 1996, Thomas 2000; on geography in Herodotus, see Bichler 2000; on
geography and ethnography, see Munson 2001; on sophistic inquiry, Wegowski 2004; on rhetoric, Scardino 2007;
on Homer, see Baragwanath 2008: ch. 2; tragedy: see e.g. Chiasson 2003. Thucydides: see e.g. Rood 1998a.

228 Fowler 1982: ch. 10 lists an array of “processes” (Conte 1992 prefers “strategies”) for transforming a genre:
along with combination, Fowler includes the insertion of new topics, aggregation (i.e. sequencing several shorter
works together), adjusting scale, altering external function, counterstatement (i.e. opposing thematic tendency in
previous exemplars of a genre), inclusion of smaller genres, hybridization, and satire. See also Frow 2006: ch. 2,
esp. 40-50.

229 See Fowler 1982: ch. 10; cf. Cairns 1972: chs. 5-9.

20 On the genre of the Argonautica in general, see Hunter 2001. Tragedy in the Argonautica: Nishimura-Jensen
1996; astronomy: Bogue 1977; geography: Endsjg 1997, Meyer 2001.

21 A point | owe to conversation with Chris Churchill; see e.g. Preshous 1964-65, Beye 2006: ch. 7.



38

especially the manner of his death. Therefore, the genre of gospel modified the previous genre of
Greek biography.?*

Genres are both created and transformed; they are not stable Platonic archetypes, but flexible
schemas that serve communicative purposes and become transformed, to varying degrees, with
each communication. Some authors like Herodotus or (probably) the author of the gospel of
Mark invent new genres, while others, like Apollonius of Rhodes, recalibrate old genres with
new ones and thus transform the old genres. These changes in genre react to new social
contingencies, such as improved methods for learning social facts (for historical narrative), the
emergence of small reading communities in Alexandria (Apollonius’ epic) or a new religious
movement (the gospels). But existing genres are always the ingredients in new genres. When
Eusebius created ecclesiastical history, therefore, he had to be reconfiguring existing genres.

2c. Genres as Schemas that Organize Imagined Worlds

Up to this point we have discussed genres as vehicles of human communication. But as Frow
shows, genres have a cognitive dimension, in that they help humans store, recall, and apply our
knowledge. Genres’ role in framing communication leads people to associate each genre with the
categories of information that each genre communicates.

Drawing upon linguistics and cognitive science, Frow has located genres among
categorizations by which humans organize information. Calling these categorizations “schemas,”
Frow shows how these categorizations help human beings to organize information:

To speak of the “schema” is to assume that knowledge is organised, and thus that “when
we know something of a given domain, our knowledge does not consist of a list of
unconnected facts, but coheres in specifiable ways.”?** Genre is one of the forms that
knowledge takes, making patterns of meaning relative to particular communicative
functions and situations....

...But this is not to say that this information, these generically organized knowledges,
exists in some mental cupboard as ready-formed resources, since they are “not only the
body of knowledge and belief, but also the operation that, in a context, selects the
relevant information and gives it commutable shape, or from a text infers a relevant
context.”®**... The cognitive scientist Walter Kintsch represents this by speaking of
knowledge as being made of associative networks, “knowledge nets,” the nodes of which
are “propositions, schemas, frames, scripts, production rules.”?®

Knowledge nets allow, then for the activation on an ad hoc basis of relevant
knowledges, distributing resources between a foreground of active meanings and a
background of encyclopaedic knowledge and beliefs. | take these knowledge nets to be in
part generically organised....?*

32 Byrridge 2004; Frickenschmidt 1997. While some gospels, such as the Gospel of Thomas (a series of sayings
attributed to Jesus), incorporate few features of ancient biography, most gospels that survive at enough length to
allow conclusions about their structures follow the conventions of Greek biography. For example, the surviving
fragments of the Gospel of the Hebrews, the Gospel of Peter, and the Egerton Gospel all make it likely that they
performed the same biographical pattern as the canonical gospels.

“%% Quotation from Mandler 1984: ix [non vidi].

2% Quotation from Lecercle 1999: 203 [non vidi].

2% Quotation from Kintsch 1998: 74 [non vidi]. Italics mine.

%8 Frow 2006: 84f. Italics in original.
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Genres are surely among the “schemas, frames, scripts, [and] production rules” by which humans
configure information. If we conceptualize the cognitive processes of channeling, storing, and
accessing information as networks, these “nets” link different kinds of knowledge to our own
human experience.”®” As schemas, genres act as one of the nodes in the network. Each genre
influences us to associate information communicated in it with information from our previous
experience communicated through the same genre. Genres thus create links between domains of
information that we otherwise would not associate.

