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The topic of this volume, “Antiquity in Antiquity,’serves as a poignant
reminder that the past, as we see it, is alwaysahm@@ddy a product of a
continued process of recollection, interpretaticgrcontextualization, and
selective preservation.In the centuries following the conquests of
Alexander of Macedon, the ancient Greek past becanpeime site for
dialogue and contestation among the diverse culioreught into contact by
Hellenistic and Roman imperial rudelews, and later Christians, numbered
among those who defined themselves, both positieglg negatively, in
terms of their relationship to an idealized antig@mblematized by Homer
and Plato and enshrined in the rhetoric and echrrafilate antique elite.

Of course, for Jews and Christians, this “classiqast was often
understood through the lens of another ancient—era “biblical” past
populated by ancient Israelite patriarchs, king&esps, and prophefsJews

* Research for this essay was supported by a gramt the Social Science and
Humanities Research Council of Canada. Earlieriquustwere presented at the University
of Pennsylvania (February 12, 2007) and UniversitLalifornia, Los Angeles (April 20,
2007); | benefited much from the discussions ahlmtents. Special thanks to Adam H.
Becker, Ra‘anan S. Boustan, Benjamin Fleming, Bo&ftK Claudia Rapp, and Karl Shuve
for their questions and suggestions. | am alscefirato Gregg Gardner and Kevin Osterloh
for the opportunity to contribute to this wonderéuld timely volume.

1 On the past as “remembered present” see e.g. AefRstein,Perceptions on Jewish
History (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993)21.

20n the emergence of ideas about the classicaimpadexandrian scholarship, see e.g.
R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship: From the Begirgsnto the End of the
Hellenistic AgegOxford: Clarendon, 1968), 87-279.

%E.g. E. Gruen,Heritage and Hellenism: The Reinvention of Jewistadifion
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998kpe 246-91; A.J. DrogeHomer or
Moses? Early Christian Interpretations of the Hist@f Culture (Tubingen: Mohr, 1988);
D. Ridings, The Attic Moses: The Dependency Theme in Some Edrigtian Writers
(Goteborg: Almquist & Wiksell, 1995); A. CameronRémaking the Past,” inate
Antiquity: A Guide to the Post-Classical Woildd. G.W. Bowersock, P. Brown, and O.
Grabar; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Pr&889), 1-20.

*For the Jewish conceptualization of the biblicastpahe Babylonian Exile and the
return under Persian rule are widely viewed asicalitprecipitants. The process of
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and Christians appealed to biblical history andoésrfor diverse aims,
ranging from apologetics and polemics to religitegitimization and ritual
and communal etiologyAnd, arguably, contact with the parallel refleoto
on the classical past served to intensify the m®eehereby the biblical past
came to be conceptualized as both historical foumdaand timeless
paradigm for the preseft.

In this essay, | am interested in the emergeneetbird privileged realm
in the Christian imagination — namely, the “apoistopast’ Already in the
New Testament Book of Acts, the age of Peter, Rand, the other apostles
emerges as a locus for the historiographical ddimn of Christian identity.
Inasmuch as the apostles were credited with théféhitransmission and
mediation of Jesus’ message to later generatibesgetfigures were readily
redeployed by later authors as emblems of authanitg authenticity in
debates about theology, epistemology, and rituattime® Across the full
range of our early Christian literature — includifgtristic writings, so-
called New Testament apocrypha, and Nag Hammautatire — we find
evidence of the explanatory and polemical powethefapostles as potently

remembrance, retelling, and reflection seems tce Haeen tightly tied to the practice of
reading and writing, such that the intensive idedion of this past seems to have gone
hand-in-hand with the elevation of certain textshte status of “Scripture.” For a summary
of these developments and their ramifications Jséaigel, Traditions of the Bible: A Guide
to the Bible As It Was at the Start of the Commea Eambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 19992-6.

> Striking, in this regard, is the quantity of Secohemple Jewish literature which is
composed in the name of an ancient biblical ficamd/or which interprets or expands older
scriptures (esp. Pentateuch); see further A. Y dR#eseudepigraphy, Authorship and the
Reception of ‘the Bible’ in Late Antiquity,” iThe Reception and Interpretation of the Bible
in Late Antiquity(ed. L. DiTommaso and L. Turcescu; Leiden: Britiithcoming).

®As Glen Bowersock notes, “(i)t can often happert e partial appropriation of
cultural motifs, images, and even ideas from anmottmenmunity or tradition deepens the
understanding of one’s own heritage”; “The Greekskk Confusion of Ethnic and Cultural
Components in Later Roman and Early Byzantine BEa&s in Religious and Ethnic
Communities in Later Roman Palestiffed. H. Lapin; Bethesda: University Press of
Maryland, 1998), 47.

"l.e., the first century C.E. The term “apostle” generally reserved for the twelve
disciples whom Jesus chooses to be his apostlesedd his message in the Synoptic
Gospels (Matt 10:2; Mark 3:14; Luke 6:13), togethith Paul (e.g., Rom 1:1). For a recent
discussion of the prehistory and development ofrthiion of the “apostle” as a link in the
chain of tradition from Jesus to the church, se&drteweg, “Origin and Early History of
the Apostolic Office,” inThe Apostolic Age in Patristic Thougfed. A. Hilhorst; Leiden:
Brill, 2004), 1-10.

8This is perhaps most poignantly expressed by thelifgmation of apostolic
pseudepigrapha, ranging from letters penned im#mae of Paul (e.g., Pastoral Epistles),
gospels in the name of other apostles (e.g., Gaddehilip, Gospel of Thomas), and ritual
materials attributed to “the twelve” as a groum (eDidacheDidascalia Apostolorum See
J.-D. Kaestli, “Mémoire et pseudépigraphie danshiéstianisme de I'age post-apostolique,”
Revue de théologie et de philosopHie5 (1993): 4163.
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pivotal figures, perched between the life of Jemud the institutionalization
of the church. In texts ranging from Papiaegion Kyriakon Exegests the
Apocryphon of Jameshe apostles are foci for the expression of diede
attendant on the loss of the “living voice” of Je3un apocryphal acts and
Patristic heresiologies alike, stories about thestips and their followers are
used to explore the continuities and discontinsiibetween the life of Jesus
and the norms of those communities that claimegréserve his memory
and messag¥. Appeals to apostles are prominent in argumentsitathe
acceptable range of difference among those whomeldi the name
“Christian.™* Likewise, in the first centuries of Christianityiscussions of
their written, oral, and institutional legacy playa central role in debates
about the nature, scope, and sources of religiotisity '

Interestingly, however, it is not until the fourtbentury that the
idealization of apostles becomes explicitly aridetl in terms of a
periodization of history that elevates the apostafie to a status akin to the
biblical or classical past. Peter van Deun, fotanse, points to Eusebius’
Ecclesiastical History(ll 14.3; Ill 31.6) as the earliest known Christigext
to apply the Greek adjectivapostolikosto a time period® Eusebius here
delineates the “apostolic perioddfostolikdn chronénas encompassing the

° Papias expresses his preference for the “livingafobut nevertheless makes efforts to
link written records of Jesus’ life and sayingshwépostles (Papiagpud EusebiusHist.
eccl.1ll 29.4). Also poignant is the image, at the bedig of theApocryphon of Jamesf
the twelve disciples “all sitting together, recadjiwhat the Saviour had said to each one of
them, whether in secret or openly, and puttingnib ibooks” fA\poc. Jame£.9-15 [Nag
Hammadi codex 1,2]). On orality, textuality, ane:thnxieties surrounding memory in early
Christianity, see W. H. KelbefThe Oral and the Written Gospel: The Hermeneutits o
Speaking and Writing in the Synoptic Tradition, kaPaul, and Q(Philadelphia: Fortress,
1983); P. Perkins, “Spirit and Letter: Poking Holeshe Canon,’Journal of Religion76
(1996): 307-27; R. A. Horsley, J. A. Draper, antlJ Foley, eds.Performing the Gospel:
Orality, Memory, and MarkMinneapolis: Fortress, 2006).

YNote, e.g., the debates about women surroundingpbstle Paul; D. R. MacDonald,
The Legend and the Apostle: The Battle for PaulStory and Canon(Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1983).

