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Introduction: Eusebius Through the Ages

Few topics are more germane to this journal than the writing of ecclesiastical history,
and no figure has had greater influence on the development of this genre than the
bishop and scholar, Eusebius of Caesarea. In his masterful study of Eusebius and his
readers from the late ancient to the modern era, Michael Hollerich has done a great ser-
vice to all historians of Christianity. A work of reception history, the book begins with a
chapter on Eusebius’s life and work, focusing on his Ecclesiastical History and its relation
to his Chronicle as well as other historical and non-historical genres with which he
engaged. Subsequent chapters examine the reception of his work in the Christian
Roman Empire of late antiquity, the non-Greek East, the medieval Latin West, and
Byzantium, before turning to the rediscovery of Eusebius in diverse early modern contexts
and his reception in modern scholarship including the implications of his historiograph-
ical work for future historians. The essays that comprise this roundtable, followed by the
author’s response, continue this important conversation about Eusebius and his legacy.

While acknowledging Hollerich’s extraordinarily comprehensive treatment of
Eusebius’s readers, the product of decades of research, six scholars representing differ-
ent areas of historiographical expertise discuss and expand on his analysis. They intro-
duce additional texts and authors, incorporate new research, offer fresh insights and
explanations, and pose intriguing questions that should prompt further research,
debate, and reflection. First, David DeVore carefully analyzes the reception of
Eusebius already in his lifetime and the generations after his death. Contrary to our
modern conception of him as the father of church history, Eusebius’s earliest readers
paid little attention to his Ecclesiastical History, DeVore concludes, viewing him primar-
ily as an apologist, educator, and biblical scholar rather than a historian. The next two
essays build on and further complicate Hollerich’s observations about the near
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disappearance of Eusebian-style narrative ecclesiastical history beyond western Europe
after the late sixth century. Justly praising his treatment of Eusebius in global perspective,
Christopher Bonura addressesHollerich’s chapter on ecclesiastical history in the non-Greek
East (Syrian, Armenian, and Coptic traditions), focusing on the Syriac sources. In a joint
response on Eusebius in Byzantium, Jesse Torgerson and Olivier Gengler show how later
Byzantine scholars received, developed, and negotiated Eusebius’s historical work in light
of his double condemnation as an Arian and an iconoclast. Both these essays discuss the
merging of genres and experimentation in history writing in the East that simultaneously
reflects the enduring influence of Eusebius in both genre and ideology.

Euan Cameron turns the discussion to the Latin West, addressing Hollerich’s chapters
on the western medieval reception of Eusebius and his “rediscovery” in early modernity.
Cameron introduces additional historiographical sources from both periods. He demon-
strates the diverse ways in which Lutheran and Reformed historians, despite ideological
difficulties, read and used Eusebius in support of their own convictions, for example,
regarding the biblical canon or the doctrinal purity of the early church. Stefania Tutino
continues the focus on the early modern, highlighting features of Eusebius’s work that
were particularly important for historians of this era, both Catholic and Protestant, and
commends Hollerich for avoiding certain postmodern and post-Enlightenment distortions
in his assessment of Eusebius and his readers. Beyond the early modern, Tutino also notes
Hollerich’s contribution to the field of historiography more broadly; and she ends with
reflections of interest to a broad spectrum of secular as much as ecclesiastical historians.

To be sure, many of the “core concerns” of Hollerich’s book, with which he concludes
his response to his interlocutors, remain highly significant for historians of Christianity
working in all periods—whether or not they focus on the institutional church or consider
themselves church, ecclesiastical, or religious historians. Among the ongoing challenges,
he highlights questions of genre, the nature and relevance of Eusebius’s “theo-political
vision” (the interrelation of church history and secular history), and the role of historical
narratives in the face of postmodern skepticism about grand narratives. Finally, as
Hollerich’s work on Eusebius and this roundtable discussion demonstrate, reception his-
tory reminds us that the writings of premodern authors do not merely represent ephem-
eral voices from the past but continue to resonate across the centuries.

On the Fourth-Century Reception of Eusebius’s
Ecclesiastical History

David J. DeVore

Cal Poly Pomona, Pomona, United States

Michael Hollerich has done a fantastic service in tracing the reception of Eusebius’s
History and his Chronicle, the text that gave Eusebius the chronology for church his-
tory.* Helpfully, Hollerich has traced authors’ use of church history as a genre,
whose origins subsequent authors credited to Eusebius.

*I thank David Maldonado-Rivera and the Interlibrary Loan staff at Cal Poly Pomona for procuring texts
needed for this work and Michael Hollerich, Andrea Sterk, and my fellow-contributors for an ebullient
conversation.
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Hollerich’s early chapters provide a helpfully up-to-date and evenhanded introduc-
tion to the Ecclesiastical History itself. He stresses, for example, Eusebius’s representa-
tion of the Christian church as an ethnic group (genos) and Eusebius’s creative
reconfiguration, rather than rejection, of classical historical genres.1 Hollerich also
adroitly frames manuscripts and translations as creative monuments of reception,
showing how the Greek manuscripts and late-antique Latin, Syriac, Armenian, and
Coptic translations and adaptations developed Eusebius’s narrative techniques.2 Prof.
Hollerich understates his achievement as laying a “baseline of understanding” of the
reception of Eusebius’s History.3

Hollerich’s baseline provides the foundation for my tribute to his achievement. As
Hollerich points out, it was only in 402 or 403 that the first securely established succes-
sor of Eusebius, Rufinus of Aquileia, published a church history. The time between
about 325—when Eusebius likely concluded the History—and 402 leaves a gap of
about 77 years in which there is little reaction to Eusebius’s History. Readers’ use (or
disuse) of Eusebius’s History in those years may raise some fruitful questions about
Eusebius’s ancient authority and early reactions to his vision of the church’s past.

A word on calling Rufinus “the first securely established successor of Eusebius.” As
Hollerich indicates, a scholarly consensus is now emerging that Gelasius, a successor of
Eusebius as bishop of Caesarea, published an ecclesiastical history that began where
Eusebius ended. Gelasius’s History has been reconstructed from several dozen closely
parallel passages shared among six fifth-century narratives and a handful of later
works.4 Testimony to Gelasius’s history comes from Photius, the ninth-century patri-
arch and polymath, who claims to have found a continuation of Eusebius’s History cred-
ited to a bishop of Caesarea.5 Marking the consensus is a recent edition of fragments
postulated for Gelasius’s Ecclesiastical History, published in the Griechische
Christliche Schriftsteller series.6

I suggest, however, that scholars maintain skepticism about the reconstructed
Gelasius. Photius, the first author who identifies Gelasius as a church historian, did
not find the name of Gelasius in the text that, in his uncharacteristically confused
and circuitous summary, he attributes to Gelasius. Moreover, alternative hypotheses
are available to explain the overlap between the other parallel texts. The most recent,
that of Peter Van Nuffelen, is that the history that Photius read is a pseudonymous
compilation of the mid-fifth century.7 While Hollerich justifiably accepts the current

1Hollerich, Making Christian History, 32–40; see David J. DeVore, “Genre and Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical
History: Toward a Focused Debate,” in Eusebius of Caesarea: Tradition and Innovations, ed. Aaron
Johnson and Jeremy Schott (Washington, DC: Center for Hellenic Studies, 2013); Aaron Johnson,
Eusebius (London: I. B. Tauris, 2014), 96–103; James Corke-Webster, Eusebius and Empire: Writing
Church and Rome in the Ecclesiastical History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019), 72–79.

2Hollerich, Making Christian History, 47–59, 88–100, 116–122, 133–140.
3Hollerich, Making Christian History, 2.
4The main sources are Rufinus’ Ecclesiastical History, a later fifth-century history about the Council of

Nicaea by a resident of Cyzicus, a fifth-century Life of Metrophanes and Alexander, Socrates’s and
Sozomen’s Ecclesiastical Histories.

5Photius, Bibliotheca, cod. 89.
6Martin Wallraff, Jonathan Stutz, and Nicholas Marinides (eds.), Gelasius of Caesarea. Ecclesiastical

History. The Extant Fragments (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2018).
7Peter van Nuffelen, “Gélase de Césarée, un compilateur du cinquième siècle,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift

95 (2002). In response, see Martin Wallraff, “Gélase de Césarée. Un historien ecclésiastique du IVe siècle,”
Revue des sciences religieuses 94 (2018), a reference that I owe to Luke Stevens.

Church History 645

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009640723002123 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009640723002123


consensus around Gelasius, he rightly observes that “the consensus has not gone with-
out significant dissent.”8

The problem of Gelasius being unsettled, we still face “the dark history” in the recep-
tion of Eusebius’s History between 325 and 402. To identify reception of Eusebius in those
years, I have combed editions of ecclesiastical authors between 325 and 402. Although it is
very possible that I have missed some references, this preliminary result has been surpris-
ingly meager; while some references to Eusebius’s History do surface, the History turns
out not to have been the most-read work by Eusebius in the fourth century.

After Eusebius, the next generation of Greek-speaking intellectuals was active from
roughly the 330s to the 360s. This generation grappled with the trinitarian controversy
sparked by Arius, Constantine’s and Constantius II’s integration of the “catholic”
church into the Roman elite, and the brief reinvigoration of paganism by Julian.
Since Eusebius’s History accumulates descriptions of “heretics” and chronicles relations
between Christians and the Roman state,9 we might expect the History to have engaged
the first post-Constantinian generation.

A search for readers of the History in this generation, however, comes up empty.
Exemplifying this absence are the voluminous surviving works of two eastern-
Mediterranean prominent bishops, Athanasius of Alexandria and Cyril of Jerusalem.
While Athanasius knew Eusebius’s works and shared in the Alexandrian intellectual
heritage of Origen with Eusebius, to my knowledge not one scholar has identified a cita-
tion of the History in Athanasius’s works. Meanwhile, Cyril, the bishop of Jerusalem
from about 348 to about 387, left numerous writings; yet scholars have demonstrated
no borrowing from Eusebius’s History.10

The most likely reader of Eusebius’s History in the next generation, however, was his
namesake and student, Eusebius of Emesa. According to Socrates’ Ecclesiastical History
(2.9), Eusebius of Emesa hailed from Edessa in northeastern Syria and came to Palestine
to study with Eusebius of Caesarea. After relocating north to Antioch, this Eusebius
became bishop of Emesa in Syria. About thirty homilies by Eusebius of Emesa survive,
most in Latin translation, with other fragments.11

Eusebius of Emesa’s sixth Homily expounds a martyr narrative that appeared first in
the earlier Eusebius’s History (8.12.3–4). Set during Diocletian’s persecution, Eusebius
of Caesarea’s original narrative had, in a single sentence of 164 words, followed a
Christian matron from Antioch who fled Diocletian’s persecution with her two
young daughters. After soldiers apprehended the three women, the matron, fearing
the rape of her daughters and proclaiming that death is preferable to submission,
plunges with her daughters into a river. The story drew wide interest, as even after
Eusebius of Emesa two further versions appeared later in the fourth century. One

8Hollerich, Making Christian History, 55.
9On Eusebius’s representation of heretics, see David J. DeVore, “Ambiguous Christians and Their Useful

Texts. Tatian, Bardaisan, Symmachus, and Rhodon in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History,” forthcoming in
Zeitschrift für Antikes Christentum.

10William Telfer, Cyril of Jerusalem and Nemesius of Emesa (London: SCM, 1955), 171 connects Cyril,
Catechetical Lecture 16.22 with Eusebius, HE 3.1.1–2. However, Cyril’s content better matches Eusebius’s
Gospel Demonstration 1.2.13, and cf. Eusebius, Gospel Preparation 1.4.6; Gospel Demonstration 1.6.54,
3.5.45, 3.7.11. Cyril’s use of the Gospel Preparation and Demonstration would reinforce my conclusions
below.

11Latin texts in E. M. Buytaert (ed.), Eusèbe d’Émèse: Discours conservés en latin: Textes en partie inédits
(Leuven: Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense, 1953).
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comes at the end of Ambrose of Milan’s 370 treatise On Virgins, while a second occu-
pies a sermon by John Chrysostom delivered in the 380s or 390s.12

The intertextuality between these versions of the martyrdom deserves a more
detailed study than I can provide here.13 Some preliminary considerations are offered.

To start, different versions of the martyrdom than Eusebius’s clearly circulated. To be
sure, the basic outline of all four versions is the same: the mother removes her daughters
from Antioch; soldiers apprehend the three women and escort them back; the matron
gives a speech encouraging her daughters to kill themselves rather than be deflowered;
and together the trio descend into a nearby river. But Chrysostom’s homily adds factual
recollections absent from Eusebius: the city the women fled to was Edessa; they were near
Hierapolis in Syria when they plunged to their death; and tellingly, whereas in Eusebius
“envy” ( phthonos) motivates the soldiers’ hunt for the women, Chrysostom reports that
the matron’s husband initiated the search. Eusebius appears to have obscured the hus-
band, revealed in Chrysostom’s version, by abstracting him into a personified emotion.14

Chrysostom, active in the matron’s home city of Antioch and surely knowing local tra-
ditions independent of Eusebius,15 must relay traditions that were surely also available to
Eusebius of Emesa, who, as Socrates reports (Ecclesiastical History 2.9.4–6), had resided in
Antioch. And since Eusebius of Emesa predates Ambrose, the latter could also have come
across a version of the martyrdom independent of Eusebius of Caesarea.

