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Rational Piety:
Eusebius’ Characterization of the Hebrews in PE VII

In the introduction to his commentary on book 7 of the Praeparatio Evangelica
(PE), Schroeder notes that Eusebius, when he is clearly using a source text but does not
quote the text itself, never makes any indication of his source. In these situations,
according to Schroeder, one can judge Eusebius’ originality by the modifications he
brings to the text." Aaron Johnson has shown that Eusebius’ narrative of the lives of the
Hebrew holy men in PE 7.7-8 alludes to Philo’s De Abrahamo.” Having shown the
connections and some differences between the two texts, he concludes that Eusebius has
diverged from his source in order to maintain historicity, as opposed to the allegory of
Philo, for the sake of his overarching argument, in which Christians are shown to be the
true descendants of the Hebrews, while Jews are separated from that heritage.” While
these are valid points, it seems to me that the particular characteristics of Eusebius’
divergence from Philo’s narrative, especially in the places Johnson sees as most similar,
deserve examination, and may shed some light on the nature of Eusebius’ larger
argument. [ will argue that, while Johnson has convincingly shown that the ethnic

framework is certainly essential to Eusebius’ argument, the particular nature of the

! Schroeder (p. 133): “Lorsqu’Eusébe ne fait pas de citation textuelle, et qu’il utilise
manifestement une source, il ne 1’indique pourtant jamais ... Il est possible alors de juger
de I’originalité¢ d’Eusébe par les modifications qu’il apporte.”

? Johnson, Aaron P. Philonic Allusions in Eusebius, PE 7.7-8. CQ 56.1 239-248 (2006)

3 Ibid., p. 245. For the argument from ethnicity, see Johnson, Aaron P. Ethnicity and
Argument in Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica. Oxford University Press: New York,
2006, passim.



ethnicities as he narrates them is equally important to his defense of Christianity. In
making that examination, this paper will show that Eusebius’ divergence from Philo
emphasizes the piety of the Hebrew forefathers, a piety which his initial characterization
of the Hebrews has defined as being of a rational nature. Though Eusebius’ argument
operates within a framework of ethnicity, that is not itself the primary focus of the
argument. Rather, he aims above all to show that rational piety is true piety — a piety first
held by the Hebrews, and passed on to their descendants the Christians. This is achieved
in large part in book 7 through the emphatic characterization of the Hebrews as a rational
people, who arrive at their worship of God through reason. That characterization in turn
allows for the argument made in books 10-15 that Plato is dependent on Moses for what
is worthwhile in his philosophy. That this emphasis on rationality is Eusebius’ primary
focus is seen especially in the originality revealed in his adaptation of Philo in 7.7.
Before looking at book 7 itself, it will be helpful to note the importance of that
book in the overall structure of the PE. Johnson conceives of that structure as primarily
occupied with the narrative of the Greeks, with books 1-6 and 9-15 under that heading,
and only 7-8 dedicated to the narrative of Hebrew descent.* Schroeder differs from this
in that he groups 7-9 as a single unit, seeing the overall structure of the PE as consisting
of three parts: books 1-6 are a refutation of Greek and Barbarian polytheism, 7-9 show
the Hebrews as the initiators of true philosophy, and 10-15 confirm the choice in favor of
the Hebrews, who prevail over all Greek philosophy.’ It seems to me that Schroeder’s

structure fits Eusebius’ argument better, as book 10 begins with a brief recapitulation of

* See the outline of this structure in Johnson, Ethnicity, pp. 237-238.
> Schroeder, p. 14.



the arguments made in 7-9 and introduces his new subject®, and books 10-15 are unified
by their treatment of Greek philosophy as dependent on that of the Hebrews. That
argument is dependent on a characterization of the Hebrews as possessors of philosophy,
which is achieved in book 7. In either structural framework, that book holds a central
place and is key to understanding Eusebius’ overall argument.

Let us begin our examination of book 7 with a consideration of Eusebius’
dependence on Philo in PE 7.7-8. Johnson rightly points to connections between Philo’s
De Abrahamo 3-5 and Eusebius’ introduction to his survey of the lives of the Hebrew
forefathers in PE 7.7.” According to Eusebius, Moses is said to hand down the lives of
the Hebrew forefathers with indelible memorials (uvnuotg oveéokeintolc), a lesson for
those who were going to learn his laws, and as an encouragement to the life the pious (ei¢
TPOTPOTNV TOV TMV €VOERDV Biov).8 Eusebius notes that “it was necessary [for them]
not to be ignorant that already, even before his written laws, many of the forefathers, by

right reason, had been adorned with excellence of god-piety.” These men, called ‘¢ilot

6 PE 10.1.1: “We have previously explained for what reasons we (Christians) have
preferred the philosophy of the Hebrews to that of the Greeks, and on what kind of
considerations we accepted the sacred Books current among the former people; and then
afterwards we proved that the Greeks themselves were not ignorant of that people, but
mentioned them by name, and greatly admired their mode of life...Now then let us go on
to observe how they not only deemed the record of these things worthy to be written, but
also became zealous imitators of the like teaching and instruction in some of the doctrines
pertaining to the improvement of the soul.” (Gifford, trans.)

" For Johnson’s concise examination of these connections, see his Allusions, p. 241.
*PE7.7.1

? All translations of PE 7.7-8 are mine unless otherwise noted. PE 7.7.2: Xpnv 8¢ ko
OALOC LN OYVOLELY OTL 81 GOOCAVIES, KOl TPO TMV EYYPOHOV VOUWYV, TAELOVS MdN
TOV TPOTATOPmV 0pBolg Aoylouolg BeoceBetog apet kotekooundnoay. Gifford
translates “had already been honourably distinguished for excellence in religion”,
Schroeder “avaient joui...d’une remarquable piété¢”. It seems best to keep the sense of
adornment inherent in xortexooundnooyv. I am more inclined to translate OsoceBetog as
‘piety’ than ‘religion’, but the distinction from evoeBeto is important.