" The heresiological appeal to apostolic authoritpéshaps most clear in the writings
of Irenaeus. As is well known, he constructs “hg¢tess the opposite of apostolic truth,
depicting the apostles as guarantors of traditiod @terpretation, and authenticating
Christian writings through association with specifipostles gdv. Haer.1.10.2; 3.1.1;
3.4.1-2; 4.33.8; 5.20-2; note also 3.1.1; 3.4.1; 4.33.8). See furtheGGGBlum, Tradition
und Sukzession: Studien zum Normbegriff des Afgedieh von Paulus bis Iren&gBerlin
and Hamburg: Lutherisches Verlagshaus, 1963).

12 Early examples includé Clemen#4.1-2.

13p. van Deun, “The NotioApostolikos A Terminological Survey,” ifpostolic Age
49. After Eusebius, we increasingly find a notidn‘apostolic times” as the age that saw
the birth of the church (e.g. Epiphani®an 73.2.11). On later views of this age, see e.g. B.
Dehandschutter,Primum enim omnes docebartwareness of discontinuity in the early
church: The case of ecclesiastical office, Ajpostolic Age219-27.
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years from Christ’s ascension to the reign of Trgjdl 31.6). Writing from
a self-consciously post-apostolic perspective, lescdbes this era as a
bygone age of miracles and wonders (V 7.6) in wihehlight of truth shone
so brightly that even “heresy” posed no real thf#al4.3). Eusebius also
presents the apostolic age as determinative fothall came after: it was
then, in his view, that Christianity spread throaghthe known world (11l
4.1), while Judaism fell to deserved decline (I1B)5

Studies of Late Antiquity have richly explored theocesses by which
Christian reflection on the classical and bibligest contributed to the
delineation of a Christian collective identity asstohct from so-called
“paganism.” In this essay, | will ask how the constion and idealization of
the apostolic past may have similarly served tocadte the place of
Judaism in Christian self-definition. Towards tiysal, | will examine two
conflicting fourth-century representations of ttperiod: the account of
apostolic history in books I-IV of Eusebiustclesiastical Historyand the
novelistic narrative about the apostolic past ie tRseudo-Clementine
Homilies

The contrast between them, | suggest, sheds lightthe role of
historiography in the articulation of collectiveerttities in Late Antiquity
and, moreover, may further our understanding of ftheth century as a
formative age for the conceptualization of “Juddisand “Christianity” as
distinct entities with distinct histories. It malg@a help to expose some of the
prehistory of our modern perspectives on the laigae past, as formed
through selective acts of remembering and forggttiorged in debates over
identity and continuity, and indebted to the intaypbetween histories and
counter-histories.

The Pseudo-Clementines and the History of the AyiosAge

The Pseudo-ClementindHomilies and Recognitions are famous for
presenting a picture of the apostolic age thaediffadically from the image
in the New Testament Book of Acts. For Luke, therystof the rise of
Christianity is framed as the tale of the conversabGentiles and the spread
of the gospel beyond JudalaBy contrast, thHomilies and Recognitions
offer a different vision: the Jerusalem church @ftd? and James here
remains central, and ethnic Jews continue to pldgaading role in the

%|.e., as outlined in Acts 1:8, the narrative pregien of Acts communicates its notion
of the Christian community as spreading outwardsnfderusalem (2:1-8:3) to Judea and
Samaria (8:4-12:25), then throughout the Easterditéi@anean, and finally culminating at
Rome (13:1-28:31); see G. E. Sterliffistoriography and Self-Definition: Josephos, Luke-
Acts and Apologetic Historiographiilovum Testamentum Supplements 64; Leiden: Birill,
1992), 348-49.
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church. Penned in the name of Clement of Rome pihiisof parallel novels
tells of Clement's travels with the apostle PefEhroughout these two
accounts, Peter is depicted as the defender dfubdeachings of Jesus, and
the criterion for proper belief and practice is emnce with the Jerusalem
church and its leader Jam@3dhereas Luke describes the apostolic age as
one of harmony between the apostles and downplay<anflict between
Peter and Paul (cf. Galatians 2), the Pseudo-Clenesnpromote Peter and
contain traces of anti-Pauline polemtésffixed to theHomilies moreover,

is a letter that purports to be written by Petengelf, wherein he bemoans
the popularity of antinomian teachings among Je&ssitile followers and
counters the misrepresentation of his own teachasgsegating the need for
Torah-observance (cf. Acts 15).

Could some elements in these accounts reflectritataeality? Might
the Pseudo-Clementine literature preserve a Idsineeerspective that was
hostile to Paul, suppressed by Luke, and forgditethe Gentile Christians
who embraced Pauline and Lukan writings as norredatiVhese are the
guestions that have, until recently, shaped rekearc the Homilies and
Recognitions For nearly a century, studies of these late amtigxts have
been primarily source-critical. Scholars have apphed theHomilies and
Recognitionsas mines for information about earlier eras, ngllthem for
data about Christian Origins and using them tonstract first- and second-
century forms of “Jewish Christianity.” Accordinglyhe popularity of the
Pseudo-Clementine literature has risen and fallgh scholarly judgments
about their historical value as sources for eadgitions about Peter, James,
and the Jerusalem churth.

> Note e.g. the instruction iHom.11.35 to “shun any apostle or teacher or propHret w
does not first accurately compare his preachindn whiat of James, who was called the
brother of my lord and to whom was entrusted to iathiter the church of the Hebrews in
Jerusalem” (cfRec 4.35). On James as bishop and as appointed le&ttez early church,
seeRec 1.43, 66, 73, and the preface to Hpistle of Clement to James

®G. Lidemann, Opposition to Paul in Jewish Christianitytrans. E. Boring;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989), 169-94.

" Esp.Epistle of Peter to Jamex3—4: “Some from among the Gentiles have rejected
my legal preachingnpomimon... kérugma attaching themselves to certain lawless and
trifling preaching énomon... kai phluarédé... didaskaljaof the man who is my enemy
(tou echthrou anthrépgu Some have attempted these things while | arh aiite, to
transform my words by certain intricate interprietas towards the dissolution of the Law
(eis tén tou nomou katalu3ir— as though | myself were also of such a mind didtnot
freely proclaim it; God forbid!” Most scholars impget Peter's “enemy” as Paul (cf.
Galatians 2) and the one “transforming” Peter'ssage as Luke (cf. Acts 15).

18| discuss this tendency in the history of scholgrsh detail in “Jewish Christianity’
after the ‘Parting of the Ways’: Approaches to Bligigraphy and Self-Definition in the
Pseudo-Clementine Literature,” Tithe Ways that Never Parted: Jews and Christiansate
Antiquity and the Early Middle Agéed. A. H. Becker and A. Y. Reed; Texts and Stsidtie
Ancient Judaism 95; Tubingen: Mohr, 2003), 188—28iilding on F. S. Jones’ insights in
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In recent years, however, attention has turnetidditerary and rhetorical
features of the Pseudo-Clementine literature. &ni8y Jones, for instance,
has proposed that the early source preserv&eml.27-71 (ca. 200 C.E.)
is best read as a work of competitive historiogyaldhJones demonstrates
thatRec.1.27-71 was dependant on Luke-Acts and framediaslaaccount
of apostolic history. To Luke’s image of the comrauapostolic leadership
of the primitive church, this source asserts Janmgeminence Rec.
1.43.3), depicting him as the bishop appointedesud to lead the churéh.
James is the one credited with successfully spngeatie message of Jesus to
the Jewish peopleRec 1.69.8; cf. Acts 2:41, 4:4f. Moreover, his success
is here said to have been thwarted only becausSt®fenemy”; the Jewish
people were persuaded by James’ preaching, but togiversion was
forestalled by his death, as precipitated by thaip®us efforts of Saul/Paul
to undermine the Jerusalem church. Whereas Lukeadppo the Holy Spirit
to authorize the mission to the Gentil®gc.1.27-71 depicts the inclusion
of the Gentiles as occasioned by the need tdhllifumber of the chosen left
empty by the Jew&

Elsewhere, Jones has similarly shed light on ttezaliy and rhetorical
features of the putative third-century source sharg the Homilies and
Recognitions (i.e., the Pseudo-ClementineGrundschrif). Jones’
reconstruction of the structure and aims of @rindschrift highlights its
points of resonance with debates about fate amdlagy in late antique
Syria?® Likewise, Mark Edwards, Dominique Co6té, and othémsve

“The Pseudo-Clementines: A History of Researcht RPArSecond Centurg (1982): 84—
96.