The existence of independent versions explains several conspicuous deviations by the
other three authors from Eusebius of Caesarea’s version of the martyrdom. One devia-
tion is the content of the matron’s speech encouraging the familial suicide. Lamenting
fornication and slavery to demons as worse than death, Eusebius’s matron characterizes
the river plunge as taking refuge (kataphugē, History 8.12.3). Fornication, demonic slav-
ery, and refuge are entirely absent from Eusebius of Emesa’s, Ambrose’s, and
Chrysostom’s versions of the matron’s speech. Another deviation is that, whereas in
Eusebius envy ( phthonos) is the women’s antagonist, none of the other three narrators
invoke envy. Meanwhile, the other three narrators converge against Eusebius’s narrative
on several points. Notably, Eusebius of Emesa, Ambrose, and Chrysostom all interpret
the women’s plunge into the river as having baptismal significance, and all employ sac-
rificial metaphors to characterize the women’s deaths. Baptismal and sacrificial symbol-
ism appear nowhere in Eusebius of Caesarea.

In all, not only Eusebius’s own student Eusebius of Emesa but also Ambrose and
Chrysostom neglect his account of the Antiochene matron’s and her two daughters’martyr-
dom.16 Reception of Eusebius’sHistory had to wait for later generations than his star student.

12Ambrose, On Virgins 3.7.34–37; John Chrysostom, On the Holy Female Martyrs, in PG 50 649–650;
translation in Chrysostom, The Cult of the Saints. Select Homilies and Letters, trans. Wendy Mayer and
Bronwen Neil (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary, 2006), 155–176. The manuscripts of
Chrysostom report names for the matron (Domnina) and the daughters (Berenike and Prosdoke).

13Brooke Nelson, “A Mother’s Martyrdom: Elite Christian Motherhood and the Martyrdom of
Domnina,” Journal of Feminist Studies in Religion 32 (2016), analyzes Chrysostom’s version.

14While I find unconvincing the thesis of Corke-Webster (Eusebius and Empire, 149–174) that Eusebius
aimed to reassure readers about Christian adherence to Roman familial authority, by obscuring the
matron’s likely defiance of her husband’s authority, Eusebius’s version of this martyrdom corroborates
Corke-Webster’s position.

15Chrysostom implies reliance on oral tradition by introducing the husband (a key deviation from
Eusebius’s version) with the words, “And some say. . .” (PG 50 638).

16Chrysostom’s version does sometimes echo Eusebius. Chrysostom and Eusebius both name the devil as
an antagonist (PG 50 629; Eusebius, HE 8.12.3); where Eusebius’s matron finds fornication “intolerable”
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The earliest securely datable uses of Eusebius’s History come in two texts from the
370s. In this moment, Julian’s pagan restoration had come and gone; trinitarian divi-
sions had hardened; and Christians were consolidating church norms, boundaries,
and memories as the generation that recalled persecution passed on.

The most prolific authors of this period rarely if ever consulted Eusebius’s History. I
have, for example, found no reference to the History by the famed Cappadocian intel-
lectuals Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory of Nazianzus, or Basil of Caesarea, or by the prolific
Latin-speaking bishop Hilary of Poitiers. But we do see the first two authors who clearly
used Eusebius’s History. The first was a pseudepigrapher who reworked Josephus’s
Jewish War, and the second is the famous heresiologist Epiphanius of Salamis.

Around370,aLatinnarrativeattributed to the second-century travelerHegesippus, called
On the Fall of Jerusalem, rewrote Josephus’s account of the Jewish revolt against Rome froma
Christianperspective. Playing out Eusebius’s thesis that a generationof Jews suffered for kill-
ing Christ,17 Pseudo-Hegesippus’s narrative draws repeatedly on Eusebius’sHistory. I sum-
marize one example.18 In book 2, Pseudo-Hegesippus paraphrases the Testimonium
Flavianum, the infamous reference to Jesus in the manuscripts of Josephus. Then, abruptly,
the narrator notes the execution of John the Baptist. As Agnès Molinier-Arbo has noted,
while these narratives both come frombook 18 of Josephus’s Jewish Antiquities, they lie sev-
eral pages apart in Josephus, and Pseudo-Hegesippus makes little use anyway of the
Antiquities.19 Since the only previous text to juxtapose those events is Eusebius’s
History,20 Pseudo-Hegesippus must have cribbed the passages from Eusebius.

Also reading Eusebius’s History was Epiphanius of Salamis, who between 374 and
378 used Eusebius for his anti-heretical encyclopedia, the Panarion. Eusebius is cited
by name for a legend that James the brother of Jesus acted as a Jewish high priest,21

and Epiphanius echoes Eusebius’s History in several other passages, most obviously
on the famous self-castration of the Christian philosopher Origen.22

Notably, all of Epiphanius’s allusions to the History represent Eusebius as one of mul-
tiple sources. The same allusive usage governs Pseudo-Hegesippus’s borrowings from
Eusebius. Eusebius was an important source but not a model par excellence for writing
church history. By the time authors who remembered Eusebius were passing on, then,
Eusebius’s History was a useful reference but had not gained authoritative status.

Only in the 390s—whenNiceneChristianity becameRome’s official, state-supported reli-
gion, Christians systematically repressed paganworship and non-catholic Christianities, and
the third generation after Eusebius came to prominence—did the first real adaptation of
Eusebius’s History emerge. In 392, Jerome, who had translated Eusebius’s Chronicle earlier,
published de Viris Illustribus, a series of 135 short biographies of Christian authors. In the

(aphorētoteron, 8.13.3), Chrysostom’s homily uses the word aphorētos eight times; and Chrysostom cites
oral tradition (previous note) at the precise moment when he deviates from Eusebius by introducing the
matron’s husband, implying awareness of Eusebius’s version.

17HE 1.1.2.
18See also Ps.-Hegesippus prol. 3=Eusebius, HE 1.6.1; Ps.-Hegesippus 3.2=HE 3.13.1; Ps.-Hegesippus

5.44.3=HE 3.8.10–11. I thank Carson Bay for these references, and see Agnès Molinier-Arbo, “Crime et
châtiment des Juifs. Réminiscences d’Eusèbe de Césarée dans les histoires du pseudo-Hégésippe,” Revue
des études latines 99 (2021).

19Jesus: Josephus, Jewish Antiquities 18.63; John: Antiquities 18.116–119.
20HE 1.11.4–9=Ps.-Hegesippus 2.12; Moliner-Arbo, “Crime et châtiment,” 172–173.
21Panarion 29.4.1=HE 2.23.4.
22Origen’s self-castration: Panarion 64.3.11–13=HE 6.8.2; further parallels: Panarion 13.2.1–14.1.1=HE

4.22.7; Panarion 42.3.1=HE 5.13.4; Panarion 46.1.6=HE 4.29.3–6; Panarion 64.1.1=HE 6.1–3.
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text’s preface, Jerome names as his literary models several renowned Latin literary biogra-
phers, including Varro, Cornelius Nepos, and Suetonius. After bemoaning the dearth of
Christian biographers, Jerome quickly adds that “Eusebius son of Pamphilus served as an
immense aid to me through the ten books of the Ecclesiastical History.”23

This statement underplays Jerome’s debt to Eusebius. One editor of Jerome’s Viris
Illustribus has estimated that seven-tenths of Jerome’s text derives from Eusebius’s
History.24 Moreover, Eusebius provided an uncredited model for Jerome’s literary biog-
raphy: the History includes more than forty catalogues of Christians’ textual output. As
Michael Hollerich notes, scholars are now coming to appreciate Eusebius as a biogra-
pher of Christian intellectuals;25 Jerome had already, in typically backhanded fashion,
done the same.26

Jerome’s all but copying Eusebius’s form and content reflects not just increasing atten-
tion, as of the 390s, to Eusebius’s History; it also is the first surviving acknowledgment of
Eusebius’s achievement of early Christian leaders. By the 390s, then, when Christians were
looking to rewrite and reframe the Christian heritage, Eusebius’s History was no longer one
source among many but the authoritative narrative of early Christianity.27

This quick and selective survey has shown that Eusebius’s History was no instant
bestseller. It only became a monumental, indispensable historical narrative in the
third generation after its composition.

A telling contrast confirms the unimportance of the History for Eusebius’s immediate
successors. The most-read historical work of Eusebius in the fourth century was not the
Ecclesiastical History but rather his Gospel Preparation and Demonstration, a daunting
35-book introduction to Christianity as an intellectual system. While, as with the History,
there is little study of the reception of the Gospel Preparation and Demonstration, prelim-
inary research suggests earlier and more frequent use of these two texts compared to the
History. As examples, I refer to several prominent authors mentioned above:

• Athanasius used Eusebius’s Gospel Preparation and engaged with arguments from
the Gospel Demonstration repeatedly across multiple decades.28

• The emperor Julian, critiquing Christianity in early 363, mocks Eusebius by name
in his polemic Against the Galileans and rebuts Eusebius’s arguments in the
Preparation and Demonstration.29

23Jerome, de Viris Illustribus, preface.
24Konstantinos Siamakes, Hiernonymou de Viris Illustribus (Thessaloniki: Kentro Vyzantinōn Ereunōn,

1992), 102.
25Hollerich, Making Christian History, 35.
26Indeed, just before naming Eusebius, Jerome marvels that pagan biographers “could weave the consid-

erable crown of their works as if from a large meadow.” Eusebius, HE 1.1.4 characterized the HE via a sim-
ilar image; see David J. DeVore, “Extracting the Flowers, Leaving the Meadow: Ordering Miscellany in the
Preface of Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History” in Sources et modèles des historiens 3, ed. Olivier Devillers and
Breno Battistin Sebastiani (Bourdeaux: Ausonius, forthcoming).

27Eusebius, HE 8.2, 10.4 also informed Didymus, Commentary on Zechariah 8, written between 386 and
393: Louis Doutreleau (ed.), Didyme l’Aveugle, Sur Zacharie (Paris: Éditions du Cerf, 1962), 564–565, and
see note 16 above on Chrysostom’s likely knowledge of HE 8.12.3–4.

28Athanasius, Against the Gentiles 18=Eusebius, Gospel Preparation 2.2.53; Gentiles 20=Preparation 3.7.1;
Gentiles 33=Preparation 11.28.7–12; Gentiles 46–47=Preparation 7.10.12; Athanasius, On the Incarnation
47=Preparation 4.2.3–8; Athanasius, Letter to Serapion 1 3.2=Eusebius, Gospel Demonstration 4.16.30.

29Julian, Against the Galileans 222A, citing Preparation 11.5.5; see Ari Finkelstein, The Specter of the Jews
Emperor Julian and the Rhetoric of Ethnicity in Syrian Antioch (Oakland: University of California Press,
2018).
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• The Cappadocian intellectuals Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa used
Eusebius’s Gospel Preparation as a compendium of Greek philosophy from the
370s to the 390s.30

• John Chrysostom’s works drew on both the Preparation and the Demonstration, as
recent work has shown.31

If this sample is representative, the History was not the work that fourth-century
Christians recalled first when Eusebius’s oeuvre came to mind. In the shorter and
medium term, Eusebius was more an apologist and an educator than a historian.

This very preliminary survey of the fourth-century reception of Eusebius’s History
suggests a muted result. The History was read in the fourth century, and read more
as the century wore on, but not as much as Eusebius’s later reputation would project.
For over 75 years, the Caesarean scholar’s most influential work was almost certainly
the Gospel Demonstration and Preparation.

I tentatively suggest that, if Eusebius’s History proved to be his most-read and
most-influential work, most of his earliest readers saw him predominantly not as a his-
torical narrator but as a public intellectual and an educator, as well as a biblical scholar.
This should not surprise us. Best known today as a church historian, Eusebius wrote
polemics, biblical commentaries, textual editions, introductions to reading practice, ora-
tory, and biography, along with history. He was not first and foremost a historian.
Where we tend to see a curator of the Christian past, contemporaries saw a guide for
their present Christian practice and defense.

Eusebius and the Fate of Ecclesiastical History in
the Medieval East: The Syriac Sources

Christopher Bonura

Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, United States

Among the many achievements of Michael Hollerich’s Making Christian History is its
global approach to the reception of Eusebius of Caesarea’s Ecclesiastical History.
Hollerich could have been content focusing on Eusebius’s reception in Western
Europe, but in incorporating the Byzantine and the “non-Greek East” (Syriac,
Armenian, and Coptic authors) Hollerich tells a fuller and more interesting story. At
a time when concepts such as the “Global Middle Ages” are increasingly ascendant,
Hollerich provides a model of history with a tight focus but a global perspective.

30See John Rist, “Basil’s ‘Neoplatonism’: Its Background and Nature” in Basil of Caesarea: Christian,
Humanist, Ascetic, ed. Paul Fenwick (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1981), 192–211;
Michele Bandini, Gregorio di Nissa. Contro il fato (Bologna: Centro editoriale dehoniano, 2003), 18, 36, 41.

31Sébastien Morlet, “La source principale du Quod Christus sit Deus attribué à Jean Chrysostome: la
Démonstration évangélique d’Eusèbe de Césarée,” Revue d’études augustiniennes 58 (2012); Samuel
Pomeroy, “Reading Plato through the Eyes of Eusebius: John Chrysostom’s Timaeus Quotations in
Rhetorical Context” in Revisioning John Chrysostom: New Approaches, New Perspectives, ed. Chris de
Wet and Wendy Meyer (Leiden: Brill, 2019); Pomeroy, Chrysostom as Exegete. Scholarly Traditions and
Rhetorical Aims in the Homilies on Genesis (Leiden: Brill, 2022), 229–249.
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One issue that serves as a throughline connecting Hollerich’s excellent chapter on
Eusebius in the “non-Greek East” (chapter 3) with the previous chapter on Eusebius
in late antiquity (chapter 2) and with the later chapter on “Eusebius in Byzantium”
(chapter 5) is the near disappearance of ecclesiastical histories in the mold of
Eusebius’s at the twilight of late antiquity and the continued absence of such works
through much of the Middle Ages outside of Western Europe. As Hollerich notes, in
the Greek tradition there are no works entitled Ecclesiastical History between that of
Evagrius in the sixth century and that of Nikephoros Xanthopolos in the fourteenth.32

Similarly, in the Syriac literary tradition, a sixth-century boom is followed by the near
disappearance of the genre.33 Why did ecclesiastical history (that is, narrative histories
of the church modelled on Eusebius’s Ecclesiastical History) go into a long abeyance
around the end of the sixth century? And why did new ways of making Christian his-
tory take its place? Hollerich points to some possible answers,34 but he does not offer
broad conclusions; he describes the problem while leaving interpretation and explana-
tion to his readers. Jesse Torgerson, Oliver Gengler, and I have endeavored in our
responses to build on Hollerich’s suggestions to address this problem. I leave the mate-
rial in Hollerich’s chapter on “Eusebius in Byzantium” to Torgerson and Gengler, while
I will address here the Syriac sources that Hollerich deals with in his chapter on the
“non-Greek East.” I will attempt to articulate some broader conclusions from
Hollerich’s fascinating narrative, while also complicating the picture somewhat by con-
sidering some Syriac sources that Hollerich did not have time to explore in depth.