Beov ko mpoonton’ received from Moses an eternal memorial (clwviog uvnunc), and
those to whom the law was constituted were ‘not foreign with respect to race (yevoc)’.
This genetic relationship is the basis, in 7.7.3, for the necessity that the descendants of
these holy men “show themselves to be emulators of the piety of their forefathers, and
seek to receive from God just what their progenitors had, but not become sluggish nor
shrink as if from impossibilities, despairing of the hope of good things™'’. Far from
impossible, they were “possible and had been perfectly achieved by their own forefathers,
whose images [Moses] passed on to those being taught divine things, going through the
lives of the ancients and molding the individual virtue of each one as though in a portrait
of writing.”""'

In this chapter, Moses is said to have composed memorials (Lvnuonc/uvnunc) of
the lives of the Hebrew forefathers, which are images or portraits (To.c €1KOVOC/elikOVL),
and serve as an exhortation (ntpotponnv) to the life of piety they had achieved, a piety
which their descendants should seek to emulate ((nAwtoc). We find much of this same
language in Philo’s De Abrahamo. For Philo, it is the particular laws which are w¢ av
elkovov, while the apyetvmovc mpotepovg of these images are the men themselves who
“lived good and blameless lives, whose virtues stand permanently recorded in the most

holy scriptures, not merely to sound their praises but for the instruction of the reader and

" PE 7.7.3: Awo xon u&Mov xpﬁvou QVTOVC, OTOYOVOUC BEOOIADY KOl SLKOLmV
av&pwv q)vvr(xg mg TV nponoctopwv euceBeuxg anwtocg ocvoc881x6nvou OTELCOL TE
rwv Towv tmg yevvnooccst nocp(x 0ecov wxaw OAAOL UM omovocplcncs(xl unﬁ
OMOKVICOL WG €T OLSUV(xrou; mg TV ocvoceoov smtﬁog sowtong OLTOYVOVTOLG,

" PE 7.7.4: 81)\/0(170( yap swou K(Xl 1701<; OlKSIOlC_, AVTOV nponom:opcw EVIEADG
KoTwpOmUEVQL: OV Kol 10, eucovocg 1:01g 10, O€l0L nat&snouevmg notpeStSou tovg
BLOVC KOTOAEY®MV TOV TOAOLOV KoL TNV 1310{0VCOV EVOC NKOGTOV EPETNV OOTEP EV
ELKOVL YPOLOTC SLOTUTOVUEVOC.



as an inducement to him to aspire to the same”.'” Here we find several points of contact
with the text of Eusebius. While the reference of etkovwv is different in the two authors,
both employ the concept of men who lived before the existence of law as models and
encouragement for later readers of scripture. Philo claims that the virtues of these men
are recorded in the scriptures VIEP TOV TOVE EVIVYXOVOVIOC TPOTPEWYOCOHOL KOl ETL
10V opotov {MAov dv(xysiv.w This language is reflected first in Eusebius in 7.7.1,
where Moses transmits the lives considering €1¢ Tpotpomny 100 1@V V6ROV Blov.
The language of the second part of Philo’s claim (ko €nt T0v opotov {NAOV aryoryely) is
seen in PE 7.7.3, in T®V Tpomotopmv voeBeloc (AWTOLC.

Eusebius’ use of pvnun at 7.7.1 and 7.7.2 to refer to the lives of the Hebrews is
comparable to Philo’s statement that “one might properly say that the enacted laws are
nothing else than memorials (Vopvnuota) of the life of the ancients.”'* Again, the
exact reference differs in the two authors: for Eusebius, the written lives in Moses’
introduction to the laws are an indelible memorial (7.7.1) and image (7.7.4) of the actual
lives, whereas for Philo the laws themselves are that memorial (5) and are as images (3).
The linguistic connections here are clear; their differences will be discussed below.

The final connection Johnson points to in the two texts is the claim that “the life
‘according to nature’ was practicable”.'” The basis for this claim is found in Eusebius at

7.7.3-4, where he states that it is necessary for the descendants of the Hebrews not to

'2F. H. Colson, trans., Philo A4br. 3-4 (LCL). Thus for all references to Philo.

" Philo, Abr. 4

' Philo, Abr. 5: OC BEOVIOC GV TLVOL HOLVOLL, TOVG TEDEVTOC VOLOUC UNSEV OAL T
VTOUVILOTO ELVOL BLOV TOV TOAGLDV.

15 Johnson, Allusions, p. 241. He also draws a connection here between Eus. PE 7.6.4, in
which the Hebrews live xoito. ¢votv, and Philo Abr. 6, in which they okolovBiov
HVOEWC CLOTOLGOLEVOL.



shrink “as if at something impossible” (w¢ en’ advvatoic). He follows this with the
positive statement “for they are possible and had been perfectly achieved by their own
forefathers” (SuvoLto. Yop €1Vl KoL TOLG OLKELOLC OLUTMY TPOTOTOPOLY EVIEARDC
kotwpOwpeve). Philo makes a similar claim, stating Moses’ purpose to be, in part, to
show “that those who wish to live in accordance with the laws as they stand have no
difficult task, seeing that the first generations before any at all of the particular statutes
was set in writing followed the unwritten law with perfect ease.”'® The linguistic
connection here is lacking, but both convey a similar idea.