¥F. S. Jones, “An Ancient Jewish Christian Rejointtet.uke’s Acts of the Apostles:
Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions 1.27-71,"Semeia 80: The Apocryphal Acts of the
Apostles in Intertextual Perspectiviesl. R. Stoops; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 199®-4R

2 Jones, “Ancient Jewish-Christian Rejoinder,” 242.

% Jones, “Ancient Jewish-Christian Rejoinder,” 242.

2 Jones, “Ancient Jewish-Christian Rejoinder,” 242. This contrast is emblematized
by the differences between Acts 13:46 &at 1.63.2, two parallel statements asserting that
the mission to the Jews preceded the mission t@&s#miles. The statement in Acts 13:46
(“It was necessary that the word of God shouldgxken first to you (i.e., Jews). Since you
reject it and judge yourselves to be unworthy @frredl life, we are now turning to the
Gentiles!”) is attributed to Paul and Barnabuspdturs in the context of the rejection of
Paul's preaching by a crowd of Jews (Acts 13:4% snfollowed by Paul’'s appeal to Isa
49:6 as prophetic prooftext for the mission to @entiles (Acts 13:49). The parallel Rec
1.63.2 presents the same information with a diffespin. The contrast is clearest with the
Syriac version, in which Peter says: “Finally, luoseled them that before we should go to
the nations to preach the knowledge of the God isfadoove all, they should reconcile their
people to God by receiving Jesus” (trans. Jondsk i§ followed by polemics, not against
the Jews as a people, but rather against the Teanglsacrificial cult.

#BF. S. Jones, “Eros and astrology in feriodoi Petrou The sense of the Pseudo-
Clementine novel,Apocryphal2 (2001): 5378.
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investigated themes shared by both extant novejspeng the strategic
appropriation of “pagan” literary and philosophidabpes in the Pseudo-
Clementine traditio? Other recent studies have focused on the rhetdric
the redacted form of thRecognitions Kate Cooper, William Robins, and
Meinolf Vielberg have considered its adoption antwersion of the genre
of the Greco-Roman novél, while Nicole Kelley has investigated the
dynamics of its discourse about knowledge, sitgaiits concerns with
authority and epistemology in the context of cormgetclaims, both
Christian and “pagan,” in fourth-century Syffa.

In what follows, | will bring a similar perspectite bear on thélomilies
the oldest form of the Pseudo-Clementine novel uwvige in full. The
Homilies dates to the first half of the fourth centdfyLike the hypothetical
Grundschriftand lateiRecognitionsit probably took form in Syri&®

It is likely, in my view, that this text does indepreserve earlier sources.
Whatever the precise scope and character of thmsees, however, the
authors/redactors of thelomilies have clearly reworked their received

24M. J. Edwards, “The Clementina: A Christian respgotssthe pagan novelClassical
Quarterly 42 (1992): 45974; D. CétélLe theme de I'opposition entre Pierre et Simon dans
les Pseudo-ClémentingBaris: Institut d'Etudes Augustiniennes, 200dgni, “La fonction
littéraire de Simon le Magicien dans I&seudo-Clémentings Laval Théologique et
Philosophiques7 (2001): 51323.

. Robins, “Romance and Renunciation at the TurthefFifth Century,”Journal of
Early Christian Studies8 (2000): 531-57; K. Cooper, “Matthidia’s Wish: M&iion,
Reunion, and the Early Christian Family in the RseClementineRecognitiong in
Narrativity in Biblical and Related Texts/La nandté dans la Bible et les textes
apparentés (ed. G. J. Brooke and J.-D. Kaestli; Leuven: Eeet2000), 243564; M.
Vielberg, Klemens in den pseudoklementischen Rekognitionewlie® zur literarischen
Form des spatankiken Romaerlin: Akademie, 2000).

%N, Kelley, Knowledge and Religious Authority in the Pseudas@etineqTiibingen:
Mohr, 2006). Note also her recent conference paperthe fourth-century context of the
Recognitions e.g. “Astrological Knowledge and Apostolic Comifieh: The Pseudo-
ClementineRecognitiondn the Context of Fourth-Century Syria,” paper preed at the
SBL Annual Meeting, Christian Apocrypha Sectionvdmber 2005; “What is the Value of
Sense Perception in the Pseudo-Clementine Romanga@ér presented at the 2006
Colloque sur la littérature apocryphe chrétiennéniversité de Genéve and Université de
Lausanne; “Pseudo-Clementine Polemics againstfigacrA Window onto Religious Life
in the Fourth Century?” paper presentedCitristian Apocryphal Texts for the New
Millennium, University of Ottawa, September 2006.

?’See n. 36 and n. 38 below.

#B|ts Syrian provenance was established by G. Uhlhdbie Homilien und
Recognitionen des Clemens Romanus nach ihren Urgprund Inhalt dargestellt
(Gottingen: Dieterische Buchhandlung, 1854), 3®9; C. Biggs, “The Clementine
Homilies” Studia biblica et ecclesiastic2 (1890): 191-92. See, more recently, J. N.
Bremmer, “Pseudo-Clementines: Texts, Dates, Plaaghors and Magic,” irrhe Pseudo-
Clementines I: Homilieged. J. N. Bremmer; Leuven: Peeters, forthcoming).
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material in ways that speak to their own tifieThe language used to
describe Jesus, for instance, betrays their engagiemith Christological
debates of the Nicene affeMoreover, the story of Clement is here framed
as an extended defense of apostolic successionaandssertion of the
antiquity and necessity of ecclesiastical offitedhroughout this novel,
tales about Peter’s travels from city to city ammquated by his ordination
of bishops®® The Homilies overarching narrative also functions to assert
Clement’s close relationship with Peter and, byeesion, the connections
between Rome and Jerusal&hiThe novel's heresiological concerns, as
embodied in its accounts of Peter's debates witho&i Magus (3.30-59;
16.1-21; 18.1-23; 19.24-20.10), similarly reflastlate antique context, as
is perhaps most clear from its approach to the aegg of error as an
inverse parallel to apostolic succession.

#The value of situating thdomiliesin its fourth-century context has been explored in
number of recent conference papers, including uaripapers presented at the 2006
Colloque sur la littérature apocryphe chrétiennéniversité de Genéve and Université de
Lausanne (esp. D. Coté, “Les procédés rhétorigamrs l&s Pseudo-Clémentines: L'éloge de
ladultere du grammairien Apion”; A. Y. Reed, “Frodudaism and Hellenism to
Christianity and Paganism: Cultural Identities aRdligious Polemics in the Pseudo-
ClementineHomilies’; K. Shuve, “The Doctrine of the False Pericopesl &ther Late
Antique Approaches to the Problem of Scripture’styJh Note also A.Y. Reed, “Fourth-
century Rabbinic Judaism and the redaction ofHbenilies” paper presented at the SBL
Annual Meeting, Christian Apocrypha section, NovemB005; eadem, “Rabbis, Jewish
Christians and other late antique Jews: Reflectamshe fate of Judaism(s) after 70 C.E.,”
in The Changing Face of Judaism, Christianity and ©tB#eco-Roman Religions in
Antiquity (ed. I. Henderson and G. Oegama; Gutersloh: GoterslVerlagshaus, 2006),
323-48; D. C6té, “Orphic Theogony and the Contdxhe Clementines,” paper presented
at Christian Apocryphal Texts for the New Millenniutiniversity of Ottawa, September
2006. These new approaches build on insightsieteenth-century research on the
Homilies,on which see n. 36 below.

%' Note theHomilies statement — unparalleled in tHRecognitions— that Christ the
Son is “of the same substan¢és(autés ousidsas God the Father (16.15) and the use of
the termhomoousiosin Hom. 20.5, 7. These references were pivotal for Bigggial
establishment of a date for thmiliesin the decades surrounding the Council of Nicaea
(“ClementineHomilies” 167, 191-92). Biggs’ suggestion of thomilies’ affinities with
Arianism, however, have never been fully explored.

31 Esp.Ep. Clem6-7, 12—18Hom.3.60-72.

%2 Hom 3.60-73 (Zacchaeus in Caesarea; cf. Luke 19ig; eccl.4.5.3); 7.5 (unnamed
elder in Tyre); 7.8 (unnamed elder in Sidon); 7(UAnamed elder in Berytus); 11.36
(Maroones in Tripolis); 20.23 (unnamed elder in digea). It is also notable that tBpistle
of Clement to Romeone of the two letters prefaced to tHemilies, tells of Clement’s
ordination by Peter in Rome (esp. 19).