In Syriac literature, as in many other medieval contexts, the disappearance of eccle-
siastical histories proper is closely linked to the rise of universal chronicles as a distinct
genre. The chronicle tradition had been Christianized by Julius Africanus in the early
third century, but it was truly refined by Eusebius himself. Eusebius’s Chronological
Canons, one of the two parts of his Chronicle, provided a revolutionary system of map-
ping historical events in chronological order within parallel columns, with each column
reserved for a specific dynasty or nation or people.35 Notably, the columns gradually
drop away and consolidate, until only the Roman column remains. Eusebius’s
Chronicle, then, crafted a universal vision of world history that also implicitly suggested
a narrative of Roman triumphalism. Eusebius began his chronicle with Abraham, but
later chroniclers increasingly began from the beginning of time, with creation and
Adam and Eve.36

The long disappearance of ecclesiastical histories can be partly attributed to the
merging of narrative histories of the church with other genres of history writing.
This is already evident, for example, in the sixth-century Greek historiographical project
attributed to John “Malalas” (addressed in detail by Gengler and Torgerson in their
response). Malalas’s project provided a history from Adam and Eve to his own day
(in the reign of Emperor Justinian I) that has much in common with a chronicle
(Malalas’s project is often—controversially—called a “chronicle”), but he structured it

32Hollerich, Making Christian History, 171.
33Ibid., 101–102.
34These include the suggestions that the church became so preeminent in society that specialized histo-

ries focusing only on the church ceased to make sense. Hollerich also raises the possibility that the rise of
Islam and Islamic conquests challenged the Christian triumphalist narrative that had been at the heart of
Eusebius’s Ecclesiastical History.

35Hollerich, Making Christian History, 22–23.
36Ibid., 25, 106–107.
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around 18 narrative books, each with a thematic focus, rather than arranging events in
parallel columns as Eusebius had done.

If we move to the Syriac tradition (with which Malalas likely was familiar), we find
similar experimentation. In the West Syrian (i.e., Syriac Orthodox) tradition, Syriac
ecclesiastical histories gave way to universal chronicles by the end of the sixth century.
Hollerich lays out a rough chronology, influenced by Witold Witakowski and Dorothea
Weltecke, of how the West Syrian tradition of chronicles developed.37 In the sixth and
seventh centuries, short, laconic universal chronicles lacking Eusebius’s parallel col-
umns were produced. Jacob of Edessa’s early eighth-century chronicle was a watershed
because it brought back Eusebius’s parallel columns: columns for the rulers of the
Romans, Persians, and Arabs (allowing the reigns of the monarchs to be synchronized)
and, on the margins of these, a column with ecclesiastical events on the right and a col-
umn with secular events to the left. From the ninth century, long and more narrative
universal chronicles became increasingly common. Dionysius of Tel-Mahre’s ninth-
century chronicle furnished much more detail in its separate columns of secular history
and of ecclesiastical history. Michael the Syrian’s twelfth-century chronicle also used the
two columns—plus a third “miscellaneous” column.38

I would, therefore, suggest a theory that Hollerich implies without stating outright:
that while ecclesiastical histories entered a long dormancy, West Syrian historians never
really stopped doing ecclesiastical history. They wedded it to new forms, especially uni-
versal chronicles. The column of ecclesiastical history found in West Syrian chronicles
from the time Jacob of Edessa onward provided a new format for writing the history of
the church. Indeed, Bar Hebraeus (d. 1286) took the step of producing stand-alone
chronicles of secular and ecclesiastical history, and titled the latter ‘eqlesiastiqi
( ܝܩܝܬܣܝܣܝܠܩܐ ), “ecclesiastical history.”39 Ecclesiastical history had reemerged, though
in the form of a chronicle.

However, this narrative of the development of West Syrian chronicles is perhaps too
tidy, and we should keep in mind that the concept of ecclesiastical history, and Eusebius
himself, had a major impact on West Syrian historiography even before the practice of
reserving a column for ecclesiastical history in chronicles became widespread. One
source that illustrates the sort of experimentation undertaken by Syriac chroniclers is
the Zuqnin Chronicle, a late eighth-century West Syrian universal chronicle, composed
at the monastery of Zuqnin on the Tigris River outside Amida. The Zuqnin Chronicle’s
context was provincial, and yet its author had access—possibly direct access—to a Syriac
version of both Eusebius’s Chronological Canons and Ecclesiastical History.40 The
chronicler does not use Eusebius’s parallel columns but prefers one continuous narra-
tive chronicle. The earlier parts of the Zuqnin Chronicle are deeply reliant on Eusebius’s
short chronological entries, but later the yearly entries become much longer and more
detailed, especially as they approach the author’s lifetime, until they become almost a

37Ibid., 101–102; Witold Witakowski, The Syriac Chronicle of Pseudo-Dionysius of Tel-Mah rē: A Study in
the History of Historiography (Stockholm: Almqvist and Wiksell, 1987), 83–89; and Dorothea Weltecke, Die
“Beschreibung der Zeiten” von Mōr Michael dem Grossen (1126–1199): Eine Studie zu ihrem historischen
und historiographiegeschichtlichen Kontext (Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 45–46.

38Hollerich, Making Christian History, 108–113.
39Ibid., 115.
40On the sources of the Chronicle of Zuqnin, see Amir Harrak, The Chronicle of Zuqnīn: Parts I and II,

From the Creation to the Year 506/7 AD (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2017), xv–xvii; and Amir Harrak,
The Chronicle of Zuqnīn: Parts III and IV, A.D. 488–775 (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies,
1999), 28–32.
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narrative local ecclesiastical history of Christians in the eighth-century caliphate.
Hollerich surely spared little attention to the Chronicle of Zuqnin due to the constraints
of time and space, but if we give it a more prominent place in the narrative of the devel-
opment of the West Syrian historical tradition, its deep interest in Eusebian chronology
and strong narrative elements certainly clash with the characterization of Syriac chron-
icles before the ninth century as short, undeveloped, and devoid of any parallels with
narrative ecclesiastical history.

Hollerich also examines Eusebius’s legacy in the East Syrian (Church of the East)
tradition. Among East Syrians, ecclesiastical histories also disappeared by the end of
the sixth century, replaced by chronicles, and, more so, by biographical collections of
the lives of the catholicoi (patriarchs), abbots, and other religious leaders.41 Hollerich
addresses the claim that, as a result of this prosopographical method of history, it
was “impossible for it [the Church of the East] to write its history according to the
Eusebian models.”42 Hollerich rightfully complicates—and subtly challenges—this
claim by looking at two eleventh-century East Syrian chronicles: the bilingual
Syriac-Arabic Chronicle of Elias of Nisibis, an East Syrian world chronicle with parallel
columns, and the Arabic Chronicle of Seert, which was organized largely around the
lives of catholicoi but maintained broad horizons and a very Eusebian perspective.43

Eusebian-style chronicles were less popular in the East Syrian tradition, but Eusebius
remained an influence as East Syrians experimented with other ways of documenting
history. A useful example is another source, which Hollerich only briefly considers
but which deserves more attention for the insight it provides on East Syrian history:
John bar Penkaye’s Book of Main Points, written in the late 680s at a remote monastery
east of the Tigris in lands that, until the Arab conquests, had been integral to the
Sasanian Persian Empire.44 John’s Book of Main Points is now used almost exclusively
for its final book dealing with the coming of Islam and late seventh-century events for
which John was an eyewitness, but when the whole of his work is considered, it is dif-
ficult to dismiss the strong influence of Eusebius in John’s novel approach to history
writing.45 John bar Penkaye adopts the scope of a universal chronicle beginning with
Adam and Eve (clearly, the fascination with universal history was not simply a

41See Muriel Debié, “Writing History as ‘Histoires’: The Biographical Dimension of East Syriac
Historiography” in Writing “True Stories”: History and Hagiography in the Late Antique and Medieval
Near East, ed. M. Debié, H. Kennedy, and A. Papaconstantinou (Turnhout: Brepols, 2010), 54–57.

42The quotation comes from Debié, “Writing History as ‘Histoires’,” 72; quoted in Hollerich, Making
Christian History, 105.

43Hollerich, Making Christian History, 104–106.
44Unfortunately, John bar Penkaye’s Book of Main Points has not yet been edited in full, but books 10–15

have been edited, with a French translation of book 15, in Alphonse Mingana, Sources syriaques (Leipzig:
Harrassowitz, 1908), 1:*2–*203. A summary of its contests can be found in Anton Baumstark, “Eine syrishe
Weltgeschichte des siebten Jahrh.s,” Römische Quartalschrift für christliche Alterthumskunde und für
Kirchengeschichte, vol. 15 (1901), 273–280. More recently, book 1 has been edited and translated by
Yulia Ferman, “The Origins of the Temporal World: The First Mē’mrā of the Ktābā D-Rēš Mellē of
John Bar Penkāyē” in Syrians and the Others: Cultures of the Christian Orient in the Middle Ages,
ed. B. Lourié and N. N. Seleznyov (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2014), 21–46.

45Some recent pieces of scholarship are beginning to consider the whole of the Book of Main Points,
notably Emmanuel Joseph Mar-Emmanuel, “The Book of Resh Melle by Yoh annan Bar Penkaye: An
Introduction to the Text and a Study of Its Literary Genres” (PhD diss., University of Toronto, 2015);
and Yulia Ferman, “Сочинение Йōханнāна бар Пенкāйē ‘Суть вещей, или История временного
мира’ в сирийской средневековой интеллектуальной культуре” (PhD diss., Russian State University
for the Humanities, 2016).
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West-Syrian phenomenon), but follows a narrative format divided among 15 thematic
books organized in roughly chronological order (hence John’s “Main Points” probably
refer to the major events or themes upon which he focuses)—very similar to the format
that had been adopted by Malalas. Like the Zuqnin chronicler, John used both
Eusebius’s Chronological Canons and the Ecclesiastical History: the former provided
him his lists of Assyrian, Babylonian, and Hellenistic kings, and he quotes from the lat-
ter in his fourteenth book for details about persecutions of church and the halting of
such persecution by Constantine.46 John produced a history very different from both
Eusebius’s Chronicle and Ecclesiastical History, but one that combined some elements
of both.

John bar Penkaye’s history may be considered unusual, and it is true that East Syrian
histories tended to be organized around the catholicoi and other remarkable individu-
als, but is it fair to say that such histories are not “Eusebian”? Lest we forget, among the
works of Eusebius’s translated into Syriac was the History of the Martyrs of Palestine, a
collection of biographies of holy men.47 Moreover, if our object is the fate of ecclesias-
tical history, the East Syrian prosopographical histories may have more in common with
Eusebius’s Ecclesiastical History than is assumed. Many were titled, like Eusebius’s his-
tory, ‘eqlesiastiqi ( ܝܩܝܬܣܝܣܝܠܩܐ ), “ecclesiastical history.” Hollerich rightly points out that
these are very different from the ecclesiastical histories written by Eusebius and his late
antique continuators—in late antiquity, ecclesiastical histories and histories of holy men
were treated as two different genres.48 Nonetheless, Eusebius organized his Ecclesiastical
History around the succession of bishops and other leaders of the church and made his
historical subject their struggle against heresy and persecution. So, can we not detect
Eusebius in the DNA of a historical tradition that framed history around the lives of
religious leaders like the catholicoi who battled heresy and persecution?

There is another question relevant to the persistence of “Eusebian models” in the
Church of the East: how did East Syrians, whose church grew up within the Sasanian
Persian Empire and eventually came under the rule of Arab Muslims, deal with
Eusebius’s “political theology”—especially with Eusebius’s fundamental assumptions
that a ruler like Constantine could act as a holy protector of the church and that history
has been moving inexorably toward the triumph of Roman rule? This is a question
that Hollerich does not fully pursue. More research is needed in this area, but East
Syrian authors seem to have offered a range of responses. John bar Penkaye, for exam-
ple, made a case about church-state relations that appears to turn the tables on
Eusebius. The church in Persia was special, according to John, precisely because
it did not exist under a Christian ruler, because it had no Constantine. Whereas
under Christian regimes the weak-willed and corrupt joined the Christian church
out of greed and ambition, in Sasanian Persia, ruled as it was by Zoroastrians, only
the committed remained in the church, and persecutions purified the church of its
weakest elements.49 Conversely, an anonymous East Syrian author, probably writing
a few decades after John in the early eighth century, provides an altogether different
view: the Roman Empire was destined to rule the earth until the end of time, and it
possessed a universal kingship—first bestowed by God upon the first king—that
had passed through the hands of various rulers and empires. The author attributes

46Baumstark, “Eine syrishe Weltgeschichte,” 279.
47Hollerich, Making Christian History, 90.
48Hollerich, Making Christian History, 103, following Debié, “Writing History as ‘Histoires’,” 50–52, 73.
49John bar Penkaye, Book of Main Points, book 15, ed. Mingana, Sources syriaques, 1:*143.
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some of these ideas to the popular Apocalypse of Pseudo-Methodius (somewhat
garbling its name), but the author also cites here the “book of Lord (Mar) Eusebius
of Caesarea” ( ܐܝܪܣܩܣܝܒܣܘܐܝܪܡܕܐܒܬܟ ).50 Eusebius’s theo-political vision does not
seem to have dissuaded Syriac authors from enthusiastically embracing Eusebius,
though it is possible that Eusebius’s Ecclesiastical History appealed more to East
Syrians than his Chronicle for the very reason that the latter treated the dominance
of Rome as the culmination of history, making its use by a Christian community
that had always existed outside of Rome’s empire a bit awkward.