As long as the forms, content, and rhetoric that constitute genres lie interlocked in people’s
minds, people usually associate thematic content with the forms and rhetoric that have
communicated them to us.”*® These compartments of interlocking information, schemas, and
meaning coalesce into what the literary theorist Peter Seitel calls “worlds™:

A genre presents a social world or a partial view of one that includes configurations of
time and space, notions of causality and human motivation, and ethical and aesthetic
values. Genres are storehouses of cultural knowledge and possibility. They support the
creation of works and guide the way an audience envisions and interprets them. The idea
of generic worlds directs a genre-savvy critic™> to the dimensions of these collective
representations—including time, space, categories of actors and settings, causality, and
motivation—and the interpretation they call for.?*°

Or, as Frow puts it, “genres create effects of reality and truth that are central to the different ways
the world is understood.”***

The perception that a text performs a genre thus, again in Frow’s phrase, implicates the text,
and its content, in the world of the genre. So, for example when readers encounter a narrative
written in Greek dactylic hexameters that requires more than one sitting to read,?*? they can
expect to see a world from Hellenic epic, where elite heroic men battle for honor and glory and
defeat their enemies in battle because of their strength and skill; readers will then bring their own
knowledge of Hellenic epic into their comprehension of the text currently in front of them.
Alternatively, a television program that depicts a group of single, American-English-speaking,
twenty- and thirty-somethings as gathering in public drinking establishments, and punctuates
their witty one-liners with laugh-tracks, triggers different implicit knowledge, implicating its
characters in the world of sitcoms in the later twentieth- and early twenty-first century. Or, a
painting in broad, painterly, bright-colored brushstrokes, vaguely depicting the front facade of a
Gothic cathedral, which hangs on a museum wall above a label that reads, “Monet/Rouen
Cathedral,” will evoke yet a third world for its viewers, a world that foregrounds hazy color,
blurred lines, and objects exhibiting an eerie combination of movement and fixedness. Each of
these worlds sets its own movement of time, its own matter and sense-perceptions, its own logic
and ethics. As Frow writes,

87 Similarly as “the various areas of human activity” generate different categories of speech, so also the categories
of speech evoke the genres of speech that are associated with them (Bakhtin 1986: 60, cited on pp. 33f. above).

%8 And we can distinguish the nodes from networks of associations that surround them within these constitutive
clusters only with great effort.

%9 Or, I add, audiences in general.

#9 Sejtel 2003: 279-286; quotation from 279; cf. Fowler 1982: 66-70.

1 Frow 2006: 19; see in general ibid: ch. 4.

242 “More than one sitting” as a standard of length: Fowler 1982: 63.
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genre is one of the processes by which background knowledges brought into play by texts
are given contextual shape and focus. Genre is a frame for processing information and for
allowing us to move between knowledge given directly in a text and other sets of
knowledge that are relevant for understanding it.?**

If genres structure worlds and, as argued in the previous section, genres undergo change, then
modifications to existing genres modify the worlds associated with each respective genre. Every
time a new genre is created, therefore, a new world is imagined. Whereas the world of Homer’s
epic rewarded the strongest and most skillful heroes, in Apollonian and Virgilian epic brawn and
brains do not necessarily precipitate success.*** In the gospels, conformity to Jesus’ teaching
holds the key to divine favor, and Jesus’ death saves his followers. And every text that evokes
one of these genres brings the world of that genre into dialogue with the world of its text.

The potential of genres to project worlds has significant consequences for texts, like the
History, that aim to endow a community with a definitive past. Imagined worlds are the subject
of recent studies in historical memory. Scholars like Benedict Anderson, Aleida Assmann, and
Jan Assmann have shown that societies” widely accepted memory of a shared past is a central
catalyst in forging collective identity.?** Societies collude to remember and forget events that
valorize and unify them and to forget events that reveal weakness and disunity. Shared memories
of an ancestral past provide a language that unifies these communities in their everyday
activities. These memories manifest themselves in canonical writings, monuments and other
spatial memorials, rituals, literatures, and in narratives that everyone in a society knows.?*® The
worlds forged in texts often constitute such society-forming narratives. For when a narrative
places a community lacking a widely accepted narrative of its past in a particular world, it invites
community members to imagine themselves as inhabiting that world.?*’ These worlds define the
community’s past norms, making these norms exemplary for present generations.

By placing a past community in a particular genre-formed world, genres can constitute an
imagined cosmos that valorizes a present community.?*® Therefore, the choice of genre(s) for
representing a group’s past infuses that group with a particular heritage, a particular role in its
society. Since Eusebius presented the first narrative of a comprehensive Christian past, he had
wide latitude in selecting the genre that would locate (his imagined) Christianity within the
(imagined) Roman Empire. Choosing persuasive genres for constructing a Christian past could
empower the present church by creating a world whose logic and causal patterns privileged
Christians over other humans. And it could bind the church together by endowing it with a
shared memory, with common heroes and expected norms. How are we to identify these
community-building genres?