There is, however, a significant difference when these ideas are looked at more
closely, and in their respective contexts. The first clue to this difference is to be found in
the referent of Eusebius’ uvata.. Considering Philo as the source of this sentiment, one
would naturally assume that life as lived by the fathers is what is possible. If that is the
case, however, then the statement T01C 01KELO1C AVTMV TPOTOALTOPGLY EVIEADC
kotwpOwpEvo, is tautologous. Of course the fathers were able to perfectly achieve a life
as lived by the fathers. This cannot have been their achievement; we must look
elsewhere for the referent of duvotol. This is to be found in the closest preceding neuter
plural, namely the object of hope of which one must not despair: Th¢ TOV YOOV
eamidoc [un] eavtovg amoyvovioc. That these ‘good things’ had been achieved by the
fathers is stated in 7.7.1, where Moses composed the lives of the Hebrew forefathers “and
the good things of which these men were deemed worthy by God.”'” The precise nature

of these good things is not given, but can be inferred from the statement that “already,

16 Ph110 Abr. 5 0Tl 0V no?mg TOVOC TOLC seekovot Komx roug KEWWEVOLC Vouovg
Cnv OTOTE KOl (xypocq)w m vouoesctoc npw TU TNV 0PNV GLVOLYPOTIVOLL TOV EV
LEPEL, pocﬁw)g Ko evnsm)g axpnoocvro ot npmrom

" PE7.7.1: ®v 1e ayo®wv oVTol Topa Be0D NELWONCOLY



even before his written laws, many of the forefathers, by right reason, had been adorned
with the virtue of god-piety” and “were called friends of God and prophets”.'® This is
confirmed by the coordination of the need “to show [themselves to be] emulators of the
piety of the forefathers” with the need “to seek to receive from God just the same as the
forefathers”."”

Beyond this distinction in what precisely is possible or easily achieved, that
Eusebius’ emphasis in this chapter on the piety of the forefathers and its achievement
before the laws, can be seen in the purpose for which Moses is said to have written their
lives. Moses composed the lives of the fathers e1¢ Tpotporny 100 1OV VGOV Blov,
particularly because it was necessary that those who would study his laws not be unaware
that these evoeBot were adorned with BgoceBetog opetn, by means of 0pBolg LOYIGUOLG
in a time Kot TPO TOV €yypadmv vopwv. What the fathers achieved before the written
law, namely adornment BgoceBelog e, so also could their descendants, and for this
purpose Moses transmitted the written portraits and memorials of their lives.

For Philo, in contrast, the laws themselves are the portraits and memorials.

Where Eusebius emphasizes the piety of the fathers, achieved by right reason before the
law existed, and thus denies the necessity of the law for a life of piety in accordance with
the Hebrew forefathers, Philo’s framework is a justification of observance of the laws.

He claims that the fathers were extolled to show that the laws themselves are not out of

'8 PE 7. 7.2: ¢6d0avreg KOl PO TOV éyypdq)mv véuwv nkeioug non 1:03\/
nponom:opwv opBoic Xoytcuou; BeooePetog ocpetn KOTEKOOUNONoOLV: 01 Ko HLAOt
Beov Ko npoq)mou xpnuomcowrsg

¥ PE 7.7.3: xpnvon ocmtoug . tng TOV nponom:opwv evcsBeng anwtag
OVOSELXONVOIL GTIELGOL TE TOV 1OWV TOIC YEVVNOOOL TTOP0. BE0D TUXELV. ..



tune with naturezo, and that, for those who want to live in accordance with them, there is
not much labor, since the first men lived by the unwritten law easily and fortunately
(padiwg Ko gumetdc’)). Because the laws themselves are like copies of the originals,
with the lives of the fathers as the originals, to follow the law is to live as the fathers
lived, and vice versa. The fathers and the laws are inextricably intertwined, as is vividly
expressed in Abr. 5: 01 YOp EUYVYOL KO AOYLKOL VOUOL OVEPEC EKELVOL YEYOVOIGLYV.

That Philo seeks to encourage living in accordance with the law is clear.
Eusebius’ adaptation of Philo’s text for his own specific purpose can finally be most
clearly seen in his use of ‘exhortation’ and ‘emulation’. For Philo, the purpose of the
virtues of the fathers being written in scripture was to encourage the reader, and to lead
him to a similar zeal.*> We have seen that Eusebius’ text has close connections to this
particular phrase. In Philo, there is no object of zeal, nor of exhortation. The purpose is
simple encouragement, and guidance toward tov opotov {niov. In Eusebius, mpotponny
and tN¢ (Mlotog have as their respective objects 100 1@V evoeBOV Blov and TdV
npomatopwy evoeBetoc. This shows quite clearly that Eusebius had a specific object in
mind in his adaptation of Philo’s text. He diminishes the connection between law and the
fathers, putting the emphasis instead on their piety, which he characterizes as being
achieved through right reason.

While Johnson’s examination of these texts certainly makes some valid points, his

cursory treatment of the differences between them, especially where they are most

2 Philo, Abr. 5: 10 rs@smévoc 81ocro'wuoctoc me ¢130£wg of)K anadet

21 Philo, 4br. 5: K(Xl owp(xq)(o rn vouoescwc npw TU TNV GPYMV GVOLYPOLOTVOL TOV €V
UEPEL, POSIOG KO evnsm)g axpnoocvro ol TPMTOL.