In sum, while ecclesiastical histories proper disappear after the sixth century, Syriac
historians used Eusebius’s Ecclesiastical History both as a source and as a model for
writing history, incorporating it into new kinds of history writing. Medieval Syriac his-
torians did not write new ecclesiastical histories proper but instead experimented widely
as they adapted ecclesiastical history to new, hybrid forms. Among West Syrians, the
specialized history of the church (as distinct from other subjects of history) that
Eusebius had invented emerged again within universal chronicles, now in the form
of a vertical column of the sort that Eusebius had also invented (albeit for a very dif-
ferent purpose). East Syrians, in contrast, produced fewer such columned universal
chronicles (that of Elias of Nisibis is the only one extant), but they knew Eusebius’s
work. Histories of the Church of the East became more biographical, fusing the sort
of history of holy men exemplified by Eusebius’s History of the Martyrs of Palestine
or Theodoret’s fifth-century History of the Monks of Syria with the model of
Eusebius’s Ecclesiastical History. In short, the influence of Eusebius’s Ecclesiastical
History endured among both West and East Syrians, even as frameworks and genres
differed and changed.

Why did West Syrians and East Syrians tend toward their different ways of writing
the history of their churches? In the Church of the East, which had always been under
the rule of non-Christian rulers, ecclesiastical leadership was especially important.
Indeed, with the division of the universal church into smaller churches—a development
Hollerich documents well—the biographical collection makes more sense as a way of
documenting the history of churches in which a patriarch or other leader acts as a cen-
tral figure. There are clear parallels with the Arabic History of the Patriarchs of
Alexandria, compiled on the leaders of the Coptic Church, and with the Western col-
lection of papal biographies known as the Liber Pontificalis (works within traditions in
which the influence of Eusebius is undeniable). Amongst West Syrians, universal chron-
icles may have arisen as the concept of ecclesiastical history was subsumed into a grow-
ing sense that the history of the church was in fact the history of the world. As Hollerich
shows, Eusebius himself made a strong case for the conception of Christianity as the
religion practiced at the beginning of humanity.51 Such a view of Christian antiquity
would have become all the more important with the advent of Islam, a religion
whose practitioners often understood their faith as the Ur-religion that God had
revealed to humanity from the beginning of time. Might we consider the universal
chronicle, then, as the mode of history-writing adopted by those who took seriously
Eusebius’s implication that the history of the church was the central drama of all his-
tory, from history’s very beginning to its final consummation? If so, perhaps universal
chronicles came to serve as a method for doing ecclesiastical history when one accepted
the premise that all history is church history.

50This is to be found in an unedited text in Cod. Vat. Syr. 164, with quotation on fol. 102v.
51Hollerich, Making Christian History, 26, 36–37.
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The Significance of Eusebius in the Byzantine
Chronographic Tradition

Jesse W. Torgerson and Olivier Gengler

Wesleyan University, Middletown, United States and Heidelberg Academy of Sciences and Humanities,
Heidelberg, Germany

An important shared question was introduced in Christopher Bonura’s reflections on
Chapter 3 of Michael Hollerich’s Making Christian History and returns here as a
throughline in our response to Chapter 5, “Eusebius in Byzantium.” Did Eusebius’s
great generic invention of ecclesiastical history disappear as a genre during the
Byzantine period? As Bonura has pointed out, Hollerich’s starting point in his chapter
on Byzantium is the absence of works entitled Ecclesiastical History between the sixth
and fourteenth century.52 While this is a tantalizing hook to the investigation, it turns
out that isolated generic histories are not an accurate means of tracking the reception of
Eusebius in the East Roman Empire. If ecclesiastical history as a distinct genre at first
glance seems to have gone into hibernation after late antiquity, a slower examination
finds that it was incorporated into new ways of making a common or universal history.
Our conversation with Hollerich’s study will ask: to what extent did these new histories
continue to draw upon the oeuvre of Eusebius of Caesarea?

Eusebius was of course not only the author of an Ecclesiastical History but also of the
Chronicle—often called a “universal chronicle” but perhaps better discussed as a “chro-
nography” since Eusebius wrote (ἔγραψε, egrapse) his own historical time (χρόνος,
chronos). Appropriately, Hollerich’s discussion of how Eusebius made Christian
History is therefore concerned with not only the Ecclesiastical History but also the
Chronicle, the reception of which is given a prominent place throughout the book.

What we might call a “Christian Time” had been incorporated into the long-
standing Hellenistic chronicle tradition by Julius Africanus in the early third century.
Eusebius built on Julius Africanus’s work not only by re-writing his chronology but
by re-inventing the appearance of the resultant chronography. Eusebius’s chronography
displayed (rather than narrated) chronological synchronizations in a format quite likely
derived from Origen’s third-century Hexapla—which presented the Hebrew scriptures
in parallel columns with a Greek transliteration and four distinct Greek translations.53

We find this display of Eusebius’s new historical time in the second part of his Chronicle
(known as the Chronological Canons or simply Canons) where different successions of
rulers are displayed in the same way Origen had laid out different texts to be compared:
distinct dynastic successions of the historical kingdoms of the known world, presented
in descending parallel columns across facing pages.

Eusebius began this second part of the Chronicle not with the Creation (or Adam
and Eve) but with what he held to be the first event in comparative chronology, the
first historical figure he believed could be securely synchronized across multiple

52Hollerich, Making Christian History, 171. Bonura notes the parallel situation in the Syriac literary tra-
dition “with a sixth-century boom of ecclesiastical histories followed by the near disappearance of the
genre.” See Hollerich, Making Christian History, 101–102.

53A. Grafton and M. Williams, Christianity and the Transformation of the Book: Origen, Eusebius, and
the Library of Caesarea (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2008).
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historical traditions: Abraham. Later chronographers would not follow this philosoph-
ical premise, insisting instead on beginning chronology with time itself, with planetary
motion and the creation of the first humans. There was a narrative at stake in this
debate over chronological premises: Eusebius’s Canons emplotted the passage of time
with a story about the kingdoms of the world. As its chronology progressed through
the years of human time, the columns of the Canons gradually consolidated until
only the single column for Rome remained. Eusebius timed this consonance of provi-
dence and empire to the Incarnation of the Christ. With this overview in mind, it is
possible to recognize how closely the project of the Chronological Canons in
Eusebius’s Chronicle was connected to the project of his Ecclesiastical History. The
Canons crafted a historical time that defined ultimate chronological universality as sub-
mission to Roman dominance, even as it subsumed the time of Imperium Romanorum
into the narrative of Ekklesia.

From this perspective, one could argue it was Eusebius himself who set the terms for
the eventual (and sustained) disappearance of ecclesiastical histories as a distinct genre
by merging the narratives of the church (“ecclesiastical histories”) and the ultimate
empire (“universal chronicles”). This is evident, for example, in the first Greek historical
project (some would call it a chronicle, but that terminology is debated54) discussed by
Hollerich under the topic of “Eusebius in Byzantium.” This was a historical project
attributed to John Malalas or John “the rhetor,” as Evagrius seems to know him (the
authorship of the transmitted text is uncertain, but we will use the name Malalas here
for convenience). Hollerich perfectly grasps the specific structure of Malalas’s project,
where predominantly thematic books are arranged in a roughly chronological order
until the coming of the Christ and the beginning of the Roman Empire—a very different
kind of narrative in comparison to the Eusebian columnal system, but a similar view of the
evolution of world history. That is to say, while this text presents striking differences with
Eusebius’s chronographic works in terms of the scope, narrative technique, and overall
design, there are some clear elements pointing toward the intention of its author to follow
a Eusebian tradition, not the least being the inclusion of Eusebius as the second authority
named in the introduction just after Julius Africanus.55

But when Malalas referred to Eusebius, to which Eusebius did Malalas refer? As
Hollerich rightly points out, it is doubtful that Malalas had a complete text of
Eusebius’s history and his chronicle.56 We cannot make a clear identification of the dif-
ferent steps of transmission and reception that would have connected Eusebius’s works
to Malalas’s since numerous of the other historical authorities named by the latter are
merely names for us. It is, however, very probable that the Eusebian inheritance reached
Malalas in an already altered form, although still associated with Eusebius’s name:
Eusebius’s reception in sixth-century Constantinople must undoubtedly be considered

54Hollerich, Making Christian History, 173. See R. W. Burgess and M. Kulikowski, “The
Historiographical Position of John Malalas. Genre in Late Antiquity and the Byzantine Middle Ages” in
Die Weltchronik des Johannes Malalas. Autor – Werk – Überlieferung, Malalas Studien 1, ed. M. Meier,
Chr. Radtki, and F. Schulz (Franz Steiner Verlag: Stuttgart, 2016), 93–117; and R. W. Burgess, “The
Origin and Evolution of Early Christian and Byzantine Universal Historiography” in Millenium 18
(2021), 53–154, with our remarks: O. Gengler, “Der Chronist als Zeithistoriker: Eine Einleitung” in
Johannes Malalas: Der Chronist als Zeithistoriker, Malalas Studien 4, ed. O. Gengler and M. Meier
(Franz Steiner Verlag: Stuttgart, 2022), 9–12.

55The introduction is transmitted with the first book independently of the rest of the work but is quite
securely identified. See Gengler, “Der Chronist als Zeithistoriker.”

56Hollerich, Making Christian History, 174–175.
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from a cumulative point of view, with many relays and small changes along the way.
Due to the happenstance of historical survival, some of these stages may have paralleled
what we know to have occurred in the more clearly discernable Latin reception of
Eusebius, such as in the translation, slight adaptation, and continuation of Eusebius’s
Canons by Jerome under the title Chronica. At the same time, Malalas criticized
Eusebius even as he clearly drew on him (whether directly or indirectly). For instance,
in the transmitted version of Book X chapter 2 of Malalas’s chronicle, Eusebius seems to
play the role of a straw man for speculations connected to Christ’s birth in the year 5500
after Adam, opposed to the consensus view of “Clemens, Theophilus and Timotheus”
that Christ was born in the year 6000.57 Considered from the perspective of the recep-
tion of Eusebius’ works, what Malalas’s work reveals to us about changes in historical
writing is how, within two centuries, the desire to reconcile profane time and Christian
time in a unified narrative had evolved.

Interestingly, most of the references to Eusebius in Malalas’s chronicle are not related
to chronology and, when they can be traced, concern the Church History or exegetical
works.58 Eusebius’s works also appear in palimpsest, in the background of narratives
where he is not explicitly mentioned. The story of Veronica analyzed by Hollerich is
a remarkable example.59 Although both texts retell similar stories, there are considerable
dissimilarities between Eusebius’s and Malalas’s versions, the latter being more devel-
oped and giving the name of Veronica for the first time, as Hollerich rightly underlines.
For other details, Malalas seems to tacitly update and complete Eusebius’s account,
while using similar literary devices to build the authority of their testimony (autopsy,
and reference to the present).

Drawing on Eusebius for the purpose of critique and then replacement is explicitly the
goal of the ninth-century Chronographia of George the Synkellos and Theophanes the
Confessor (called the Chronographia here to distinguish it from Eusebius’s similarly
named Chronicle).60 George and Theophanes sought to carry Eusebius’s linkage of
church and empire into their own day and beyond, and to do so they had to reckon
with the crisis (and opportunity!) of a new condemnation of Eusebius at the Second
Council of Nicaea in 787—on the basis of an inauthentic letter—as an iconoclast heretic.

57This contradicts however other passages (mostly Malalas, II 10 and XVIII 8 in J. Thurn, Iohannis
Malalae Chronographia, p. 2 and 357–358) and later alteration of the text seems likely since the text avail-
able to us, transmitted in a unique 10th-11th c. manuscript, gives numbers that are incoherent with each
other and/or different than the ones appearing in parallel traditions—Hollerich rightly warns that the text is
unsure at various points.

58For example, Malalas, I 4 ll. 20–23 in Thurn, p. 7 ll. 89–90 and Eusebius, Onomasticon in E.
Klostermann, Das Onomastikon der biblischen Ortsnamen (Eusebius Werke 3.1), p. 2, l. 23–p. 4, l. 25 or
Malalas, X 35, ll. 10–12 in Thurn, p. 193 ll. 2–4 and Eusebius, HE, III, 2, 1. Similarly, as noted by
Hollerich,Making Christian History, 177, the Paschal Chronicle, though conceptually and technically nearer
to the Canones, borrows also narratives from the HE. On Eusebius and the Paschal Chronicle, see now Chr.
Gastgeber, “Weltchronik und Zeitgeschichte im Chronicon Paschale” in Der Chronist als Zeithistoriker,
243–277.