*%3 Frow 2006: 81.

% See e.g. Claus 1993, Fajardo-Acosta 1990.

2> The classic studies include Anderson 2006: ch. 11, Assmann 1992: esp. 60-83, and Assmann 2007.

2% Canonical writings: see Assmann 1992: 87-129; monuments: Assmann 2007: 96-135; everyday narratives:
Assmann 1992: 48-56 with 130-160; rituals: Assmann 1992: 56-59; literatures: Assmann 1992: 93-103.

7 See Humphrey 2005: esp. 82-84.

28 Cf. Godecke 1987: esp. 109-186, Verdoner 2011: esp. ch. 4 and Corke-Webster 2013, who already argue that
Eusebius’ History creates a world that constructs and privileges Christianity in particular ways.
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2d. Identifying Genres: Genre Cues

Like all human speakers, Eusebius organized the content of his writings within existing
genres. How can modern scholars identify ancient genres? Drawing on the later work of Gérard
Genette, Frow points to the concept of genre cues:

The cues that alert us to what a text is doing are references to the text’s generic frame,
and work by either explicit or implicit invocation of the structures and frames that we
characteristically associate with that frame....They are the ways in which texts seek to
situate themselves rhetorically, to define and delimit their uptake by a reader—and,
conversely, they are the way in which readers make sense of these markers, and indeed
notice them and respond to them in the first place. Textual cues are thus
metacommunications, aspects of the text that somehow stand out as being also,
reflexively, about the text and how to use it. They may stand out in very obvious ways,
like the laugh track on a television sitcom or the moral appended to a fable; or they may
be elements which seem to take on a particular weight in our reading, and to be indicative
of what kind of thing this is.?*

Seeing a formal, rhetorical, or thematic feature—even a word, name or phrase—closely
associated with a genre evokes the content of that genre. The sources of the History’s genre cues
should reveal the knowledge that Eusebius was implicating in his imagined church. As the
coming sections will show, the distinctive genres in the History situated Eusebius’ Christianity in
a distinctive imagined world.

3. Ecclesiastical History within Greek Historiography: National History?*°
The first genre cue of the Ecclesiastical History is its Greek title, ekklesiastiké historia.?>*
Ekkiesiastike, which obviously refers to the institution of the Christian church, was an original
modifier with historia and so had little isolated resonance as a textual title; I discuss the
significance of ekklesiastiké in chapter 6 (pp. 224f.). Historia had more obvious implications, as
the term denoted an 800-year-old tradition of genres that originated with the Genealogies and
Journey Around the World of Hecataeus of Miletus (ca. 500 BC).?** Eusebius’ title therefore
evoked his audiences’ knowledge of histories, offering numerous genre-schemas through which
Eusebius could construct a world for the Christian past.

Yet historia was never a single genre: the term signified numerous genres distinguishable by
formal, rhetorical, and thematic features. John Marincola, the foremost contemporary

9 Frow 2006: 109-115 (quotation from 114f.); he cites Genette 1997 [non vidi] at p. 105 for his discussion of genre
cues. Elsewhere (84) Frow describes genre cues through metaphor: “Genre cues act rather like context-sensitive
drop-down menus in a computer program, directing me to the layers and sub-layers of information that respond to
my purposes as a speaker or a reader or a viewer.”

%0 This and the next two sections reprise the arguments of DeVore forthcoming a and b, though the argument of
each article employs a different method from the following sections.

51 Eysebius further characterizes the HE as a Udnynoews iotopikris (HE 1.1.4, 8), on which phrase see esp.
Calderone 1980: 146f.

%2 See e.g. Fornara 1983: ch. 1 on the origins and orientations of Greek historical writing before Herodotus. For an
ancient summary of pre-Herodotean historical writing, see Dionysius of Halicarnassus, On Thucydides 5. On how
the term historia evolved through antiquity, cf. Press 1982.
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Anglophone scholar of Greek and Roman historical writing, has described several features that
distinguish different genres of historia.?®® A formal distinction was that historiai did not have to
tell narratives: they could be completely synchronic catalogues. Accordingly, discontinuous
narrative texts like chronographies and biographies were also historiai,?®* as were geographies,
ethnographies, and collections of marvels. A distinguishing rhetorical feature was the perspective
that an historia took: whose point of view did the narrator’s voice adopt? An historia’s
chronological scope could range from the origins of the world to the present, or could simply
cover a single, discrete event. In narrative histories, the method for tracking the passing of
time—whether by a series of local officeholders or by Panhellenic Olympic dates—could set
different genres of history apart. Finally, the subject matter of a work of historia could center
around geography, ethnography, or marvels, as well as religion, wars, myth, or politics. All such
criteria helped Greek-speakers to distinguish between different genres within the larger genre of
historia.