33 Chapman, “On the date of the Pseudo-Clementin&s” 1

% 0n theHomiliesand late antique heresiology, see A. Y. Reed, ésietogy and the
(Jewish-)Christian Novel: Narrativized Polemicghe Pseudo-Clementines,” Heresy and
Self-Definition in Late Antiquityed. E. lIricinschi and H. Zellentin (Tubingen: Moh
forthcoming). On the trope of “heretical successiaee A. Ferreiro, “Sexual Depravity,
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The Homilies has usually been dismissed as a record of a luebero
movement with no influence on the late antique chuand/or treated as a
relic of an apostolic “Jewish Christianity” rendérerelevant by the rise of
“Gentile Christianity” and Christianity’s “Partinggf the Ways” with
Judaisnt> When we turn our attention to its final form aralifth-century
context, however, this text may emerge as an impogiece of evidence for
the variety of voices in the late antique Christigiscourse about
“orthodoxy,” Judaism, and the apostolic p&st.

TheHomiliesand Eusebiu€Ecclesiastical History

To recover the significance of tHéomilies for our understanding of the
fourth century, comparison with Eusebiustclesiastical Historyproves
helpful. Books I-IV of the latter treat many of teeame events, themes, and
figures that make up the focus of the former: tifee df Clement and his
contacts with apostlesi(st. eccl.lll 4.9; 15), the activities of Simon Magus
(I 1.11; 13.1-5), Peter's struggles against Simdin 14.1-15.2), the
Alexandrian Apion’s slander against the Jews @H4; cf. 1l 38.5;Hom 4—
6), and — more broadly — the story of apostoliccession and the spread
of Jesus’ message beyond the bounds of Judaea.

Moreover, the two texts are temporally and geogcably proximate.
The first edition of theEcclesiastical History(books I-VII) is typically
dated between 290 and 312 C:Ea few decades before the compilation of

Doctrinal Error, and Character Assassination in Boairth Century: Jerome against the
Priscillianists,”Studia Patristica28 (1993): 29—-38.

% See further Reed, “Jewish Christianity,” 188—231.

%The final form of theHomilies has not been a topic of focused inquiry since the
nineteenth century. Especially notable — for ourppgses — is the work of Gerhard
Uhlhorn, who stressed the unity of tHemiliesin its present form and the need to consider
the aims of its redactorgiomilien und Recognitionemsp. 153); note also A. Schliemann,
Die Clementinen nebst den verwandten Schriften ded Ebionitismus(Hamburg: F.
Berthes, 1844), 130-251; A. Hilgenfedie clementinischen Recognitionen und Homilien
nach ihrem Ursprung und Inhalt dargete{lteipzig, 1848). These studies, however, were
penned prior to the establishment of its fourthtagndate and thus seek to locate the text
in the second century C.E. Some interesting suipgesabout the late antique context of the
Pseudo-Clementines were made at the turn of theeigemwhen its fourth-century date was
established in Biggs, “Clementindéomilies” 157-93; J. Chapman, “On the Date of the
Clementines,”Zeitschrift fir die neutestamentliche WissenscBafl908): 147-59. Until
recently, however, these suggestions have beealyaignored, consistent with the source-
critical focus of almost all twentieth-century raseh on the Pseudo-Clementines.

3"R. M. Grant,Eusebius as Church HistoriafOxford: Clarendon, 1980), 13-14; A.
Louth, “The date of Eusebiuslistoria ecclesiasticd Journal of Theological Studie$l
(1990): 111-23; R. W. Burgess, “The dates and@ditof EusebiusChronici canonesnd
Historia ecclesiasticA Journal of Theological Studiet8 (1997): 471-504.



10 Annette Yoshiko Reed

the Homilies®® Whereas Eusebius penned his history in Caesahea, t
Homilieswas most likely compiled in Edessa or AntidélEusebius himself
attests the transmission of texts and traditiortsvéen these cities in the
fourth century Kist. eccl. | 13)* The movement of material between
Palestinian and Syrian locales is further evincgdhe reception-history of
his Ecclesiastical Historywhich was translated into Syriac soon after its
compositior{*

To my knowledge, no study has explored the rhedbramd discursive
parallels between these two texts. Rather, reseamhthe Pseudo-
Clementines has looked to tliecclesiastical Historymainly to test the
historical accuracy of the description of figurexlavents in thélomilies
and Recognitiond® In addition, scholars have appealed to Eusebius’
references to Petrine and Clementine pseudepigréipha.2, 38.5) to
support source-critical hypotheses concerning thtemate origins of
material now found in thelomilies*?

Due partly to the power of traditional meta-nasresi about “orthodoxy”
and “heresy,” on the one hand, and “Gentile Clamsty” and “Jewish
Christianity,” on the other, thélomilies and Ecclesiastical Historyhave
been studied in different specialist circles. Moo like theHomilies the
Ecclesiastical Historyhas often been treated as a reservoir of datatabou

% Since Biggs (see n. 36), scholars have concurmdtiieHomilies should be dated to
the first half of the fourth century. A topic of minued debate, however, is whether it
should be placed before or after the Council ofa& C. Schmidt, O. Cullman, and G.
Strecker, for instance, see tHemiliesas pre-Nicene composition, whitt Waitz and B.
Rehm place its composition shortly afte825 C.E. See e.g. H.Waitz, Die
Pseudoklementinen: Homilien und Rekognitionen: Eipeellenkritische Untersuchung
(Leipzig: J. Hinrichs, 1904), 369; G. StreckeDas Judenchristentum in den
Pseudoklementine(®d ed.; Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschicateatichristlichen
Literatur 70; Berlin: Akademie, 1981), 268; and themmary of the debate in Jones,
“Pseudo-Clementines,” 73—-74.

%See n. 28 above. Notably, Caesarea may have alagedpla part in the
pseudepigraphical claims in the Pseudo-Cleme@inandschrift albeit in a manner whose
precise significance is now difficult to recovef; ldom.1.20.2;Rec.1.17.2.

“0See, however, S. Brock, “Eusebius and Syriac Garisy,” in Eusebius, Christianity,
and Judaism(ed. H.W. Attridge and G. Hata; Studia Post-Bibl#2; Leiden: Brill, 1992),
212-34.

*1The Syriac translation survives in a manuscriptnf®61/462 C.E(Leningrad, Public
Library, Cod. Syr. 1, New Series). See W. Wrightl 8. McLean,The Ecclesiastical
History of Eusebius in Syrig€ambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1898

“20n one level, for instance, H.-J. SchoepBheologie und Geschichte des
Judenchristentum@r tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1949) can be read asv@oehensive attempt
to fit the evidence of the Pseudo-Clementit@miliesandRecognitionsnto the framework
of Christian history laid out in Eusebiustclesiastical History

“*3n particular, Eusebius’ statementsHist. eccl.lll 38.5 have played an important role
in scholarly debates about the sourceBlof 4—6. For a summary of the various positions,
see Jones, “Pseudo-Clementines,” 27-31.
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earlier times and sources; scholars have too ramaigidered its significance
as a late antique narrative construcfion.

In my view, however, there are good reasons to thadEcclesiastical
History and theHomiliesin terms of a shared fourth-century discourse aibou
the apostolic past. Not only are two texts conterapeous, but they exhibit
many of the same concerns. Both trace the pathpastolic succession and
assert ecclesiastical authority. They answer “pagetiques of Christianity
and defend “orthodoxy” against “heresy.” Moreovitiey seek to map the
place of Judaism in apostolic history and lateca@iChristian identity.