59Hollerich, Making Christian History, 175–176. Malalas X 12 in Thurn, p. 180–181.
60Traditionally studied as two separate works, as in the critical translations of George by W. Adler and

P. Tuffin in The Chronography of George Synkellos: A Byzantine Chronicle of Universal History from the
Creation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002) and Theophanes by C. Mango and R. Scott in The
Chronicle of Theophanes Confessor: Byzantine and Near Eastern History, AD 213–813 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1997). We have made the case for their being read through the middle ages in combina-
tion as a single chronography in J. W. Torgerson, The Chronographia of George the Synkellos and
Theophanes: The Ends of Time in Ninth-Century Constantinople (Brill: Leiden, 2022).
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Hollerich briefly touches on this condemnation,61 but here we will consider what happens
if we read George and Theophanes’s engagement with Eusebian histories, as contextual-
ized above all by the rhetorical opportunities afforded by Eusebius’ new condemnation.

Let us start with George, who composed the universal chronicle from Adam to
the reign of Diocletian. Hollerich mentions George’s dismissal of Eusebius’s Chronicle—
though the work was truly essential to George’s project. When assessing the dates
Eusebius assigns to the life of Moses, George takes the opportunity to call him not only
wrong but “deranged.”62 Now, consider how foregrounding Eusebius’s new identity as
an iconoclast changes how we read George’s stunningly critical comments. As Hollerich
shows, authors in many diverse contexts, including in the East Roman Empire, had to
come to terms with Eusebius’s association with Arianism—but since Eusebius was also
now an iconoclast, George needed to devise new means of convincing his readers that
they were reading a fully non-Eusebian chronography, even as Eusebius continued to be
recognized as the author of the still-standard chronography. This explains another of
Hollerich’s examples. George used direct and extended citations of Eusebius’s
Ecclesiastical History to make his ninth-century readers choose between two figures—
Origen and Dionysius of Alexandria—both of whom Eusebius had happily praised.63 In
this light, the central issue is not so much how George read Eusebius as his need to trans-
late Eusebian content into a new rhetorical and polemical context.

Similarly, we enthusiastically emphasize Hollerich’s point that Theophanes’ portion
of the Chronographia (from Diocletian’s reign up to the year 813) developed Eusebius’s
work to make the reign of Constantine I an epochal moment in the Roman imperium.64

Hollerich’s key example of this point in fact shows this was true not only for the authors
of the Chronographia but also for their contemporary readers.65 Hollerich quotes an
extended aside on whether Constantine was baptized on his deathbed by the bishop
Eusebius of Nicomedia, or whether this had occurred decades earlier in Rome by
Pope Silvester. This passage discreetly implies Eusebius held the former opinion
(whereby the emperor was baptized an Arian heretic), while the Chronographia autho-
rized the Silvestrian baptism. Consider now that this explicit engagement with
Eusebius’s work is in fact a later addition, a scholion.66 In other words, not only can
we see George and Theophanes wrestling with how to update the reception of
Eusebius, a now doubly condemned heretic, but their later readers—asked to help
with George’s task of “completing what was missing” in the Chronographia67—were
still turning to Eusebius’s extant texts as authoritative enough that even when they
believed he was wrong, he could not simply be ignored but needed to be cited and either
disputed, corrected, or refuted.

61Hollerich, Making Christian History, 186.
62Succinctly illustrated in ibid., 179–180.
63Ibid., 180–181.
64Ibid., 177. As we have argued elsewhere: Torgerson, The Ends of Time (2022), chapters 5 and 6.
65Hollerich, Making Christian History, 185–186.
66Our earliest (mid-9c) manuscript (Paris Grec 1710) does not contain this passage (see ff. 26v-27r),

while the next extant (late-9c) recension does (Christ Church Library & Wake Greek 5 on ff. 75v-76r
and BAV Vat. Gr. 155 on ff. 79r-79v).

67Theophanes claims George gave him this injunction (trans. Mango and Scott, The Chronicle of
Theophanes, p. 1 of K. de Boor, Theophanis Chronographia, p. 4.2), which he then implies is similarly
the responsibility of any subsequent reader who “finds aught that is wanting” (trans. Mango and Scott,
The Chronicle of Theophanes, p. 2 of K. de Boor, Theophanis Chronographia, p. 4.19–20). See our more
extended discussion in J. W. Torgerson, The Chronographia, pp. 149–177.

Church History 659

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009640723002123 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009640723002123


In sum, Eusebius’s surprising eighth-century condemnation as an iconoclast heretic
makes it necessary to be particularly nuanced in tracking his reception into ninth-
century Byzantine historiography and beyond. Eusebius’s transformation into a double
outsider to the very communities that he helped to define and make possible—the
Christian ecclesia and the Roman oikumene—meant that subsequent authors not
only could but actually needed to set their works in some opposition to his own.
Relying directly upon previous scholarship, which one nevertheless also feels bound
to criticize, is of course a dramatic irony with which all of us academics are profoundly
familiar.

We conclude our comments on the evidence from the Byzantine period with an
example of reality not being as simple as the absence of ecclesiastical history in the
East Roman Empire would suggest. Circa 870 Anastasius Bibliothecarius—envoy for
Louis II to the Council of Constantinople—used some of his time in the capitol to excise
and translate George and Theophanes’ Chronographia into Latin. He entitled his trans-
lation not Chronica but Historia Tripartita, a clear reference to the sixth-century
Latin translation of the ecclesiastical histories of Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodoret
by Cassiodorus—to whom Anastasius seemed to see himself as a successor. In other
words, when Anastasius considered how to translate the Chronographia of
George and Theophanes into Latin, he did not frame the work as the successor to
imperial Latin chronicles but to the great ecclesiastical histories of the fourth centuries.
Curious. It would seem that into the ninth century sufficient generic fluidity existed
between ecclesiastical histories and chronicles to allow structures and contents to be
blended and re-mixed, depending on specific contexts and contemporary concerns.

As Bonura has pointed out already, the perspective Hollerich takes in his work
allows us to note an important point about change over time in historical genres:
even in the absence of works in an explicit “ecclesiastical history” tradition, authors
in the Eastern Mediterranean and Near East interwove histories of their churches
into their chronicles and chronographies. We affirm this point and would use it as a
premise to make a few observations that might initiate further studies. In future inves-
tigations on the reception of Eusebius in the Greek speaking societies of the Middle
Ages, it will surely be productive to continue to intertwine reflections on Eusebius’s
own changing status vis-à-vis new orthodoxies with the use (both explicit and implicit)
of his works and ideas. In addition, more overarching studies will find points such as
those made by Gilbert Dagron decades ago in Emperor and Priest essential, intertwining
shifts in imperial ideology with reflections on shifts in genre.68 The sixth through ninth
centuries in the East Roman empire saw conceptual, ideological developments in impe-
rium and ecclesia such that we must think of them not as distinct polities but as insep-
arable aspects of the Greek-speaking Roman oikumene. We can see parallels to this
social and cultural development in shifting historical genres of the same era. Making
Christian History has thus given readers a number of carefully researched and articu-
lated starting points to pursue these and many other ideas back into the surviving mate-
rials; and so we celebrate the accomplishment while awaiting the productive critiques
and expansions that these ideas will go on to generate.

68G. Dagron, Emperor and Priest: The Imperial Office in Byzantium, trans. J. Birrell (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003). This point has since been greatly nuanced by studies such as
M. Humphreys, Law, Power, and Imperial Ideology in the Iconoclast Era c. 680-850 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2015).
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Reflections on Making Christian History from the
Medieval and Early Modern Perspective

Euan Cameron

Union Theological Seminary, Columbia University, New York, United States

Michael Hollerich’s Making Christian History: Eusebius of Caesarea and his Readers
builds on more than two decades of research by its author, beginning with his study
of Eusebius’s commentary on Isaiah, published in 1999.69 This latest work belongs to
the genre of reception history. It is above all a study of how Eusebius, and especially
the Ecclesiastical History, was read, used, imitated, continued, and dissented from in
the centuries since its compilation up to modernity and postmodernity.

This approach makes heavy demands of its author. It requires one to become at least
something of an expert in every era of Christian history and historiography in order to
identify the place of Eusebius’s work in those stories. Here, the net is cast even wider
than is usually the case, including reception in the non-Greek East as well as in
Greek and Latin antiquity, in Byzantine culture, and in the West from the early
Middle Ages to the Renaissance and onwards. Quite a lot of the work consists of atten-
tive and faithful summaries of well-chosen secondary scholarly sources, which, given
the breadth of coverage, seems entirely justifiable. The language ability manifested in
the references, both in ancient and in modern languages, is most impressive.

This response will focus on the Western Middle Ages and the Reformation period.
Let me say at the outset that there is very little indeed in Michael Hollerich’s arguments
about these periods to quibble at. Allow me, very quickly, to sketch out the structure of
what is presented in chapter 4, on the post-antique medieval West, and chapter 6, on
the early modern period.

The fourth chapter charts the way in which the history of Christianity, insofar as it
was practiced in a form recognizable to Eusebius, tended to be written in the early
medieval west in quasi-national or ethnic terms rather than as universal history. So,
there are religious histories of the Goths, the Franks, the Anglo-Saxons, or the
Lombards. The high Middle Ages are represented by Orderic Vitalis, Adam of
Bremen, William of Malmesbury, Otto of Freising, and the Golden Legend. There are
good reasons why the Ecclesiastical History tends to figure less prominently than
Eusebius’s Chronicle.

Chapter 6 begins with the Renaissance “rediscovery” of Eusebius, in the sense that
the original Greek text resurfaced for a readership in the West that was increasingly
able to read it.70 We move rapidly to the age of post-Reformation confessional alle-
giances. Then, history was, in the modern expression, “weaponized” to support the
claims of Protestants or Catholics. Here, I agree entirely with Hollerich’s argument,
though I might urge the role of historical thought in the Reformation even more
strongly than he does. Two Protestant historical works receive special attention: John
Foxe’s Actes and Monuments and the Magdeburg Centuries, compiled by a team led
by Matthias Flacius Illyricus. These works constructed, independently but possibly in

69Michael J. Hollerich, Eusebius of Caesarea’s Commentary on Isaiah: Christian Exegesis in the Age of
Constantine (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1999).

70For the early modern Greek edition of Eusebius, see below, note 85.
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mutual awareness, a historical schema where the visible Church began in purity but
then degraded over time until it first became a mixture of pure and corrupt elements
—and then, by the High Middle Ages, was entirely captured by the Antichrist, or the
“unbound Satan” of Revelation 20. Meanwhile, the true church survived, barely visible
in the movements of protest, dissent, and “heresy” that pepper the records of Western
medieval Christianity.71

The latter part of the chapter identifies a distinct period in early modernity when the
“republic of letters” pursued technical learning—including chronology—with a passion,
which, the argument goes, by-passed some of the confessional animosities of an earlier
generation. I confess to being a little wary of this periodization: it seems to me that
much of the historical scholarship of the seventeenth century, from Jakob Gretser to
Jacques Bossuet and their Protestant counterparts, was still exploited to score confes-
sional points. That remained the case in the debates over medieval heresy between
Catholic and Protestant historians. Gottfried Arnold, the controversial Lutheran
Pietist who concludes the chapter, rather anticipated Enlightenment attitudes by
denouncing the uncharitable obsession with dogmatic rectitude in the early church.
Arnold, however, was an outlier, and did not necessarily win the argument in his
own time. His confessional-orthodox opponents such as Ernst Salomo Cyprian were
probably more numerous than his supporters.72

For the rest of this presentation, I propose to explore other histories from the medi-
eval and Reformation periods, against which Hollerich’s selections may be compared.
No single book, let alone one of the very broad remit of Making Christian History,
can cover even a tiny proportion of the medieval and early modern histories that in
some way addressed church history. Any essay of this kind must be a sampling exercise.
Therefore, if I choose to explore some different texts from those which Michael
Hollerich chose for his study, no criticism is implied by my doing so.

Tracing the influence of Eusebius’s work in medieval chronicles can be challenging,
before the era when adding references was standard. However, certain approaches and
interpretations can with reasonable confidence be traced back to Eusebius’s
Ecclesiastical History.

First, Eusebius proposed to reconcile the chronologies of the Gospels of John and the
Synoptics by suggesting that the early narratives in John’s Gospel described the years of
Christ’s ministry before John the Baptist was imprisoned (HE III:24). This interpreta-
tion was used by Peter Comestor to create a single narrative from the Gospels in his
Historia Scholastica,73 among others, and became mainstream.

Secondly, Eusebius listed the persecutions of the Church in association with the names
of specific Roman emperors. That was despite the fact that, in the view of modern histo-
rians, and to a certain degree of Eusebius himself,74 there was no imperially mandated

71For this argument in Protestant historiography, see e.g., Euan Cameron, “From the Reformation to the
Past: Historical Perceptions of the Medieval Waldenses in Protestantism” in A Companion to the Waldenses
in the Middle Ages, ed. Marina Benedetti and Euan Cameron (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2022), 499–533, at
508–513.

72See the discussion of Gottfried Arnold in my Interpreting Christian History: The Challenge of the
Churches’ Past (Oxford: Blackwell, 2005), 146–149; for the reply, see Ernst Salomo Cyprian, Allgemeine
Anmerckungen über Gottfried Arnolds Kirchen- und Ketzer-Historie (Helmstedt: Hamm, 1700).

73Petrus Comestor, Eruditissimi viri magistri Petri Comestoris excellens opus quod Historia Scholastica
inscribitur, magnam sacre scripture partem, que et in serie et in glossis crebro diffusa erat, breuiter complect-
ens (Lyons: Jean Crespin, 1543), fos. 192v-194r.

74HE II.33.
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general persecution before the middle of the third century. A century later, Augustine
took over the Eusebian approach, creating a numbered list of ten persecutions in City
of God.75 Many chronicles, from the Middle Ages onwards, adopted this method of dat-
ing the phases of persecution and listed the persecutions in a numbered series.