22 Philo, Abr. 4: VIEP TOV TOVG EVILYXOVOVTOC TPOTPEYAOHOL KOL ETL TOV OLOLOV
(MAOV OLyoryeLv.



similar, denies the importance of those differences. His conclusion, that Eusebius
diverged from his source primarily to satisfy the needs of his argument from ethnicity,
diminishes the importance of the particular content of that argument. A closer analysis of
Eusebius’ divergence from Philo has shown that he is especially concerned to show the
piety of the Hebrew fathers as their primary characteristic, and as that which is to be
emulated by their descendants. Their piety, then, holds a central place in the
characterization of the Hebrews, which in turn holds a central place in Eusebius’ overall
argument. The specific nature of that piety, modified in chapter 7.7 only once by opoic
Loyiouotg, is made quite clear in the chapters of book 7 that precede it. Let us now turn
to those chapters, and their characterization of both the Hebrews and their piety.

As noted above, this book begins what Johnson identifies as the ‘narrative of
descent’ of the Hebrews. The first sentence of that narrative puts its emphasis on the
philosophy and piety of the Hebrews™: “Next as to the Hebrews, and their philosophy
and religion which we have preferred above all our ancestral system, it is time to describe
their mode of life.”** In the remainder of the first chapter, the overarching argument of
the entire work is summarized in a few statements: it has been proved that Christians

abandoned the theology of the Hellenes with reason; the ‘second charge’” is now taken

 Gifford translates evoéBeto. as “religion”. Lampe’s first two definitions are “devotion,
sense of duty”, and “devotion to God, piety”. “Religion” is one of the translations
offered, but it should be understood with the sense of the primary meaning of the word in
mind. I leave Gifford’s translations as they are, but myself have used “piety”, in hopes of
maintaining a distinction from the modern sense(s) of the word “religion”.

24 Gifford’s translation, as for all further translations of PE, unless otherwise noted. PE
7.1.1: ‘EBpotwv TEPL AOITOV KO TNG KOTO, TOVTOVS HLAOGOHLOC T€ Kol eVOERELOC,
NV TOV TOTPLOV OTOLVIMV TPOTETIUNKOUEY, TOV TOV BLOV TPOTOV VIOYPOWOL
Kopoc.

23 Schroeder notes (ad loc) that v devtepav means v devtepav kotnyopto. The
first was taken up at 1.5.10, and the second alludes to the “second grief des Grecs contre



up, namely the reason for adopting Hebrew doctrines; it will, in time, be proved that
borrowing useful things from the barbarians should bring no censure; the following
chapter will show that no good has been found in any nation like that provided by the
Hebrews.”®

In this brief chapter, at the beginning of the central segment of the entire work,
the most basic structure of Eusebius’ entire argument is laid out: 1) The primary
characteristics of the Hebrews are their philosophy and piety — this is the topic at hand,
and will be shown in books 7-9; 2) the theology (i.e. polytheism/anthropomorphism) of
the Greeks has been reasonably abandoned, as has been shown in books 1-6; 3) Greek
philosophers have also adopted barbarian knowledge, as will be shown in books 10-15; 4)
a similar good has been found among no other nation like that furnished by the Hebrews
— this is the primary conclusion to be drawn from the following chapters of book 7: first
the vices of all other peoples will be summarized, and the remainder of the book will
show the virtues of the Hebrews, which will support statement 1).

Following this summary, Eusebius reviews the theology of the other nations, in
view of the evils it brings in life. It will be useful to go through this section briefly, in

order to note the contrast between this and the characterization of the Hebrews further on.

les chrétiens, c’est-a-dire, apres le rejet des doctrines ancestrales, I’adoption des «fables
étrangeres et universellement décriées des Juifsy (PE 1.2.3)

2 PE7.1.2: ’EnsmSﬁ ydcp 0VK CAOY®, KSKpmévw 3€ KOl COOPOVL Xoytcu(ﬁ me
Steweucuavng ouou novtov EAANvVov te Kot Bochocpwv Beoloylog mv omokewnv
nsnomusvm cuveomuev ®PO. AOLTOV TNV Semepocv am?moocceou mv oLTLO
omoStSovrocg rng rwv eBpotkV Xoywv uaromomcawg To pev ouv un (l)epew TLVOL
HELWLY MUY rnv oo Bochocpwv 101) cuuq)apovrog ueroc?mww EML TNG Seoucng
Gxo?mg nocpoccmcousv TOLVTOL TOLG EMncL KoL 0DTOLG Ve rmg Bowuevmg AVTOV
HLA0GOHOIC Tl ¢1kooo¢a uocenuocroc KO TOL OAAMC KOLVOL KO TOC no?m:ucoug
AVGLTEAOVVTOL xpewm; PO B(XpBOCp(DV scmevanceou emSet&ovreg 10 8& UNdev Tw
und’ okwg TC(XpOL oty svpncseou 1OV €0vOV olov 10 o  ERpotwv nuiv ayodov
TEMOPLOUEVOV ®de AV YEVOLTOL TTPOSMAOV.
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The initial sentence of this section stands, as we will see, in stark contrast to the

introduction of the Hebrews in ch. 7:
All the rest of mankind, from the very first establishment of social life and for all
subsequent time, persisted in attending to bodily sense only, because they had
formed no clear conception concerning the soul within them, and believed that
nothing more than what was seen had any real subsistence; they therefore referred
beauty and utility and the sole good to bodily pleasure.*’

Of note in this segment is the emphasis that ‘all the rest of mankind’ had ‘no clear

conception of the soul within them” and ‘referred beauty and utility and the sole good to

bodily pleasure’. The remainder of chapter two describes the descent into evils caused by

this elevation of bodily pleasure as the sole good, and he concludes:
When therefore they had entrenched themselves in so great an error, naturally in
their service of the goddess and evil daemon, pleasure, evils upon evils gathered
round them, while they defiled the whole of life with mad passions for women
and outrages on men, marriages with mothers, and incest with daughters, and had
surpassed in their excess of wickedness the savage nature of wild beasts. Such
then was the character of the ancient nations, and of their false theology...?*

The rest of humanity, then, considered only what was visible to be real, had no

conception of the soul, and elevated bodily pleasure as the sole good, which led to their

false theology, which worshipped Pleasure, and its consequent evils.