To address these concerns, Eusebius and the dutdaxtors of the
Homilies choose different literary genr&sit may be significant, however,
that both engage in the large-scale appropriattmhsaibversion of “pagan”
literary forms: just as thélomilies is our earliest extant example of the
Christian use of the genre of the Greco-Roman nveb Eusebius’
Ecclesiastical Historyapplies Hellenistic historiographical tropes tee th
whole of Christian history/’

*4Elizabeth Clark, for instance, notes how the inflcee of EusebiusEcclesiastical
History has rendered his own assumptions almost invistiough the accuracy of his
details have often been questioned, not enougtbées done to explore how his history
“shores up claims for the dominance of the prothamox Church, enhances its leaders’
prestige, and justifies particular institutions amelchings”; History, Theory, Text:
Historians and the Linguistic TurCambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2004)
169. Important exceptions include GrarEusebius A. J. Droge, “The Apologetic
Dimensions of theEcclesiastical History in Eusebius, Christianity, and Judaism92—
509; D. B. MartinInventing Superstition: From Hippocrates to the Stians(Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2004), 207-25.

*To a modern reader, their choice of different genmight seem to preclude their
participation in a common discourse. This, howewegly say more about the gap between
premodern and modern notions of “history” than aliieerary production in Late Antiquity.
That Eusebius and the authors/redactors ofHbanilies express so many of the same
concerns by means of these different genres mafgcin confirm recent insights into the
close connections between history and narrativeGieco-Roman culture. On these
connections, see e.g. A. Cameron, étistory as Text: The Writing of Ancient History
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pres99D), and on the novelistic background
of both Greek and Jewish historiography, A. Monaigh, The Classical Foundations of
Modern Historiography(Sather Classical Lectures 54; Berkeley: Univegrsit California
Press, 1990), 15-16.

“% Although novelistic tropes are evident in earliewish and Christian literature (e.g.,
apocryphal acts), the Pseudo-Clementines are widekpowledged to be the first full-
fledged Christian novel still extant; B. E. PerAncient RomancesA Literary-Historical
Account of their OrigingBerkeley: University of California Press, 196285-93; T. Hagg,
The Novel in AntiquityBerkeley: University of California Press, 198354-65. On the
Pseudo-Clementines’ subversion of the genre, sesdlirces cited in n. 25 above.

*7 Cf. Hist. eccl.l 1.3-5; GrantEusebius22—32. His debt to the histories of Hellenistic
philosophical schools, in particular, is stressgd/lomigliano,Classical Foundationsl40—
41.
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When we look beyond the issue of genre, we alscheeethe two texts
are shaped by many of the same literary practibtesst notable is their
integration, consolidation, and reworking of earlisource-materials,
including Hellenistic Jewish as well as early Ctigis writings*® To be sure,
Eusebius signals his use of sources in a mannesistent with the
conventions of the historical gerifewhile the authors/redactors of the
Homilies interweave them without notic8.Studies of Eusebius’ use of
sources, however, have shown how he — no less tiatomilies —
reworks his received material in the service ofdvis aims>*

In addition, Eusebius and the authors/redactotbedfiomiliesmay draw
on much the same reservoir of sources, even ashibidydifferent opinions
about what constitutes authentic records of thestafio past. Eusebius, for
instance, is familiar with a variety of Petrine adi@mentine pseudepigrapha
(Hist. eccl. 1l 3.2, 38.5), including a book that circulaten the name of
Clement that records Peter's debates with ApfoAlthough he cites these
sources only to reject them, it is striking thatrtevertheless felt compelled
to mention them.

In turn, theHomiliescontains hints of awareness of the Pauline epistie
central to Eusebius’ understanding of “orthodoxygven as its
authors/redactors seek to purge the apostolic glaahy traces of Paul’s
positive influence? In other words, we find — in both texts — eviderioe
fourth-century efforts to consolidate certain immagef the past by
anthologizing, reworking, and reframing earlier s@s. In each case, some
sources are privileged, while others are subvestesilenced.

“For a summary of research on the sources of thed@s@lementines, see Jones,
“Pseudo-Clementines,” 8-33. On the possibility thlm. 46 draws on a Hellenistic
Jewish apology, for instance, see W. Heinfzer Klemensroman und seine griechischen
Quellen(Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1914), esp.-4®, 1089, 112; C. SchmidtStudien zu den
Pseudo-ClementinefiLeipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1929), 16R39; W. A. Adler, “Apion’s
enconomium of adultery: A Jewish satire of Grgmkideia in the Pseudo-Clementine
Homilies” Hebrew Union College Annuéi (1993): 2830.

“90n Eusebius’ sources, see e.g. GrEmsebius17-19; T. D. Barnegonstantine and
EusebiugCambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 19830-31.

Y See below on the possible motivations for this cioi

*lE.g. G. Hata, “Eusebius and Josephus: The way Eusebisased and abused
Josephus,’Patristica: Proceedings of the Colloquia of the dapse Society for Patristic
Studies supp. 1 (2001): 4%6; S. Inowlocki, “Eusebius of Caesaredfgerpretatio
Christianaof Philo’sDe vita contemplativd Harvard Theological Revie®7 (2004): 305
28.

*2Hist. eccl.lll 38.5: “And certain men have lately brought fams other wordy and
lengthy writings under his (i.e. Clement’s) namentaining dialogues of Peter and Apion
(Petrou dé kai Apidnos dialogous periechgrit&€f. Clement’s debates with Apion Hom.
4—6 and discussion below.

%3 See discussion below.
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Like Eusebius, the authors/redactors of Hwmniliesseem to have drawn
selectively on source materials to remodel the ttiopast in the image of
their own particular vision of “orthodoxy.” In myiew, it may not be
coincidental that they do so in the middle of tbarth century, concurrent
with attempts — by Eusebius and others — to deeyctimtinued place of
Judaism in church history and Christian identitgr,Fas we shall see, they
answer the denial of the vitality of “Jewish Chasity” with a radical
assertion. According to thidomilies Christianity’s continuity with Judaism
IS not just inexorable, but the teachings of the tvaditions are the same;
the true apostolic religion is, in essence, theslaion of Judaism to the
Gentiles.

Apostolic Succession and the Transmission of Truth

At the beginning of thécclesiastical HistoryEusebius stresses his aim to
narrate “the successions of the holy apostléas ¢on hierdbn apostolon
diadochas| 1.1)>* As is well known, this aim lies at the heart of history

of the early church and shapes his focus on ithera and leaders.

Apostolic succession is similarly pivotal for théofpof the Homilies
which focuses on a single instantiation. The nopafports to record
Clement of Rome’s own account of how he came toisBanity, and it
establishes his close relationship with the apd3tier. In its descriptions of
Peter’'s teachings, the theme of proper success&ipeatedly arises. Peter
presents himself as heir to Jesus, and he strédssethe truth that leads to
salvation is known and verified through the lindssaccession that run
through the Jerusalem churdhiom.2.6-12; 3.15, 19; 11.35). Jesus, as True
Prophet, “alone knows the truth; if anyone elsewsanything, he has
received it from him or from his disciples” (2.1%).

The epistemological significance of succession asehmatched by its
importance for ensuring the legitimacy of leaderd mstitutions. Central to
the Homilies are tales about Peter’'s journeys to preach irewdifft cities,
where he founds communities and appoints bishblpsn(3.72; 7.5, 8, 12;
11.36; 20.23). In the course of Peter’s public pngag, he stresses the need

*English translations of Eusebiugcclesiastical Historyare revised from G. A.
Williamson, trans.,Eusebius, The History of the Church from Christ Gonstantine
(Baltimore, 1965), with reference to G. Bardy, add trans.Eusebe de Césarée, Histoire
Ecclésiastique, Livres I-I{Sources chrétiennes 31; Paris: Cerf, 1952).

*5 Grant,Eusebius45-83.

*English translations of thelomilies are revised fromAnte-Nicene Fatherseds. A.
Roberts and J. Donaldson (repr. ed.; Grand Rapitigh.: Eerdmans, 1951), 8.2242,
32430, with reference to B. RehnDie Pseudoklementingnl: Homilien (Berlin:
Akademie, 1969) as well as A. Le Boulluec et alans., “Roman pseudo-clémentin:
Homélies’” Ecrits apocryphes chrétiens (¢d. P. Geoltrain and J.-D. Kaestli; Paris: Edigio
Gallimard, 2005), 1193-589. On the treatment opprasuccession and the transmission of
knowledge in th&Recognitionssee KelleyKnowledge 135-79.
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for ecclesiastical offices that mirror and maintpimoper succession: the sole
rule of God over the cosmos is reflected in théadyss monarchic rule over

his community, which is legitimated through the cession from Jesus to
Peter and which thus ensures the continued preasamnand transmission of

true teachings (3.60-71; algp. Clem2-6).