Some medieval chroniclers were aware of the issues over Eusebius’s theological
orthodoxy, but acknowledged his usefulness as a source. In a bibliographical essay in
Speculum Historiale 1:13, Vincent de Beauvais remarked that “Eusebius’s Chronicle
and his Ecclesiastical History we do not think should be entirely renounced, even
though he wrote tepidly in the first book of his narrative, and afterwards wrote a
book in praise and exculpation of Origen to the schismatics, because of the unique
information which belongs to instruction.”76

As Michael Hollerich rightly observes, Eusebius’s Chronicle, or more precisely his
chronological tables in the Canons, the second part of the Chronicle, which was avail-
able in Jerome’s translation, had a more persistent and profound influence in the medi-
eval Latin West than the Ecclesiastical History. Medieval authors of histories favored the
genre of the annalistic world-chronicle, listing events by the successions of regimes and
the parallel sequences of dynasties, whether secular or ecclesiastical. There were excep-
tions: Otto of Freising’s world history stood out for its more discursive narrative
approach and its greater interest in the meaning of history. However, Otto was unusual.
Eusebius’s Canons were not only helpful in terms of genre: they also covered a much
greater expanse of time than the Ecclesiastical History.

Tracing the influence of the Canons is not entirely easy since chronology was gen-
erally approached pragmatically, without citing predecessors. Eusebian influence can
be detected in at least two areas. First, there was the layout of the Canons themselves,
as a tabular arrangement of vertical time-lines associated with parallel columns of
regimes. Tabular approaches of this sort were enormously popular in medieval annals.
The most obvious imitator of Eusebius was Burchard of Ursberg, who for much of his
chronicle tried to construct parallel-column lists; but most medieval annalists used this
approach to a greater or lesser degree.

Second, Eusebius cast a long shadow over the interpretation of the prophecy of the
“seventy weeks” in Daniel 9:24–27, a biblical passage that commanded astonishing
attention from chronographers from antiquity to the early modern period. Julius
Africanus, writing in the early third century, read the prophecy as a foretelling of the
coming of Jesus Christ, and was followed by most later Protestant world historians
(including Joseph Scaliger). Eusebius, on the other hand, interpreted the “weeks” as
foretelling the time from the building of the second temple after the exile, to the end
of the hereditary high priesthood of the Hasmoneans.77 Eusebius’s interpretation was
followed by several medieval chronicles, notably those of Marianus Scotus, Burchard
of Ursberg, and Vincent de Beauvais (the latter simply quoting Eusebius).78

75Augustine, City of God, XVIII.52.
76Vincent de Beauvais, Speculum Historiale 1:13: “Eusebii cronica et eiusdem ecclesiastice hystorie libros

quamvis in primo narrationis sue libro tepuerit, et post in laudibus et excusatione Origenis unum librum
scismaticis conscripserit, propter rerum tamen singularem noticiam que ad instructionem pertinet usque-
quaque non dicimus renuendos.”

77Eusebius of Caesarea, Thesaurus Temporum: Evsebii Pamphili Caesareae Palaestinae Episcopi,
Chronicorum Canonum omnimodae historiae libri duo, ed. Joseph Justus Scaliger (Lugduni Batavorum:
Basson, 1606), 153–154.

78Marianus Scotus, Mariani Scoti, poetae, mathematici, philosophi & theologi eximii, monachi Fuldensis,
historici probatissimi, Chronica (Basileae: Apvd Ioannem Oporinum, 1559), cols. 205–6; [Burchard, of
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This reflection brings us to the early modern period and the Reformation in partic-
ular. It is tempting to suppose that the shift from medieval chronicles to polemically
confession-driven church histories would have created a marked discontinuity in histor-
ical publishing. In fact, the major medieval world chronicles enjoyed something of a
publishing boom in the first century of printing, both as Latin originals and as trans-
lations, especially into German. Otto of Freising’s history received its editio princeps
from the hands of the German humanist scholar Johannes Cuspinian in 1515.79

The translator-editor most closely involved in disseminating ancient and medieval
histories in German was the Strasbourg preacher and reforming theologian Caspar
Heyd, usually known as Hedio (1494–1552). Hedio translated a compilation of church
histories, including the works of Eusebius, Rufinus, Sozomen, Theodoret, and others,
which appeared in 1530 and again in 1545.80 His translation of the complete known
works of Josephus appeared in a massive volume in 1531.81 It was followed in 1532
by a German translation of the description of the destruction of Jerusalem, then attrib-
uted to the second-century Christian historian Hegesippus, but possibly adapted from
the work of Josephus, or possibly anonymous.82 Hedio then issued a German transla-
tion of the chronicle attributed to Burchard of Ursberg, which was published in 1537 at
Strasbourg.83

One might have expected Eusebius to be a problematic author for Protestant histo-
rians. In the Ecclesiastical History, Eusebius did not write a history of doctrine so much
as a history of the succession of authoritative leaders of the Church, and of their strug-
gles against pagan persecutors on one hand and heretics on the other. Yet for historians
such as Flacius Illyricus, as Hollerich rightly points out, Christian history was pre-
eminently the history of doctrine.

However, notwithstanding any ideological difficulties, one finds Protestant theolo-
gians, from both the Reformed and the Lutheran confessions, making appropriate
and discreet use of Eusebius. Taking an example from the Reformed tradition, in the
Basel theologian Joannes Oecolampadius’s commentary on Daniel from 1530, one

Ursperg], Chronicon abbatis Urspergensis a Nino rege Assyriorum magno usque ad Fridericum II.
Romanorum imperatorem (Augustae Vindelicorum: Ioannes Miller, 1515), sig. D v recto; Vincent de
Beauvais, Speculum Historiale, VII.lii.

79Otto, of Freising, Ottonis Phrisingensis Episcopi, viri clarissimi, Rerum ab origine mundi ad ipsius usque
tempora gestarum, Libri Octo; Eiusdem De gestis Friderici primi Aenobarbi Caes. Aug. Libri Duo. Radevici
Phrisingensis ecclesiae Canonici Libri duo, prioribus additi, de eiusdem Friderici Imp. Gestis, ed. Johannes
Cuspinianus (Argentorati [Strasbourg]: Matthias Schurerius, 1515).

80Chronica der altenn Christlichen Kirchen auß Eusebio, Ruffino, Sozomeno, Theodoreto, Tertulliano,
Justino, Cypriano, und Plinio . . ., ed. and trans. Caspar Hedio (Strasbourg: Ulricher, 1530); Chronica
der alten christlichen Kirchen: Historia ecclesiastica Eusebii Pamphili Caesariensis XI Bücher . . .
Sozomeni, Socratis und Theodoreti . . . trans. Caspar Hedio (Strasbourg: W. Köpfel für I. Herwagen, 1545).

81Josephuss Teütsch im Jar. M.D. XXI: Mit nutzlichen Scholien vnd ausslegungen der schweren sententzen
/ Chaldeisch Hebreisch vnd Griechischen etc. wörter, dem Lateinischen vnnd Teütschen lesser hoch dienstlich,
sampt der jarzal durch die geburten von Adam an biss auff Christum / mit Catalogen der Richter / Künig /
vnd Bischoffen etc. alles leerhafftig on zanck vnd ordenlich . . . trans. Caspar Hedio (Strasbourg: Michael
Meyer and Balthasar Beck, 1531).

82Egesippus Teutsch, trans. Caspar Hedio (Strasbourg: Beck, 1532). For notes on the text and a working
translation, see https://www.tertullian.org/fathers/hegesippus_00_eintro.htm, accessed on June 16, 2023.

83Chronicvm Abbatis Vrsbergensis, A Nino Rege Assyriorvm Magno, Vsqve Ad Fridericvm II. Romanorvm
Imperatorem, Ex Optimis autoribus . . . per Stvdiosvm Historiarvm . . . recognitum, & innumeris mendis
repurgatum . . . Cum Iconibvs Imp. Et Principvm ad uium expressis, trans. Caspar Hedio (Strasbourg:
Mylius, 1537).
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finds fairly abundant references to, and use of, Eusebius. Oecolampadius cited the HE,
the Chronicle, the Praeparatio Evangelica, and the Demonstratio Evangelica, including a
quotation of the surviving fragment of the otherwise lost book XV of the latter work.84

One intriguing aspect is that Oecolampadius rendered Eusebius in the original Greek.
That is not surprising for Oecolampadius, who seemed to enjoy demonstrating his vir-
tuoso command of ancient languages: but it shows that Greek copies of Eusebius were
current by this date, even before the major Estienne editions of 1544–1545.85

Oecolampadius showed a certain wariness about Eusebius’s chronology, which in sev-
eral instances he regarded as suspect. However, he could also praise Eusebius, saying
that “you will not easily find another who is more diligent in calculating times accord-
ing to the canonical scriptures.”86

The same awareness of the Greek literary qualities of Eusebius is found in
Oecolampadius’s Zürich colleague Heinrich Bullinger. In his commentary on Paul’s
epistles, Bullinger referred to Eusebius’s compliments to Paul’s style in written Greek:
“Eusebius bishop of Caesarea, a man most praiseworthy in holy and secular literature,
ascribes to Paul exceptional eloquence of speech; and since he was a Greek, [Eusebius]
could judge very ably about elegance of speech in the Greek language.”87

Turning to the Lutheran confessional-orthodox church historians, something inter-
esting happened in the way that Lutheran orthodox theology was understood in the
later sixteenth century, which contributed to rehabilitating the use of the
Ecclesiastical History. Lutheran orthodoxy established that there was a “correct”
Christian doctrine, which was believed to have been taught in the early Church, and
then restored under Luther and the reformers. It then became easier to use Eusebius
not just as a source for events but as a pattern for how to tell the Church’s story.
Once again, true doctrine was always the same but assailed by heresy. For these writers,
the papal monarchy in Rome and its practices became just another in the series of “her-
esies” assaulting true Christianity.

In that context, one observes a more confident use of Eusebius. Johann Pappus
(1549–1610), the staunchly Lutheran preacher in Lutheranized Strasbourg, made fre-
quent reference to Eusebius in the early sections of his Epitome. He quoted HE
III:32, quite accurately, as evidence of the purity of doctrine in the early Church, before
the rise of “heresies”: since the early missionaries of the Gospel had faithfully replicated
the message of the apostles, they could not (obviously) have spread the ideas associated
with later Catholicism.88 He went on to cite HE III:37 about the spread of the Church

84Joannes Oecolampadius, In Danielem prophetam Ioannis Oecolampadii ilibri duo, omnigena et abstru-
siore cum Hebraeorum tum Graecorum scriptorum doctrina referti (Basle: Thomas Wolff, 1530), fos.
79v-80v.

85[Eusebius of Caesarea], Ἐκκλὲσιαστικῆς ἱστορίας Ευσϵβίου τοῦ Παμwίλου . . . βιβλία ι ’ . . .
Ecclesiasticae historiae auctores Eusebii Pamphili; Eiusdem de vita Constantini Lib. V; Socratis Lib. VII;
Theodoriti episcopi Cyrensis Lib. V; Collectaneorum ex historia eccles. Theodori Lectoris Lib. II; Hermii
Sozomeni Lib. IX; Euagrii Lib. VI (Paris: Stephanus, 1544).

86Oecolampadius, In Danielem, fos. 113v-114r.
87Heinrich Bullinger, In Omnes Apostolicas Epistolas, diui uidelicet Pauli XIIII. et VII. canonicas com-

mentarii (Tiguri: Apud Christophorum Froschouerum, 1537), 321: “Eusebius Caesariensis episcopus uir
in literis sanctis et prophanis laudatissimus, Paulo quoque sermonis insìgnem tribuít peritiam, At de ser-
monis uel Graecanici (Graecus enim erat) elegantia dextre potuit iudicare.” This comment was based on HE
III:24.

88Johannes Pappus, Historiae ecclesiasticae, de conversionibus gentium, persecutionibus ecclesiæ,
hæresibus, & conciliis oecumenicis (Argentorati, per Bernhardum Iobinum, 1584), 34; compare Lucas
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through evangelization.89 He then paraphrased HE IV:8 for instances where pagan
emperors were not entirely hostile to Christianity.90 In general, Pappus readily cited
the traditional sequence of church historians after Eusebius, Socrates, Sozomen, and
Theodoret, for the centuries that they covered.

A more complex and interesting relationship to Eusebius emerges in the works
of another ultra-Lutheran, Lucas Osiander the Elder (1534–1604). A sceptic about
the Church’s traditions, Osiander several times warned about the stories handed
down by “ecclesiastical writers.” So, for example, Eusebius came in for implicit
criticism for transcribing the correspondence between Jesus and King Abgar of
Edessa in HE I:13, which Osiander rightly believed was a forgery.91 Osiander was
even more distrustful of the post-scriptural traditions of the lives of the apostles:
here, he probably had authors such as “Abdias of Babylon” in mind, more
than Eusebius.92 He queried the widely held view that the apostle John ended his
ministry at Ephesus, since the canonical letter to the Ephesians made no mention of
him.93

Osiander also challenged the tradition, which Eusebius quoted from Papias in
HE III:39 and from Irenaeus in HE V:8, 10, that Matthew composed his Gospel
first in Hebrew. If so, said Osiander, why did Matthew quote the Hebrew Scriptures
according to the Septuagint version? In any case, if he had used anything other than
Greek, Matthew would surely have written in the currently spoken Aramaic (which
he referred to as “Syriac”).94 Modern scholars could hardly improve on these
arguments.

Yet Osiander was no idolater of the received Scriptural text. Osiander rather followed
Eusebius in his scepticism about the canonicity of certain books of the Bible. He queried
the authenticity of the second and third letters of John on stylistic grounds. Then, with
explicit reference to Eusebius’s similar verdict in HE III:25, he doubted the canonicity of
the Book of Revelation, as Luther had done in 1522.95

Overall, Eusebius could be and was used in a variety of ways by the Reformers. His
somewhat pre-Catholic attitude to the biblical canon, and his belief in the ancient purity
of the primitive Church, resonated well with the convictions of sixteenth-century
Protestants. At the same time, he served as a vehicle for some, though not all, of the
post-scriptural traditions cherished by the Church. In this respect, the sixteenth cen-
tury, in both its confessional and its scholarly critical dimensions, thrust Eusebius
under the critical spotlight as the Middle Ages had not done. Not every part of his
work could come out of such scrutiny unscathed.