T PE7.2.1: O1 uév Sﬁ AOLTTOl TTOLVTEC &vepwnm avwBev ex np({)tng 100 Blov
Gucroccamg KO €1C ‘COV uersnswoc xpovov uovn m 1OV owuocm)v npococvocc&ovreg
ouc@ncet rw unSev TCEpl rng eV omrou; wuxng Swmnqmvou TAEOV TE OVBEV TOV
opwuevwv ev ‘I:Olg 0VoLV muxpxsw NYNOOUEVOL, TO KOAOV KOL GUULOEPOV KO LOVOV
ayofov m TOV quonu)v ocvsenKow nSovn

28 PE 7.2.6: 'Ene1dn tolvuv rococm:nv swxov npoBaBXnusvm MV TACVIV, E1KOTOL &N
aVTOLC n60vn Bew K(Xl KOKGD SoUov xpu)uevmg emL Koclcou; KOKOL GUVTWSLQE’EO
yuvocm(xvuxlg Ko ocppsvwv q)eopoug umpoyocmoug 1€ KO euvonpomgwug OV
ToLVToL Koctoc(bnpouevmg Blov Kol TV owptov K(Xl enpw)én dVo1V UnepBOXn
q)omkomtog vevucmcom Tolovtog uev 0LV 0 rponog TOV TOAOLOV EOVOV KO TG
SLEWEVGHEVIC VTV BEOAOYLONG S10. TOV GUVNYUEVOV MUV EAANVIKOV AOYOYPOLO®V
Te KOl GLAOGODMV €V TOLS TPOCOHEV OMOSESEKTOLL.

11



After this lambast against ‘all the rest of mankind’, the Hebrews are finally
introduced in stark contrast”, who “alone among so many go off on the opposite
course”™’. This divergence is specified by their characterization as “the first and sole
people who from the very first foundation of social life devoted their thought to rational
speculation” and “set themselves to study reverently the physical laws of the universe”.*'
Here the Hebrews alone begin social life with their mind devoted to rational observance
(Aoyikq Bewpia) and consider the nature of everything (9] mept 100 TAVTOQ
dpuotoroyiq). It is noteworthy that this introduction of the rational consideration of
nature is characterized as evoeBdc. The implication is that to ‘study the physical laws of
the universe’ is in itself to act with piety. Thus from the very first introduction of the
character of the Hebrews, they are associated with rationality, and their rational inquiry is
itself pious.

The chapter continues, describing the rational process by which the Hebrews

came to their worship of the one God, beginning with the elements of corporeal

substances the Hebrews perceived, and their determination that such things were not

%% Schroeder (p. 42) outlines the point-by-point parallels between the chapter describing
the vices of ot Aoimot moviec ovBpwmor (7.2.1) and the virtues of the Hebrews. The
Hebrews alone stand in contrast to the rest of humanity, as does their reasoned piety,
which, as Eusebius will show, is the inheritance of Christianity.

0 PE7.3.1: ...a0pet 81 Aotmov 1 Sravola uovoug moidoc EBpaiwv €V 10600T01C
v evovtioy omovtog. Schroeder translates “...fixe désormais ta pensée sur les
enfants des Hébreux qui, seuls, ont pris une voie différente en des choses si importantes.”
In view of the importance of the notion that the Hebrews are different from all the rest of
mankind, it seems that Gifford’s understanding of €v tocovUto1¢ is probably correct.
However, as this same concept is conveyed in the following sentence (Tp®Tot KOl HOVOL
TOVIOV avOpOTmYV), it is possible that Schroeder has the better reading, which
emphasizes the importance of the correct approach to matters of theology, which
Eusebius shows in What follows to be a rat10nal approach

31 PE7.3.2: Otd¢ YOp TPAOTOL KO uovm TOVTWV owep(mw)v avwlev ex npmrng TOV
Blov KorteBOANG AOYLKT Bewpla TV S1aVOlaY GVOIBEVTEG KO T1) TEPL TOV TOLVTOG
HUOLOAOYLY EVGEBDG EMOTNOOVIEG. ..
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gods, but the work of God.*® The remainder of 7.3 is occupied with a further delineation
of the natural philosophy™> of the Hebrews. It is unnecessary to go through this chapter
in great detail, other than to note the mode of thought attributed to the Hebrews. They
are said to ‘perceive’ (xatepavOovov) the corporeal elements of which everything
consists, and to ‘determine’ (Siehoyloovto) that these are the works of a god. They
‘comprehend’ (cvvvoncovtec) that the nature of bodily substance is ahoyov ol
ayvyov, and ‘reason’ (Aoyisouevol) that it is impossible that the arrangement of the
cosmos be ascribed to a spontaneous cause, and neither could something inanimate
(owyvyov) be the creative cause of animate beings (enyVywv), nor something irrational
(ahoyov) the creator (dnuiovpyov) of rational beings (Aoytk®v). This reasoning, by
comparison with the need of a carpenter to build a house, a weaver to weave clothes,
government to order a city, a pilot to sail a ship, and an artificer for even the smallest
instrument34, leads to the conclusion: “neither can the nature of the universal elements,
lifeless and irrational as it is, ever by its own law apart from the supreme wisdom of God

»3> This rational observation (Aoyik? Oewpia) of the universe,

attain to reason and life
then, leads them to worship Tov movtmv yevectovpyov>® Beov with a pure mind (Vo

kexaBopueve) and the clear eyes of the soul (yuyng S1VYEGLY OUUOGL).