Whereas Eusebius treats the succession of bismp€laristian teachers
as different lines that only sometimes convefgthe authors/redactors of
the Homiliesidentify apostolic succession with the office bé tbhishop, and
they present this line of succession as the saidwbfor the transmission of
Christian truth. Just as the apostles are depietedJesus’ true and
trustworthy heirs, charged with preserving and agireg his teachings
(Hom. 1.15; 7.11; 17.19), so proper succession vouchstfe faithful
transmission of these teachings and enables thtutienal settings for their
maintenance in belief and practice.

Primordial Truth, Jewish Succession, and Apostbéaching

In both theHomiliesand theEcclesiastical Historyhowever, the importance
of the era of the apostles goes well beyond theadp apostolic succession
to authenticate teachings and to legitimize leadatdscommunities. This era
is granted a special place in human history. It bexts, it is celebrated as a
glorious age in which hidden truth shone forth upbe earth (e.g.Hist.
eccl. 1l 3.1-2; Hom. 1.18-19). In both, moreover, apostolic teachingnsp
the ways for the restoration of primordial religi@g.,Hist. eccl.l 2.18-19,
4.4, 4.15Hom.8.10; 10.6).

In the Ecclesiastical History this assertion is explicitly framed as a
response to “pagan” polemics against Christiatiityest anyone “imagine
that his teaching is new and strangean.. kai ksené)) framed by a man of
recent date no different from other men” (I 4.1scall 2.1, 3.21, 4.15),
Eusebius stresses Christ’s status as Logos. Rritinet Incarnation, Christ
played a part in creation (I 2.3-5, 8, 14-16) adl vwas appearing to
Abraham, Moses, and other Hebrew patriarchs anghets (I 2.6—7, 10-13,
21; 14.8). It was his revelation of the Torah to$és that first enabled seeds
of truth to spread to other nations (I 2.22-23% Hile in spreading truth is
also, according to Eusebius, evident in the pramistabout his Incarnation
embedded in the writings of Moses and other Helaathors (e.g., | 2.24—
3.6), who thus serve as witnesses to the true wtytigof Christ and the
Christian faith.

*" Grant,Eusebius45-47.

*8See further Droge, “Apologetic,” 493-98. On thecplaf anti-“pagan” polemics in
Eusebius’ work more broadly, see A. Kofskyusebius of Caesaria against Paganism
(Leiden: Brill, 2000).
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Not only did Christ play an important role in thesmos before the birth
of Jesus, but — Eusebius claims — there were Gdmiston the earth, long
prior to the emergence of the group that now tdkes name. Due to the
Logos’ activities among the Hebrews, some live€hsstians:

With regard to all these men who have been witrikaseighteous, going back from
Abraham himself to the first man, one would notdegparting far from the truth in
calling them Christians in practice if not in narfergd Christianous ei kai mé
onomat). (Hist. eccl.| 4.6)°

Eusebius stresses that Christianity is the sanggaeldiscovered in the age
of Abraham, to whom Christ/Logos appeared in thisggof an angel (I 2.7;
cf. Gen 18:1):

It is obviously necessary to regard the religionctaimed in recent years to all
nations through Christ’s teaching as none other thae first, most ancient, and most
primitive of all religions protén... kai pantdn paliotatén te kai archaitatén
theosebeigs discovered by Abraham and his followersHist. eccl.l 4.10)

Consequently, he is able to argue that “the practxd religion as
communicated to us by Christ’'s teaching is... not e strangengan kai
ksenéh, but — if the truth be told — primary, unique,datrue” (rétén...
kai monén kai aléthé 4.15).

When describing the religion of Abraham, Eusebalses$ care to clarify
that the pious Hebrews of the distant past did prattice circumcision,
kashrut, or Sabbath-observance like later Jews .8, 41-13). The
implications for the lack of continuity in the Jehi transmission of
Abrahamic religion are developed in his referengeshe Mosaic Torah,
which he describes as preserving true revelatiohsClarist/Logos in
metaphors and mysteries (I 4.8). Eusebius’ assertib the continuity
between Abraham and Christianity is thus predicatedhe denial of any
inherent connection between the patriarch anddvigsh heir$?®

The theme of discontinuity is also determinativehia descriptions of
later forms of Judaism. IRlist. eccl.l 10.3, Eusebius stresses the lack of
continuity in the proper succession of the higlegthood under Roman rule,
speculating about the resultant loss of knowledgeug purity and ritual
practice. Likewise, in 1l 10.4, he quotes Josephassertion that the
“accurate succession of prophets” ceased at the difivArtaxerxes (cfAg.
Ap. 1.8). As in his treatment of Christian history, session is a key theme,
and the question of continuity is pivotal. Herewewoer, the rhetoric of
succession is used to convey rupture.

*9This view of pre-Christian Christians builds, ean,Justinl Apol.46.
9 For the many precedents for this use of AbrahamJs&ikerDisinheriting the Jews:
Abraham in Early Christian Controverglouisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1991).
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The issue of Jewish succession is also centralselius’ explanation of
the precise timing of Jesus’ earthly sojoutisf. eccl.| 6.1-8)°! He stresses
that the proper succession of Jewish rulers coetinunbroken from the
days of Moses to the first century C.E. (I 6.2, b<€&ting LXX Gen 49:10,
however, he proposes that the Incarnation occwiezh the succession was
finally broken (I 6.1-8); with the Idumaean Her6tiheir rulers and leaders,
who had ruled in regular succession from the tiréloses himself €ks
autou Mouse0s kata diadochéname to an end” (I 6.4).

Consistent with Eusebius’ stated aim of recordipgstolic successions
together with “the calamities that immediately aftéheir conspiracy
(epiboulé$¥ against our Saviour overwhelmed the entire Jewisbple” (I
1.2), books I-IV of théecclesiastical Historytell the story of Jesus and the
apostles in counterpoint to the history of the J&n=or this pattern, LXX
Gen 49:10 serves to provide a prophetic explanativEusebius’ readin®
this verse becomes an ancient prediction of the tihen the scepter would
fall from Judah, thereby opening the way for thdfilfment of “the
expectation of the nations” with the coming of Ghri

It was without question in his (i.e. Herod’s) tifeat the advent of Christ occurred;
and the expected salvation and calling of the Gentfollowed at once, in
accordance with the prophecy (i.e. LXX Gen 49:183. soon as the rulers and
leaders of Judah — those from the Jewish peoplamedo an end, not surprisingly
the high priesthood, which had passed in regulacession €pi tous eggista
diadochouy, from generation to generation, was plunged adofusion. Hist. eccl.
16.8)

Eusebius thus argues that a break in Jewish sucoasshered in the birth
of Jesus and the establishment of apostolic suorggsast as the downfall

®1 Strikingly, diadochéand related terms occur five times in this sing#ssage, and
Eusebius here makes efforts to stress the contin@itoyal and priestly succession between
Moses and first-century Judaism — even during theynian Exile, etc. — so as to be
able to assert that the breaks in these lines mextulirectly prior to the birth of Jesus.

2 See furtheHist. eccl.ll 5.6-10; Ill 5.2—7, 7.7-9, where calamities amsinthe Jews
are direct results of their mistreatment of Jesus khis apostles. For a discussion of the
Christian precedents for this approach to Jewistohi, see Grantusebius97-113. On
the extension of these views in Rigeparatio EvangelicandDemonstratio Evangelicasee
A. Kofsky, “Eusebius of Caesaria and the Christilawish Polemic,” ifContra ludaeos:
Ancient and Medieval Polemics between Jews ands@dms (ed. O. Limor and G. G.
Stroumsa; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996), 59-84. Rorcomprehensive survey of
Eusebius’ references to Jews and Judaism, seeridh,\Busebius von Caesarea und die
Juden: Studien zur Rolle der Juden in der Theolalgie Eusebius von Caesaré2erlin:
Walter de Gruyter, 1999).

% There are precedents for this interpretation, énglrenaeusadv. Haer.4.10.2 and
Origen,Princ. 4.1.3.
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of the Jewish nation accompanied the birth of a maton, namely, the
Christians (1 4.2§*

In the Homilies the theme of succession similarly serves as ansnea
answer “pagan” critiques of Christianity. By mearispeeches attributed to
Peter, the text asserts that monotheistic pietythis natural state of
humankind Hom.8.10; 10.6), to which polytheistic corruptions amd, due
to the weaknesses of humankind, the interventionderhons, and the
teachings of false prophets (e.g., 1.18; 2.16-133-25; 8.11-20; 9.2-18;
10.7-23). As in thé&cclesiastical HistoryJesus’ Incarnation is presented as
ushering in a new era of illumination and salvatifor the Gentiles,
whereupon the apostles spread the truth of the armasént religion to those
long shackled by idolatry, polytheism, and impigdyg.,Hom 2.33; 3.19).