Osiander, Epitomes historiae ecclesiasticae centuria I. II. III. . . . 3 vols. In 1 (Tubingae: Apud
G. Gruppenbachium, 1592–1595), 43.

89Pappus, Historiae ecclesiasticae, 35.
90Pappus, Historiae ecclesiasticae, 39.
91Osiander, Epitomes historiae ecclesiasticae, 20.
92Osiander, Epitomes historiae ecclesiasticae, 43ff. For the work attributed to Abdias, see Abdias, of

Babylon (attrib.), Abdiae Babyloniae primi episcopi ab apostolis constituti, De historia certaminis apostolici,
libri decem, ed. Wolfgang Lazius (Parisiis: Apud Gulielmum Guillard & Almaricum Warancore, 1560).

93Osiander, Epitomes historiae ecclesiasticae, 45.
94Osiander, Epitomes historiae ecclesiasticae, 49.
95Osiander, Epitomes historiae ecclesiasticae, 44–45. Compare Luther’s first preface to Revelation in WA

DB vii, p. 404; LW, 35, pp. 398–399. Luther supplied a quite different preface for a later edition.
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Eusebius and Us: The Historia Ecclesiastica in
Early Modern and Modern Historiography

Stefania Tutino

UCLA, Los Angeles, United States

I am very grateful for the opportunity to participate to this discussion on Michael
Hollerich’s important work. This book is a veritable scholarly tour de force into the his-
tory of the reception of Eusebius’s Historia Ecclesiastica (examined in relation to
Eusebius’s other historical works), and it is absolutely impressive for both breadth
and depth. Thanks to this book, we get to travel across space and time, from the late
antiquity to the modern times and from the East to the West. As my colleagues explain
in greater depth, rarely has a study connected Eusebius’s texts with such a wide and
deep network that includes not only Latin and Greek-speaking territories, but also
Syrian, Armenian, and Coptic communities, among others.

As we follow the story of the reception of Eusebius’s work, we learn a great deal
about its significance both in the context of Eusebius’s own times and in the context
of the genre of “ecclesiastical history.” We also learn a great deal about Eusebius’s read-
ers, continuators, translators; those who quoted him and those who did not; those who
imitated him and those who consciously departed from his model; those who admired
him, those who criticized him, and those who did both at the same time—this latter
group included a surprising high number of people, as it turns out, across various geo-
graphical, cultural, political, and confessional boundaries.

This ability to move back and forth from the text to its readership is a quite extraor-
dinary achievement. To take just one example that shows Hollerich’s ability to move
beyond the “usual” themes in which the reception of Eusebius has been considered, I
will refer to his discussion in chapter 6 of how early modern Gallicans read and
used Eusebius. In that learned and acute section, Hollerich allows us not only to under-
stand the place of Eusebius’s work within this specific theological and political context,
but also to understand better how French Gallican historians understood the relation-
ship between theology and politics.

Hollerich’s book shows a masterful knowledge of a huge variety of people, debates,
and institutions, which I certainly cannot match. Thus, for the rest of my remarks, I will
concentrate simply on the parts of his book that most closely refer to my area of exper-
tise, which is the early modern period.

From Hollerich’s book, three features of Eusebius emerge as particularly important
in early modern times (both pre- and especially post-Reformation), and, as Hollerich
shows, recognizing these “Eusebian” moments in early modern historiography helps
us understand better not just Eusebius but also his early modern colleagues.

The first one is, for lack of a better word, the “technical” aspect of Eusebius’s eccle-
siastical history. As Arnaldo Momigliano first, and other scholars later, noted,
Eusebius’s method was characterized by a few aspects that early modern scholars
found increasingly more important for their own works. Eusebius’s history was
ample and supple, almost Herodotean in its embrace of topics that today we would
file under the rubric of intellectual and cultural history. It was also self-consciously rely-
ing on documents and source-criticism rather than harangues. (The fact that Eusebius
was not always successful and correct in evaluating his sources does not detract from the
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importance that he put on this aspect of the historian’s craft). In this respect, as early
modern historians moved away (sometimes polemically) from the Humanist genre of
the ars historiae, Eusebius’s documentary-based history became a model for them. A
corollary of this documentary orientation is the collaborative aspect, which will become
a cornerstone of both the Magdeburg Centuries and Baronio’s Annales. Last but defi-
nitely not least, as Tony Grafton has shown, Eusebius’s way of integrating chronology
and narrative proved very useful in early modern times, when ecclesiastical (and even
secular) historians discovered (or rediscovered) the centrality of chronology, and as they
sought to find a middle ground between two extremes: the Humanist “narrativist”
example on the one side, and the medieval chronicles on the other.96

The second aspect of Eusebius’s work that left an important mark on early modern
history-writing lies at the very core of the Historia Ecclesiastica: the very aim of prov-
identializing and clericalizing, as it were, history. Eusebius did not simply think that it
was possible or useful or important or meritorious to write the history of the church,
but also that the history of the church has some kind of primacy over secular history,
to the extent that, for Eusebius, the history of the church encompasses secular history.
Early modern confessional historians, both Protestants and Catholics, agreed with
Eusebius on this point: writing ecclesiastical history meant writing history proper,
and history with the capital “H.” This is relevant not only in the confessional arena
in which tracing the history of one’s church was not just a tool in the apologetic arsenal
but also an existential question for both the Protestants and the Catholics. This is also
relevant for the interconnections between confessionalism and the development of
modern criticism—from this perspective, I think it is fair to say that not just Baronio
or Flacius Illyricus but even Mabillon and his approach to source-authentication
owed a great debt to Eusebius.

The third and final aspect of Eusebius’s work that was deeply influential for early
modern ecclesiastical historians is what Hollerich calls the “theo-political” vision under-
pinning Eusebius’s history, which means its imperial character and “Constantinian”
bent. This proved very malleable and adaptable in an age of growing state-power and
in which territorial sovereignty was consolidating its hold in step with the confessional
developments. As Hollerich shows, several early modern historians across the confes-
sional spectrum used Eusebius’s Constantine as the ideal model of alliance between
political and religious authority. It is true that, in the process, some elements of
Eusebius’s Constantine were distorted or changed, but that does not cancel the fact
that such Constantinian flavor was important for early modern historians. Indeed, fol-
lowing the Constantinian thread in early modern history-writing allows us to under-
stand better the political implications of early modern historiography.

Hollerich’s analysis of how those three features of Eusebius’s ecclesiastical history
made it into early modern times and profoundly influenced early modern historiogra-
phy is a remarkable scholarly result. This is because in order to do that, Hollerich has
corrected two kinds of distortions. The first is the distortion of postmodernity, so to
speak, by which I mean the various (and in some cases interesting and thought-
provoking) attempts to read Eusebius through the lens of various structuralist and post-
structuralist theories. Hollerich does not deny that such readings are insightful insofar
as they shed lights on important characteristics of Eusebius’s work, such as the logic and
anxieties of colonization and the root of imperial anti-Semitism. At the same time, as he

96For an overview of the argument, see Anthony Grafton,What Was History? The Art of History in Early
Modern Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2007).
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puts it on p. 38, it is also crucial to focus on the “‘real’ Eusebius, the architect of a theo-
political vision that will become inseparably associated with his books,” which is “the
Eusebius whom future readers will expect to find.” In addition to this very acute histor-
ical point, I would add that distinguishing the Eusebius that we need today from the
Eusebius that his pre-modern readers got is important because doing otherwise
would be tantamount to losing sight of the basic but important fact that the past is dif-
ferent from the present.

The second kind of distortion affecting our understanding of Eusebius that this
book dispels comes not from postmodernity but from modernity, and more specifi-
cally with the all-modern post-Enlightenment obsession or chimera or ideological
dictate (or all of the above) that sees objectivity and impartiality as the meter not
just of history, but of all the “social sciences.” If we think that historians should be
photographers (as if photographers were in fact impartial observers) and works of his-
tory should be time machines able to transport us into the past as it really happened
(as if such time machines were useful, let alone possible), then of course Eusebius’s
work falls very much short of that standard. But this standard is not absolute and
is rather the historicized version of a time- and context-specific way of looking at
things. What is more, this is not the standard that early modern readers of
Eusebius had, and thus if we want to learn how they read Eusebius’s work, we need
to let go of this standard as some kind of Kantian regulative principle of pure reason.
To be sure, this does not mean, once again, that either Eusebius or his early modern
colleagues did not understand the difference between authenticity and forgery, or
between facts and interpretation. In fact, Baronio himself had quite a critical relation-
ship, at times, with the Eusebian narrative, motivated both by doctrinal and apologet-
ical concerns but also by issues of documentary sources. It does mean that
authenticity was not the same as truth, however, and if we do not understand this,
we do not understand not just premodern ecclesiastical history but the premodern
world more generally.

As I hope I have made clear with these remarks, this book makes several important
interventions not only in the study of early modern history-writing but also in the
field of historiography more generally. This is because in the process of analyzing
the history of the reception of Eusebius’s work, Hollerich has insightful things to
say about not just the past but also the future of ecclesiastical history in general.
Naturally, he recognizes that some of the issues that lie at the core of Eusebius’s history
are no longer relevant for us or are outright problematic, to the point that rejecting
them is not only a moral imperative but also a historical necessity. An example of
these issues would be Eusebius’s anti-Semitism, of course, which we should not only,
and obviously, condemn, but which we should also consider as a distinctive manifestation
of the Christian doctrinal corpus and historical trajectory with which we must come to
terms—and in this respect the recent unsealing of the Vatican documents concerning
the pontificate of Pius XII and the works that have already come out and will come
out from those sources are an important step in this process. Another aspect of
Eusebius’s view of history that appears to be dead, to paraphrase Benedetto Croce, is
his Constantinianism, for obvious historical, and not just ideological, reasons.

Yet there are many concerns that were central to Eusebius’s work and that are still
central for us today. One is the role of political theology—and Hollerich’s discussion of
both Carl Schmitt’s concept and its implications in terms of the relationship between
theology, spirituality, and ecclesiology is both scholarly insightful and philosophically
acute. Aside from the specific political and ideological choices that Schmitt made
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and the role that Eusebius played for Schmitt as he tried to justify those, Hollerich
reminds us that the problem that Schmitt was trying to work out through Eusebius is
just as important and difficult for us as it was for him: What kind of relationship exists
between heaven and earth? What are the costs and the benefits of a political system that
severs all ties with the transcendent dimension or, to say it with Paolo Prodi, that no
longer recognizes the sacrality of oaths? and what is the historical and political role
of the human conscience? “How should we read the signs of our times?” (265).
Another important set of reflections that stems from Eusebius’s work is the role of
ecclesiastical history not simply in the context of a secularized society (and a secularized
academia) but also in the context of the future of the Catholic church itself—but a sim-
ilar discussion could be made for the Protestant churches.

In addition to those reflections, I would like to add two more that were prompted by
this book. The first is the issue of the “grand narratives.” Of course, Eusebius had one,
and in fact his Historia Ecclesiastica is probably the most impressive example of a
Christian grand narrative insofar as it was a “biblically inspired comprehensive vision
that virtually equates history as such with salvation history,” as Hollerich states
(270). Surely from the vantage point of the present, Eusebius’s grand narrative had
obvious shortcomings, but I wonder the extent to which this means that grand narra-
tives cannot coexist with historical writing tout-court. This is the position of most post-
modern scholars of historiography, who, despite their respective differences, all have in
common a rejection of grand narratives, which they think prevent us from seeing the
past as a network of ideologically constructed discourses. Aside from the important
insight that postmodern theories have provided on Eusebius, which Hollerich does
not minimize, isn’t this denial of grand narrative also a form of grand narrative? So
maybe we need narratives (which at their most basic are nothing more and nothing
less than ways to organize facts and make them meaningful), but perhaps they do
not need to be either teleological or “grand”? As I said before, the past is definitely dif-
ferent from the present, but it is also true that the present is alive, and the past is dead,
so this relationship is naturally asymmetrical. Are historical “narratives” (grand or
small) then necessary consequences of, and tools to make sense of, this asymmetry?
Can we truly do without them?

The second question that this book prompted for me concerns the relationship
between ecclesiastical history, church history, and religious history. Do we think they
are synonyms? If not (and I personally do not think they are), what is the difference
between them? Are they equally useful, or necessary, or legitimate as categories of anal-
ysis today? I think confronting this question is important. First, understanding better
what we mean by those terms is helpful from the point of view of hermeneutics insofar
as it helps us define both the object of our study and the role of our scholars. These
kinds of questions are also specifically helpful right now, as ecclesiastical and secular
historians alike face the challenges posed by a society that is not just secularized but
in fact increasingly resistant to and suspicious of humanistic disciplines and seems
more and more interested in mobilizing the study of the past simply as a polemical
tool for the present.

As I am thinking about those questions for myself, I find myself, once again, very
grateful to have the opportunity to discuss this book with my fellow panelists and read-
ers. There aren’t many books that take us through centuries of history and aren’t afraid
to miss the occasional tree for the sake of seeing the forest. There are not many books
that, in the process of examining the past, do not shy from asking big questions about
the future. Michael Hollerich’s book is definitely one of those.
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Response to Roundtable Discussion of Making
Christian History

Michael Hollerich

University of Saint Thomas College of Arts and Sciences, Saint Paul, United States

Response97

I express my warm thanks to the respondents for generously sharing their time and
expertise, and to the journal for publishing the exchange.