2 PE7.3.2: TPOTOL uev T0. TOV COUNTOV GTOUXELN, ynv Uémp ocapoc nvp et mv
109¢ 10 OV Guvaormg Komzsuoweocvov NALOV T€ KO GEAVIV KOl GLOTEPOLS OV
Beovc, Epyo € elvol B0V SLEAOYLOOVTO.

33 Note the similarities to stoic and Platonic language throughout the introduction of the
Hebrews; particularly (n. 3, p 162) “L’homme intérieur: notion héritée du stoicisme par
I’intermédiaire de Philon et de Clément d’ Alexandrie.”

*PE7.3.3.

33 PE7.3.3: 008 1 1@V KOHOAOV GTOLXEL®V OGP0l dVOLS, GYuXOC 0VGO. KoL GAOYOC,
10 k0O £0VTNV A0YOL TOTE Ko (WG OVOEEETOL.

3% Schroeder notes that this is an expression from Wisdom 13.5, the only positively
biblical reference in the entire chapter.
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The following chapter explains the Hebrews’ reasoned distinction between the
soul, which is the true man, and the body, leading them to concentrate “their whole
thought and diligence upon the life of the inner man™’, reasoning that this will be
pleasing to God the dnuiovpyoc of all things. They therefore considered bodies and their
pleasures as worth no more than the creatures of earth, but held in esteem only the
internal guide (10 €v 00T01¢ apyoV), the rational and intellectual principle of the soul,
being divine and capable of knowledge, and bearing a resemblance to the god of all
(7.4.3). Thus, considering there to be no other good than God the provider of all goods
(100 TOVIOV oyofdV xopnyod Beov), they determined that knowledge and friendship™
of him were the end (teLoc) of all happiness (evdonovioc). Thus devoting their whole
selves, body and soul, to God, they are shown to be $1A00g01 0LoV KOl OEOPIAELC,
servants and priests of the Most High, who bequeathed the omeppo. Thg oAnOoVE NG
gvoePetog to their descendants. The conclusion drawn from this exposition of the
reasoned piety of the Hebrews is that the choice of Christians to prefer these men (i.e. the
Hebrews) above Hellenes, and to accept the statements of the Hebrews concerning pious
men rather than Phoenician and Egyptian gods and their slanderous absurdities
concerning the gods, is koytcuo}.”

The result of that rational piety is explained in chapter five, which describes the

granting of divine revelations to the Hebrews, and thus the divine approval of their form

3T PE 7.4.1: kol 81 10010V SLEAGUEVOL TOV TPOTOV, TNV OO0V TEPL TN TOV EVOOV
avOpWTOL {WNC GPOVTIEO KOl CTOVSNV ELONVEYKOLVTO

3% Schroeder (p. 165, n. 3) notes: “Selon Eusébe, connaissance et amour, de meme que
philosophie et piété, sont indissociables chez les Hébreux.”

Y PE7.4.7:°Ap’ odv AOYLOU® GOl SOKODUEV TOVGSE TMV EAANVIK®OV TPOTETIUNKEVOL
Kot LoAAoV TV Dovikov Te Kol AYVTTIOV OEQV TOV T€ TEPL TOVC BEOVC
SVCHNUOV OTOTNUOTOV TS Top ERpotolc mept eVGEROV avdpOY SINyNoetLs
amodetochort;
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of piety: the divinity, having accepted/approved the piety and philosophy of their life
(to0 Blov evoefetog ko drriocodloc) and their service to it (the divinity), deemed them
worthy of oracles, theophanies, and angelic visions. Chapter six distinguishes between
Jews and Hebrews, the former being those for whom Moses established the law, the latter
described thus:
But the Hebrews who were earlier in time than Moses, having never heard of all
the Mosaic legislation, enjoyed a free and unfettered mode of religion, being
regulated by the manner of life which is in accordance with nature, so that they
had no need of laws to rule them, because of the extreme freedom of their soul
from passions, but had received true knowledge of the doctrines concerning
God."
The final statement of this characterization of the rational piety of the Hebrews is that
they lived according to their nature, with no need of the law, and in accordance with their
logically derived theology. When we saw in 7.7 that Eusebius diverged from his source
text to place emphasis on the piety of the Hebrews, the particular nature of that piety was
not entirely clear. In 7.3-6, the primary theme is the rationality by which the Hebrews
arrived at that piety. The heavy emphasis on the rational process by which they came to
their worship of God, especially considering the location of book seven in the
overarching structure of the work, indicates that precisely the rational nature of true piety
is Eusebius’ primary concern, not ethnicity per se. That said, the overarching argument is

made, as Johnson has shown, in terms of ethnicity. This can be seen especially clearly in

Eusebius’ initial statement of the questions which will be addressed to Christians.