Where the texts differ, however, is in their praagon of Judaism. Like
Eusebius, the authors/redactors of Hmmiliesstress that Jesus is not a new
teacher: he is the ultimate source of all truthewery age. Instead of
appealing to the doctrine of the LodB8g¢he Homilies presents Jesus as the
True Prophet who “has changed his forms and hisesdnom the beginning
of the world and so reappeared again and agaimeimvorld” (Hom 3.20)°°
He is identified with a series of prophets, inchgliAdam and Moses, who
were sent by God to preach the same message oftinesma (2.16-17;
3.17-21). In theHomilies Jesus himself is thus placed in an ancient line o
prophetic successidi.

Perhaps most notably, this understanding of summessnables the
authors/redactors of thdomiliesto assert the identity of Moses and Jesus.
In Hom 8.6—7, for instance, the two are presented aslespurces of the
truth:

®The view of Christians as agthnosis developed in more detail in hizreparatio
Evangelica on which see A. P. Johnson, “ldentity, Descemgd &olemic: Ethnic
Argumentation in Eusebiud?raeparatio EvangelicA Journal of Early Christian Studies
12 (2004): 23-56.

%5 This omission is consistent with thiomilies polemic against Hellenistic philosophy,
on which see below.

% See further L. Cerfaux, “Le vrai prophéte des Clétimes,” Recherches de science
religieuse 18 (1928): 143-63; Streckedudenchristentum145-53; H. J. W. Drijvers,
“Adam and the True Prophet in the Pseudo-Clemesitina Loyalitatskonflikte in der
Religionsgeschichte: Festschrift fir Carsten Colfgel. C. Elsas and H. Kippenberg;
Wirzburg: Kénigshausen & Neumann, 1990), 314-23A.GGieschen, “The Seven Pillars
of the World: Ideal Figure Lists in the True Proph@hristology of the Pseudo-
Clementines,'Journal for the Study of Pseudepigraph(1994): 47-82.

67 Although the identification of Jesus as True Prapsieeves primarily to stress his true
antiquity and to strengthen the connection betw€éristianity and the Israelite/Jewish
past, it is noted that Jesus is the last of the dind that he will be revealed in the end-times
as theChristos(Hom. 2.17). As such, the salvation of the Gentilesapicted as a mark of
the impending Eschaton.
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...Jesus is concealed from the Hebrews who have tiskeses as their teacheago
men Hebraién ton Mbusén didaskalon eiléphotdn kigtg ho 1ésoufs just as
Moses is hidden from those who have believed Jdsy de ton Iésou
pepisteukotdn ho Mbéusés apokruptgt&ince there is a single teaching by both
(mias gar di’ amphoterdn didaskalipsGod accepts one who has believed either
of these. To believe a teacher is for the sakevofgithe things spoken by God.

And our lord himself (i.e. Jesus) says that thisds*“l thank you, Father of heaven
and earth, because you have concealed these finimgghe wise and prudent, and
you have revealed them to sucking babes” (cf. NMatR5/Luke 10:21). Thus God
Himself has concealed a teacher from some (i.avs)Jevho foreknew what they
should do fpois men ekrupsen didaskalon hds proegnékosin hamdtein), and
He has revealed (him) to others (i.e., “paganshpware ignorant about what they
should do {ois de apekalupsen hds agnoousin ha chré piéitom.8.6.1-5

In effect, Christianity is here granted an ancipatligree by means of its
equation with Judaism. Whereas Eusebius answergafyacritics of
Christianity by constructing a Hebrew heritage fromoken fragments of
Jewish scripture and history, thdomilies depicts Jesus’ teachings as
essentially the revelation of Moses’ teachinght&entiles.

Accordingly, in theHomilies apostolic succession stands in a close
relationship to succession amongst the Jews. Whdtaaebius stresses the
break in the succession of Jewish kings, prieste] @rophets, the
authors/redactors of thdomilies affirm the continued oral transmission of
Moses’ teachings among the Jews in a line thatckies from the seventy
elders of Num 11:16Hom 2.38; als&Ep. Pet 1.2) to the Pharisees of Jesus’
time Hom 3.18-19; 11.29Y Just as théHomilies describes Moses and
Jesus as two earthly manifestations of the Trughain(2.16-17), sent by
God to teach the same truths to different peopld$-{), so its
authors/redactors depict apostolic succession dratiddic succession as
separate but equal lines for the transmissionuef knowledge.

Interestingly, the authors/redactors of th#éomilies establish the
continuance of proper succession among the Jevissapjieal to a saying of
Jesus. Specifically, they repeatedly cite his &issethat the Pharisees sit in
the “seat of Moses tés kathedras Mousebsf. Matt 23:2;Hom 3.18-19;
3.70; 11:29; alsoEp. Pet 1.2). In Hom. 3.18-19, for instance, Jesus’
reference to the “seat of Moses” is used to exgtaw the transmission of
Moses’ teachings by Jews relates to the transmmissidesus’ teachings by

8 For a comparison with the parallel Rec.4.5, see Reed, “Jewish Christianity,” 213—
17. God'’s justice in hiding Jesus from the Jewaddressed iklom. 18.6—7. Inasmuch as
the truth was long hidden from the Gentiles, tléemed fair that the last avatar of the True
Prophet is now hidden from the Jews (18.6). Thettere affirms that the “way that leads
to the kingdom” is still available to them, everotigh “things of the kingdom” are now
hidden from them (18.7).

% These statements are unparalleled inRBeognitions.
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apostles. Peter begins by affirming that the Pbhass as Moses’ heirs,
possess the prophetic truth:

..."Ask your father, and he will tell you; your elderand they will declare to you”
(Deut 32:7). It is necessary to seek this father ddam = the True Prophet) and to
make further search for these elders (i.e., thes)jleBut you have not sought out
concerning the one to whose time belongs the kimgdod to whom belongs the
seat of prophecy§sprophéteias kathedryseven though he himself (i.e. Jesus = the
True Prophet) points this out himself, saying: “T8wibes and the Pharisees sit in
the seat of Mosed§s kathedras Mdusedsall things that they say to you, hear
them” (cf. Matt 23:2-3). “Hear them,” he said, “astrusted with the key of the
kingdom ¢&n kleida tés basileixswhich is knowledge (cf. Luke 11:5%) which
alone can open the gate of life, through which alisrthe entrance to eternal life.”...
(Hom.3.18.1-3)

As in the traditions about the Pharisees in thep8lssof Matthew and Luke
(Matt 23:2-3, 13; Luke 11:52), it is here affirmtétht these Jews have the
knowledge that leads to salvation — and that tresetkept it to themselves.
In Matthew and Luke, the Pharisees are sharplicizétd on these grounds.
The authors/redactors of thdomilies offer a different interpretation of
Jesus’ word$! Jews are not blamed for keeping Mosaic wisdom fthen
Gentiles inasmuch as God’s plan involves a divisitdnprophetic labor.
Consequently, it is the Pharisees’ act of concealntleat occasions the
Incarnation:

“Truly,” he says, “they possess the key, but theshing to enter they do not suffer
to do so” (cf. Matt 23:13). On this account, | shg, himself — rising from his seat
(kathedra} like a father for his children, proclaiming thieirtgs which from the
beginning were transmitted in secret to the wofthyapo aidbnos en kruptd aksiois
paradidomena kérussin extending mercy even to the Gentiles, and having
compassion for the souls of all — neglected his @aod (diou haimatos émelgi
(Hom.3.18.3-19.1)

The True Prophet, in other words, took on the faihesus precisely to
reveal prophetic truths to Gentiles. Just asHbmilieshere depict the “seat

“Note also Matt 16:19, where it is Peter who is saitlave “the key of the kingdom of
heaven” {as kleidas tés basileias tbn ourandn