I.
When I planned the book, I took it as a testimony to Eusebius’s influence that there

were translations of his history into Latin, Syriac, and Armenian within a century of his
death in 339. David DeVore has turned that assumption on its head. He asks why it
took so long for evidence to show up that his history was being used at all. He has there-
fore focused on what one might call “the dark history” of Eusebius’s reception, the half
century between Eusebius’s death and Jerome’s vigorous, if inadequately acknowledged,
engagement with his works, by continuing the Chronicle up to 378 and pillaging the
History for his De viris illustribus.

Maybe we shouldn’t be surprised. The Life of Constantine never found real accep-
tance and wasn’t translated into Latin until the Renaissance. There are plausible reasons
for that occlusion, chiefly the tradition of a death-bed conversion of the first Christian
emperor by a bishop who was a known sympathizer of Arius. But that objection cannot
apply to the History. DeVore offers evidence that Eusebius the biblical scholar, educator,
and apologist mattered more to the first generations after his death than Eusebius the
historian.

Among the first direct uses of the Ecclesiastical History that he cites is the late fourth-
century text known as De excidio Hierosolymitano (“On the Fall of Jerusalem”), an
anonymous Christian adaptation of Josephus’s On the Jewish War that was wrongly
attributed to the second-century Christian writer Hegesippus. Carson Bay has recently
argued that “Pseudo-Hegesippus” represents a third form of Christian historiography in
addition to chronicles and ecclesiastical history and is really a continuation by a
Christian writer of classical war historiography.98 Be that as it may, Ps.-Hegesippus
did not inspire numerous imitators, though it was popular in medieval libraries.99

An earlier paper of David DeVore’s that I cite in my book argued that the
Ecclesiastical History itself contains elements of war historiography, though in the
form of the non-violent resistance of the martyrs.

What about the theory that Eusebius’s first continuator was a history written by
Gelasius of Caesarea? Peter Van Nuffelen a few years ago published a trenchant denial
that it ever existed. DeVore shares his skepticism. Now we have a reconstruction of

97Dedicated to the memory of George Huntston Williams (1914–2000), who introduced me to the schol-
arly legacy of Erik Peterson.

98Carson Bay, “Writing the Jews out of History: Pseudo-Hegesippus, Classical Historiography, and the
Codification of Christian Anti-Judaism in Late Antiquity,” Church History 90, no. 2 (2021), 265–285.

99For example, among the Franks (Making Christian History, 156). Protestant scholar Caspar Hedio
translated it into German in 1532, as Euan Cameron mentions.
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Gelasius’s history by a team working under Martin Wallraff in Basel.100 The confused
statements in Photius suggest to me that something like it must have once existed. But
what we have does not seem that enticing, and its eventual disappearance may not be
entirely a mystery.

II.
The complementary specializations of Christopher Bonura (Syriac Christianity) and

Jesse Torgerson and Olivier Gengler (the Byzantine chronographic tradition) show how
artificial are some of the boundaries separating chapters 2, 3, and 5, which cover the
Greek and the non-Greek speaking East over almost a thousand years, during which
regimes changed, Christian churches split, and Islam became the dominant religion
—while Byzantium persisted in its hegemonic claims from within a shrinking perime-
ter. I am pleased to have them recognize the book’s inclusive perspective “at a time
when concepts like ‘the Global Middle Ages’ are in the ascendant.” Both sets of
responses recognize that late ancient Greek and Syriac sources sought to construct
church history in sync with world history “to reconcile profane time and Christian
time in a unified narrative,” as Torgerson and Gengler put it. That may explain, they
all suggest, the eclipse of ecclesiastical history as a genre, since its goal was best met
by merging it with the genre of universal chronicles.

I will reply to Bonura and then to Torgerson and Gengler.
First, he complicates the literary typology for Syriac historiography that I borrowed

from Witold Witakowski and Dorothea Weltecke. He points out that the late
eighth-century Chronicle of Zuqnin incorporates the annalistic style of Eusebius’s
Chronicle with more detailed narratives from the Ecclesiastical History a full century
before the ninth-century West Syrian patriarch and historian Dionysius of
Tel-Mah re. I have the Chronicle in my bibliography but failed to exploit it.

Second, he questions the distinction between ecclesiastical history and collective
biography that Muriel Debié made in her study of the historiography of East Syrian
Christians, the Church of the East or “Nestorians.” She thought their reliance on biog-
raphies collapsed a traditional literary distinction between collective biography and his-
tory. Theodoret of Cyrrhus and John of Ephesus, for example, composed works in both
genres. I thought Debié’s point was confirmed in a work like that of the sixth-century
East Syrian historian Barh adbešabba of Beth Arbaye in northern Mesopotamia. It con-
sists of 32 biographical entries not organized geographically or chronologically and with
few dates. But I acknowledge that blended works such as the History of the Patriarchs of
Alexandria and the Liber Pontificalis do blur the distinction. The whole topic is cur-
rently on the scholarly agenda: a conference on “collective biographies in antiquity”
has recently been held at KU-Leuven and a book of proceedings should appear.

Finally, I must thank Bonura for further insights into East Syrian historiography, such
as the late seventh-century East Syrian apocalyptic writer John bar Penkaye’s defense of
the non-established Christianity of the Church of the East in Sasanian Persia. He
contrasted Persian Christian commitment in the face of persecution with the greed
and ambition that he claimed motivated conversion in the Christianized Roman
Empire. It is a fascinating surprise, on the other hand, to learn that an anonymous
East Syrian writer, commenting on the celebrated Apocalypse of Pseudo-Methodius,
said that universal kingship was to belong to the Roman empire until the end of time
—for which opinion the writer cited “the book of Mar Eusebius of Caesarea.”

100Gelasius of Caesarea, Ecclesiastical History. The Extant Fragments, ed. Martin Wallraff, Jonathan
Stutz, and Nicolas Marinides, trans. Nicolas Marinides (Berlin-Boston: De Gruyter, 2018).
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Jesse Torgerson and Olivier Gengler deal with Eusebius’s reception in different sec-
tors of the Byzantine chronographic tradition. Gengler draws on recent work on the
sixth-century historian John Malalas to specify further how, within two centuries
from Eusebius’s time, the desire to reconcile profane time and Christian time in a uni-
fied narrative had evolved. Eusebius survives as a “palimpsest” in Malalas even when he
is not explicitly quoted. In what I take to be Jesse Torgerson’s contribution, I welcome
the stress on how Eusebius’s alleged iconoclasm, condemned at the ecumenical council
of Nicaea in 787, compounded the ambivalence that was already attached to his name
for defending Constantine’s death-bed baptism by an Arian bishop. In Byzantine chro-
nography as preserved in the works of George Syncellus and his successor Theophanes,
Eusebius was “transformed into a double outsider. . .[they] not only could but actually
needed to set their works in some opposition to his own.”

Torgerson and Gengler are right to point out my omission of the ninth-century
Latin writer Anastasius the Librarian in the chapter on Byzantium. When Anastasius
translated Syncellus and Theophanes into Latin, he entitled his translation Historia
Tripartita, evoking the sixth-century Latin translation and synthesis commissioned
by Cassiodorus, and thus reconnecting Latin ecclesiastical history with the Greek eccle-
siastical historians of the fourth and fifth centuries. I may redress this omission in later
work.

Finally, I welcome their concluding observation that in view of ideological develop-
ments in Byzantium regarding church and empire between the sixth and ninth centu-
ries, “we must think of them not as distinct polities but as inseparable aspects of the
Greek-speaking Roman oikumene.”

III.
Euan Cameron’s paper in the 2012 van Liere-Ditchfield-Louthan collection on

Sacred History: Uses of the Christian Past in the Renaissance World was my first orien-
tation to Protestant historiography during the Reformation.101 So, it is a compliment
now to be reviewed by a master of the subject.

I note the following as my takeaways from his remarks.
First, he expresses reservations about the way I characterized the “Republic of

Letters,” the seventeenth-century explosion of scholarship, correspondence, and learned
associations that contemporaries called a respublica literaria. He is more skeptical of the
irenic potentialities of the Republic to mitigate confessional hostility and suspicion.
“Much of the historical scholarship of the 17th century,” he says, “was still [being]
exploited to score confessional points.” He is hardly alone in that realism, which I
also met in the work of Jean-Louis Quantin. My early reading in the secondary litera-
ture may have nudged me toward some wishful thinking. I did try to incorporate some
of the current work on “confessionalization” represented by the new collection of
Nicholas Hardy and Dmitri Levitin, Confessionalization and Erudition in Early
Modern Europe.102

Second, commenting on chapter 4 on the medieval Latin west, Cameron notes spe-
cific areas where Eusebius’s influence left its mark, such as his thesis about the gospel of

101Euan Cameron, “Primitivism, Patristics, and Polemic in Protestant Visions of Early Christian History”
in Sacred History: Uses of the Christian Past in the Renaissance World, ed. Katherine van Liere, Simon
Ditchfield, and Howard Louthan (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 127–151.

102Nicholas Hardy and Dmitri Levitin, eds., Confessionalization and Erudition in Early Modern Europe:
An Episode in the History of the Humanities (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020), to which I was steered
by Anthony Grafton, himself inclined to see the ecumenical side of the movement.
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John’s three-year public ministry of Jesus or the practice of correlating the several per-
secutions with specific Roman emperors. He points to the superior influence of
Eusebius’s Chronicle to that of the Ecclesiastical History. The popularity of medieval
annalistic chronicles, in the tabular format, continued uninterrupted into the
Reformation period. It was an unsettling discovery early on in my research that I
could not write about the one without also, however inadequately, writing about the
other, for they were already inseparably joined in Eusebius’s own mind.

Third, in the section on the Reformation in chapter 6, he has greatly expanded the
horizon of my primary sources. Selection was obviously a challenge at every point in
this book and perhaps nowhere more than in the fierce and fertile authorship produced
by the Reformation. I concentrated on standard authorities such as John Foxe, the
Magdeburg Centuriators, and Cesare Baronio. I am grateful to have this more differen-
tiated sketch of Eusebius’s reception among the Reformers. He was read more widely
and also more critically than I was aware—Osiander’s sharp observations were espe-
cially striking.

At the same time, Eusebius offered certain advantages to orthodox Lutheran histo-
riography of early Christianity. When I began my research, I expected to find his insti-
tutional focus on bishops problematic for Protestant historiography. That was correct
up to a point and may have played a role in the Centuriators’ choice of an annalistic
rather than a narrative approach. Protestant historiography focused on doctrine rather
than office and defined “apostolicity” in terms of purity of doctrine. Eusebius proved
valuable, Cameron points out, for his testimony that apostolic purity of doctrine pre-
ceded its corruption by heresy. I anticipated when I began that Eusebius’s treatment
of contingency in the formation of the biblical canon (cf. esp. Eccl. Hist. 3.24-25)
would also be a problem—less so than one may think, he says, if one looks at his “some-
what pre-Catholic” view of the canon. Eusebius’s endorsement of Constantine similarly
offered benefits to Reformers in need of royal patrons.

IV.
Stefania Tutino addressed most directly the core concerns of this book. I was well

launched on the writing before I realized clearly that I was pursuing two distinct ques-
tions. One was the literary genre of “ecclesiastical history.”103 The other was the ideo-
logical coherence underlying that history, what I called Eusebius’s theo-political vision. I
wanted to tease out the interplay of the literary and the ideological in the works of his
successors, imitators, and rivals. She singled out three distinctive Eusebian features: the
“technical” aspects of his achievement as the progenitor of ecclesiastical history; his
“providentializing” and clericalizing of history such that church history embraces secu-
lar history; and his “Constantinian” reconciliation with the state. This is a better way of
expressing what I have thought of as a dual theme of genre and ideology. The original
inspiration to do my book was Eduard Schwartz’s statement, in the introduction to his
great critical edition of Eusebius, that it was a Gallican bishop, Charles de Montchal,
who had engaged Henri de Valois to undertake what until Schwartz was the landmark
edition of the Ecclesiastical History. I became curious about a possible affinity between
French Gallicanism and Eusebius’s clericalist royalism.

103My approach to the genre question would have benefited from the clarifying distinctions in the
important new handbook edited by Peter Van Nuffelen and Lieve Van Hoof, Clavis Historicorum
Antiquitatis Posterioris: An Inventory of Late Antique Historiography (A.D. 300–800), Corpus
Christianorum, Clavis Subsidia 5 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2020), pp. XI–LXXX.
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Behind that curiosity is a lifelong interest in the interactions between church and
state, a natural thing for someone raised as a Catholic in the liberal democratic polity
of the United States. I am also a child of the Second Vatican Council, which sought
to rethink and rebuild the relationship between Catholicism and modernity. The
Council called Catholics to read “the signs of the times” in order to keep the Church
from being sidelined from the thrust of world history. I do not think it is anachronistic
to see Eusebius’ project as driven by a similar motive.

Tutino’s closing remarks describe both the inevitability of some sort of historical
narrative, in contrast to post-modern skepticism about grand narratives; and the mod-
ernist fiction of a presuppositionless objectivity. That is a helpful way to frame my argu-
ment for the enduring relevance of Eusebius’s project. Eusebius wrote about the history
of the church as the nucleus of a reborn humanity, while simultaneously wanting to
claim all of history, and worldly government in particular, as part of God’s design.
His spectacular failures to realize such an ambition do not free his Christian successors
from the obligation to do the same thing—to see themselves as the body of Christ and
the well-being and destiny of the planet as part of a unified story. That is why a book
that began with Eusebius and his world ended up with Erik Peterson, Carl Schmitt, and
the rebirth of political theology. I want to thank her for recognizing that as my effort to
deal with the “so what?” question that all of us must answer at some point, in our own
minds and to our readers.

Cite this article: Sterk, Andrea. “Roundtable on Michael J. Hollerich’s Making Christian History: Eusebius
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