Y PE 7.6.4: "EBpoiiot 8¢ npsoBmspm Mmcamg ysvousvm 1701<; xpovmg TOONG rng
S Mwoewg VOULOOEGLOLG ocvsnnKom ovreq Btw usv 0 KOTOL qmow stocmnusvm
0OC UNSEV VoUWV SE10001 TOV OPEOVIMV OVTOV U OKPOLY WUYNIC OTOOELOLY, YVOOLY
de aANON TOV TEPL OOV SYUATOV OVELANDEVOLL.
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In the preliminary exposition of his work, Eusebius summarizes the questions that
may be put to Christians by Hellenes and by ‘those of the circumcision’'. These
questions are fundamentally accusations, by the former, that Christians have abandoned
their inherited traditions, adopting something foreign and ‘new-fangled’**, not even
honoring their adopted god with the customs of the Jews, but cut a new path, and neither
keep the ways of the Hellenes nor of the Jews*. The accusations by the latter are that,

44 <

being foreign,  “we misuse their books, and [...] try violently to thrust out the true

family and kindred from their own ancestral rights”*’

, and, “the most unreasonable thing
of all is, that though we do not observe the customs of their Law as they do, but openly
break the Law, we assume to ourselves the better rewards which have been promised to
those who keep the Law.”*® The answers to all of these questions will allow for the
creation of an identity for Christianity as a separate race from both its Hellenic and

Jewish accusers, but one that has neither committed apostasy nor infringed on the

hereditary rights of a foreign people.*” Christians will be shown to be the true

*1 PE 1.1.11,13; Schroeder (p. 14) summarizes this section nicely: “Les Gentils
formulaient en effet contre les chrétiens la double accusation d’avoir abandonée les
coutumes ancestrales pour adopter celles des Juifs; or ces derniers les accusaient déja de
leur avoir dérobé les Ecritures et de détourner a leur avantage les promesses qu’elles
contenaient.”

2 PE1.2.2: Tt 00V GV YEVOLTO 10 KOO MUAC EEVOV KO TIC O VEWTEPIOMOS TOD PLOv;
Gifford translates “What then may the strangeness in us be, and what the new-fangled
manner of our life?”

Y PE12.4

* PE 1.2.5: GAAMOOUAOL OVTEC KO GAAOYEVELS

* PE 1.2.5, Gifford, v. 1, p. 6.

% Gifford, v. 1, p. 7; PE 1.2.8: To 8 00V GROVIOV TOPOAOYOTATOV, OTL UNSE 10
VOO, TOPOTANGLWC OVTOLC TEPLEMOVIEC, GAAL TPOGOLVIDC TOPOVOLOVVTES, TOC
EMNYYEMIEVOC TOLS TOV VOU®OV GUAOEL ¥PNOTOTEPOS OUOLBOC E1C EAVTOVC
EMOTWUEDOL.

47 See Johnson, Ethnicity, pp. 227-230, for Eusebius’ portrayal of Christians as the
descendants of the Hebrews: “The Christians formed a new people, drawn out from the
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descendants of the Hebrews, who passed on to them the seeds of the true piety, which
will be shown to be rational. Based on this summary alone, we can already see the
relevance of Johnson’s insights into the PE as an argument of ethnicity. These
accusations are all couched in ethnic terms: the Hellenes accuse Christians of apostasy
from national tradition on two counts, the Jews accuse them of being foreigners and
depriving the true family of their ancestral rights. These are not, however, the only
accusations Eusebius addresses, and his response to the other primary critique of
Christianity is equally important as his response to these.

Beyond these questions hypothetically posed by Jews and Hellenes, the
accusation of irrationality, and reaction against it, is a consistent theme. At 1.1.11,
Eusebius mentions the accusation that “Christianity has no reason to support it”, that they
“confirm their opinion by an unreasoning faith and an assent without examination”, and
“require their converts to adhere to faith only, and therefore they are called ‘the Faithful’,
because of their uncritical and untested faith.”** At the beginning of 1.3, he proposes “to
clear away the first of the objections put forward, by proving at the outset that they were
false accusers who declared that we can establish nothing by demonstration, but hold to
an unreasoning faith.”** And again at 1.5

But why need I spend time in endeavouring to show that we have not devoted
ourselves to an unreasoning faith, but to wise and profitable doctrines which

nations to form themselves around the way of life and theological clear-sightedness of the
ancient friends of God.” (227); “Eusebius locates Christianity in a direct line with both
these pre-Mosaic and post-Mosaic Hebrews...” (229). cf. PE 14.3.1-4.

* Gifford, v. 1., p 4. Key phrases are: yp10TI0VIGUOV...008EV0L AOYOV OTOCWLELY,
OAOYW € TLGTEL KO OVEEETOOT® GUYKOTOHESL...TO SOEOLV KUPOUV... TIOTEL SE UOVY)
TPOGEXELY OELOVV TOVC TPOGLOVTOC, TOP O KO TLIGTOVC XPNUOTILELY, TNC OKPLTOV
YOOIV KOl GBOGOVIOTOV TLOTEWC.

¥ Gifford, v.1., p. 7; PE 1.3.1
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contain the way of true religion, as the present work is the be a complete treatise
on this very subject?”’

It seems to me that, while his argument is organized in terms of ethnicities, and this
framework allows him to answer the charges of both Greeks and Jews (of apostasy, and
of illegitimate usurpation of a foreign God and his blessings), the overemphasis of that
framework runs the risk of overshadowing the importance of the primary claim, which is
emphatically that Christianity is rational piety. This is unquestionably the main focus of
the characterization of the Hebrews in book 7, which Johnson recognizes as central to the
entire PE.””

Having established that this is Eusebius’ primary focus, one might ask why
rationality is so important to him. The heavy emphasis on rationality can be explained in
part by the simple fact that Porphyry, Eusebius’ main target in composing his apology’>,
claimed in his Against the Christians that Christianity was an irrational faith.® This
conception of Christianity reached further back than Porphyry. Galen, for instance,
speaks of the followers of Moses and Christ as though of philosophical schools, but ones

which he sees as not basing their doctrines on reason, but on faith: “If I had in mind

>0 Gifford, v.1., p. 16; PE 1.5.2. I have adjusted the punctuation to the reflect that of the
Greek in Schroeder’s edition. Gifford places the question mark after “true religion”.