We have good reason to believe that Greek-speaking Roman elites knew a variety of genres
within historia. Evidence of this comes in one of the Progymnasmata, the exercise-books for
students at the rhetorician’s stage of paideia (see above). Aelius Theon’s Progymnasmata lists a
number of distinct kinds of historia for students to read:*°

Nous disons de méme a propos des historiens qu’il en existe nombreux genres. Il y a en
effect 1’historien généalogiste, de qui relévent les généalogies qui font connaitre les
archontes et les éphoes d’Athénes et d’ailleurs et celles qui dénombraient les prétresses
d’Argos et les rois successifs de Lacédémone, de Macédoine et de Perse...Il y a aussi
I’historien politique, qui nous permet de suivre le déroulement d’événements commes les
troubles, les guerres, etc., et comme on en trouve beaucoup chez Thucydide....Quant a
I’historien des mythes, il propose a notre imagination les légendes des héroes et des
dieux....D’autres conservent le souvenir des belles paroles; a ce genre appartiennent les
pages de Xénophon sur Socrate. On range dans la méme espéce les historiens qui
consacrent des recueils aux hommes illustres, comme sont les recueils de vies admirables
d’Aristoxeéne le musicien et autres Satyros. Les historiens généralistes nous font connaitre
les campagnes, les villes, les fleuves, les situations, les sites, etc....Il en existe encore une
autre espéce plus achevée, comme 1’avait fait Hérodote, la plupart les autres historiens
pratiquent toutes les disciplines susdites.

According to Theon, discontinuous texts like chronological lists of officeholders, legends of
heroes, collections of sayings, biographies, and geography (“general historians™) occupied space
in educated Greeks’ networks of knowledge alongside political historia. Moreover, it is
significant that Theon recognized that individual histories could be of mixed genre, using
Herodotus as his example. Theon’s acceptance of mixed historiai reflects the practice of imperial
Greek historians: Josephus and Arrian, for example, also incorporated different genres of historia

3 On these distinguishing features of ancient historiographical genres, see Marincola 1999: esp. 301-3009.

% The common scholarly presumption of a separation between historia and biography, derived from Plutarch’s ad
hoc distinction in Alexander 1, has been greatly exaggerated: see Duff 1999: 14-22 and Cooper 2004: esp. 37f., as
well as Plutarch’s own statements that his Theseus (1.2-5) and Nicias (1.5) were historiai; see also Dihle 1997, and
the quotation below from the pedagogical writer Theon.

> This section of Theon’s progymnasmata survives only in Armenian translation; | therefore quote the only
translation—which happens to be in Patillon and G. Bolognesi’s French edition of the Progymnasmata—that | could
find that was directly from the original.
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into their texts.?*® Historia could thus encompass a variety of recognizable schemas. Eusebius’
title could have evoked any of these genres.

Eusebius had all the variety of historia at his fingertips when he composed his History.
Which genres did he put into performance? Among previous historiographical genres, it has long
been recognized that the History shares several genre cues with Greek national history. Back in
1892 the celebrated Swiss theologian Franz Overbeck highlighted the array of themes that
Eusebius announced in the first sentence of the History, namely successions of Christian bishops,
events and writers, “heretics,” the defeat of the Jews after they killed Christ, and persecution and
martyrdom. Overbeck argued that these themes

ergeben aus einfacher Uebertragung des fur ihn berhaupt bei der historischen
Behandlung von Volksgeschichten glltigen Schemas. Hiernach stellt sich die
[Kirchengeschichte] nach der Grundauffassung,...welches, gleich den anderen Volkern,
seine Dynastie (die Reihe der Bischéfe als Nachfolger der Apostel), seine
Kriegsgeschichte (Verfolgungen—durch Juden und Heiden—und Marturer), seine
Aufriihrer (Haretiker) und seine berihmten Manner.?’

As | have argued elsewhere, further considerations confirm this identification of national
history as a genre performed in the Ecclesiastical History.?®® Eusebius repeatedly calls the
Christian church an ethnos, or nation (HE 1.4.2, 4.7.10, 10.4.19). Most national histories written
by a self-identified member of their own nation take on the perspective and biases expected of
their nation.?®® The History likewise, as Verdoner has shown, assumes unapologetically the
perspective of an “orthodox” Christian.”®® Eusebius’ chronological scope begins with Jesus’
founding of the church and follows the church into the author’s own lifetime, as do, for example,
Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities (written in the 90s AD) and Cassius Dio’s Roman History (written
in the 220s).%* His method for keeping time follows both Roman emperors and Christian
bishops from four cities throughout the Roman Empire (Jerusalem, Antioch, Rome, and
Alexandria). Such a chronological frame focused readers on the church’s status as one kind of
interregional identity group within a larger political body, the Roman Empire, much 