>! Johnson, Ethnicity, p. 96. n. 3.

>2 See Barnes, pp. 174ff.

>3 Barnes, 176: “Porphyry...objected to the elevation of faith above reason. He sneered
that Christian teachers inculcated in their followers a blind and unreasoning acceptance of
whatever they might say, and he claimed that their inability to provide rational proof of
their position betrayed the essential falsity of their beliefs.” Also Berchman, 45: “Their
philosophia stood in vacuo because it demanded belief in propositions for which they
were unable to furnish rational proof. These included their elevation of faith over reason,
their belief in the incarnation, resurrection, and miracles, and their refusal to accept the
eternity of the world and the pre-existence of the soul. That both the world order and its
designer follow perfectly rational principles was fundamental Hellenic doctrine followed
by Porphyry. It was the alogos character of Christianity that most repelled him.” Both
cite PE 1.2 (Berchman cites PE 1.2.1, Barnes PE 1.2.4) and DE 1.1.12 as proof-texts.
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people who taught their pupils in the same way as the followers of Moses and Christ
teach theirs — for they order them to accept everything on faith — I should not have given
you a definition.”**

In the face of such conceptions, Eusebius’ construction of Christianity as
descended from the Hebrews was able to draw on Hellenistic authors to portray those
forefathers as a philosophical race. As early as Hecataeus of Abdera (c. 300 BCE),
Moses was portrayed in somewhat philosophical terms as not fabricating “any image of
the gods because he believed that god was not anthropomorphic; rather the heaven which
encompassed the earth was the only god and lord of all.”>> Clearchus of Soli is quoted by
Josephus as telling an anecdote in which Aristotle says, “The man was a Jew of Coele-
Syria. These people are descended from the Indian philosophers. The philosophers, they
say, are in India called Calani, in Syria by the territorial name of Jews.”® While these
snippets by no means indicate a widespread conception of Hebrews as philosophers, they
seem to have paved the way for Hellenistic Jewish apologetic, which Josephus’ use of
Clearchus exemplifies, and, in turn for Christian apologetic.

Eusebius’ characterization of the Hebrews in book 7 as primarily rational is

essential to the argument made in books 10-15 of the PE. In those books, Eusebius

>* Gager, p. 89, who notes ad loc: “The quotation is preserved only in Arabic and
occurred in a lost work entitled Eis to proton kinoun akineton.” He cites the translation in
R. Walzer, Galen on Jews and Christians (1949)
>> Gager trans., p. 27. owockuoc d€ BV 10 GVVOLOV 0V KOL‘CSGKEUOCGE S 10 un
vomCew ocvepu)nouopq)ov glvolL TOV Be0V, 0L TOV TEPLYOVTO. TNV YNV OVPOVOY
uovov gLvoil B0V Kol TOV OAmV Kuptov. (FGH 264 F 6.4) Gager notes that the
“justification for Moses’ prohibition of images derives from Greek philosophical
traditions in both its denial of anthropomorphism and its identification of the deity with
the heavens and the cosmos.” (p. 31) He cites Arist. Metaph. 1074a, 38ff as expressing a
similar conception. See Gager, pp. 31-34 for further discussion of Hecataeus’ portrayal of
Moses in terms of Greek philosophy.
36 Josephus, Contra Apionem, 1, 179. Stern, trans., vol. 1, p. 49-50.
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argues that Plato derived his philosophy from barbarians, and shows its near identity with
that of the Hebrews. Eusebius is certainly not the first to have conceived of the idea that
Plato was dependent on Moses, and he clearly derives it from the sources he cites in
making his argument. Among the early Christian apologists, Clement of Alexandria first
made this argument’’, and before that, Hellenistic Jewish apologists had done the same,’®
and even Hellenic philosophers had made use of the idea.”

These prior arguments and characterizations of Jews in philosophical terms help
to make Eusebius’ characterization of the Hebrews easier to accept, despite the prevailing
stereotype, used by his opponents, of Hellenic rationality. Within the framework of
ethnicity that Eusebius uses in his argument, however, the rationalization of the Hebrews
has more far-reaching consequences than just to answer the criticisms of his opponent.
By creating an identity for Christianity that had its roots in the oldest people, and making
the identity of that people emphatically rational, Eusebius raises Christianity above
reproach. Rather than deny that philosophy has anything to do with faith, or claim that
inherited tradition need not be adhered to, Eusebius accepts his accusers’ premises as
valid, but denies the truth of their accusations. Irrationality, apostasy, and adoption of
foreign traditions are all bad things. However, they are not to be predicated of
Christianity, but rather of its opponents. Eusebius reverses the traditional concept of the

fundamental identities of Hellenes and Hebrews in making the latter the paragon of

7 See Ridings, passim, for his examination of this motif in Clement, Eusebius, and
Theodoret.

¥ Gruen, pp. 246ff for his discussion of Aristobulus construction of Moses as the
“stimulus for Hellenic philosophers and poets”, which “asserted that Plato’s ideas
followed the path laid out by the legislation of Moses.”

> Numenius is famously cited as having said: 1t yop €61t IIhotov N Mwong
attiki{wv; (des Places Fr. 8 = PE 11.10.14)
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rationality, and the former worshippers of bodily pleasure. In so doing, he does exactly
what he claims to do in the beginning of his work: show that Christianity is not founded
on irrational, unexamined faith. Through the arguments from ethnicity, he creates a
heritage for Christianity, which places their roots among the oldest nation. That nation,
moreover, was philosophical from the outset, arriving at their belief in and worship of the

one god through rational observation of nature.
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