"L Elsewhere in theHomilies Peter explains that when Jesus called Pharisees
“hypocrites,” he was referring only to some of thef@ur teacher, when dealing with
certain of the Pharisees and scribes among us —andgeparated yet as scribes know the
matters of the Law more than others — still reptbtkem as hypocrites, because they
cleansed only the things that appear to men... H&kespgbe truth with respect to the
hypocrites among them, not with respect to allhefim pros tous hupokritas autdn ou pros
pantad. To some he said that obedience was to be remhdbezause they were entrusted
with the chair of Moses (cf. Matt 23:2). But, teethypocrites, he said: ‘Woe to you, scribes
and Pharisees, hypocrites...” (cf. Matt 23:13)Ybfm 11.28-29). CfHom.3.70: “Therefore,
honor the throne of Christhfonon oun Christou timésétefor you are commanded to
honor the seat of MoseBbdti kai M6usebs kathedran timan ekeleusth&een if those who
occupy it are accounted sinneksif hoi prokathezomenoi hamartéloi nomizéntai
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of prophecy” (Esprophéteias kathedrass the source of salvific knowledge
and describe the True Prophet as rising from s  come to earth, so the
reader is assured that his teachings are stilstngted on earth through
parallel lines of prophetic succession — with theafsees in the “seat of
Moses” (és kathedras Mouseds$3.18-19; 3.70; 11:29) and Peter’s bishops
in the “seat of Christ"tés Christolkathedras 3.60).

As in the Ecclesiastical History(l 6.1-8), Jewish succession is thus
central to an explanation of the timing and motoatfor the Incarnation.
Whereas Eusebius focuses on Jewish kingship arettass first-century
break in the continuity of Jewish royal and prigdithes of succession, the
Homilies focuses on Jewish learning and affirm the contynthat links
Moses to the Pharisees.

Accordingly, the authors/redactors of the Homilise LXX Gen 49:10 in
a manner quite different than did Eusebius. In le&Ecclesiastical History
and theHomilies this verse is interpreted as a Mosaic predictbdesus’
Incarnation. Whereas Eusebius cites the versefdpostihis supersessionist
approach to Jewish historfigt. eccl.l 6.1-8), the authors/redactors of the
Homilies present it as a prooftext for Jesus’ appointetustas the prophet
who points Gentiles to the truths in the Jewislpseres Hom 3.49).

Not only do theHomiliesallow for the Mosaic authority of the Pharisees,
but they further propose that proper teaching aadldrship are preserved
among the Jewish people due to their maintenandbeosuccession from
Moses. InHom. 2.38, Peter asserts that Moses “ggvargdeddkotgsthe
Law with the explanations(n tais epiluses)ito the seventy elder$.This
oral tradition is later linked to the continuandepooper leadership among
the Jews:

The Law of God was given, through Moses, withouiting (agraphd3 to seventy
wise men (cf. Num 11:16), to be handed dowarédidostha), so that the
government might be carried on by successi®midadochg (Hom.3.47.1)

These assertions prove particularly intriguingigit of the authority claims
being made by Rabbis in Palestine, around the $mneethat theHomilies
was taking form in nearby Syria. Early Rabbis samyl used the rhetoric of
succession to trace their authority to Moses Avot1-5)"° And, by the
fourth century, this assertion of continuity wasnigearticulated in terms of

"2This assertion is significant inasmuch as the asthedactors of thélomilies view
the written scriptures as corrupted by interpofsioseeHom. 2.38-52, 3.4-6, 3.9-11,
3.17-21, 3.37-51, 16.9-14, 18.12-13, 18.18-22. Shather Strecker,
Judenchristentunl66—86; Shuve, “Doctrine of the False Pericopes.”

30n the Rabbinic use of succession lists, see e.grdpper, “Tractatdvotand Early
Christian Succession Lists,” iWays that Never Parted59-88.
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claims to possess, not just the Written Torah, &lsb the Oral Torah
revealed to Moses at Mt. SirfAi.

This confluence of ideas has led Al Baumgarten uggsst that the
Pseudo-Clementine authors/redactors may have hadatavith late antique
Rabbis” If so, then it proves all the more significant tthéhe
authors/redactors of thdomilies appear to accept the Mosaic authority of
their Jewish contemporaries. Arguably, their owndenstanding of
succession may even be shaped by an effort to avodate Rabbinic
authority claims into a Christian scheffaWhereas Eusebius seems to
pattern his understanding of succession on theadieg of Hellenistic
philosophical school, the Homilies model of succession may be indebted
instead to Rabbinic models.

At the very least, the views expressed inHkueniliesrepresent a striking
departure from the supersessionist ideas currenhenChristianity of its
time. Like Eusebius, the authors/redactors of Hioenilies answer “pagan”
critigues by arguing for an authentic Christianirolato continuity and
connection with the biblical past. They, howevéspaaffirm Jewish claims
to continuity and connection with the same pase fdsult is a surprisingly
harmonious picture of Judaism and Christianity, ceived in terms of
supplementarity rather than supersession.

" E.g. Sifre Deut.351;y. Megillah4.1;y. Pe’ah2.6; Pesikta Rabbatll4b;b. Shabbat
13a; and discussion in M. S. Jaff@grah in the Mouth: Writing and Oral Tradition in
Palestinian Judaism, 200 BCE-400 @#ew York: Oxford University Press, 2001).

5The acceptance of Pharisaic claims to possessvmsdic traditions is one of several
features that leads Baumgarten to suggest thatuiesyed “the Jewish past in much the
same way as the Pharisees and/or their rabbinis da”; “Literary Evidence for Jewish
Christianity in the Galilee,” inThe Galilee in Late Antiquityed. L. Levine; New York:
Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1992), K8iscuss other Rabbinic parallels in
the above cited articles.

®This is made explicit ifEp. Pet.1-2, where proper Jewish succession is held up as a
model for proper Christian succession: “I beg aaese@ch you not to communicate to any of
the Gentiles the books of my preachings that | $enfou (6n hemdn kérugmatbén has
epempsa soi bibloysior to anyone of our own tribe before trial. Buanyone has been
proved and found worthy, then to commit them to ,hafter the manner in which Moses
delivered his books to the Seventy who succeededhigochair kath’ hén kai tois
hebdomékonta ho Méusés pareddke tois tén kathealnéou pareiléphosin.. For, his
countrymen (i.e., the Jews) keep the same ruleafamthy and politytés monarchias kai
politeias phulassousi kanopaverywhere, being unable in any way to think otlige or to
be led out of the way of the much-indicating sanips. According to the rulek#&nong
delivered to them, they endeavor to correct theadances of the scriptures if anyone, not
knowing the traditionsplaradoseiy is confounded at the various utterances of thelets.
Therefore they charge no one to teach, unless siéirellearned how the scriptures must be
used. And thus they have amongst them one God,@mneone hope.”

""E.g. Momigliano Classical Foundationsl40—41.
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The Apostolic Mission

Despite their very different views of Jews and Jsmia theHomilies and
Ecclesiastical Historyboth characterize Christianity as a primarily Glenti
phenomenon. Moreover, in both of these texts, dharacterization has
important ramifications for the scope and aimshef&postolic mission.

Eusebius describes the apostolic mission to thes Jewnuch the same
manner as he portrays the Jewish people — as iangoior a delineated
period of time but ultimately doomed to failure. ¥ recounting the
apostles’ missionary activities prior to Saul/Pdat, instance, he notes that
the apostles initially preached to Jews. He steedsmwever, that they did so
solely out of necessity (Il 1.8; cf. Acts 11:19).

After describing Saul/Paul’'s commission by the migehrist (Il 1.14),
however, Eusebius evokes a very different situation

Thus, with the powerful cooperation of heaven,®le world was suddenly lit by
the sunshine of the saving Logos. At once, in ataoce with the Holy Scriptures,
the voice of its inspired evangelists and aposttest forth into all the earth, and
their words to the ends of the world (cf. Ps 19:4yhose who, following ancestral
tradition and ancient error, were shackled by thé sickness of idolatrous
superstition lfoi te ek progonén diadochés kai tés anekathenéglgralaia nosé
deisidaimonias eiddlon tas psuchas pepedénmemeie freed, as it were — by the
power of Christ and through the teachings of hitofeers and the miracles they
wrought — from cruel masters and found liberatimmf heavy chains. They turned
their backs on demonic polytheism in all its for(pssés... daimonikés kateptuon
polutheia$ and acknowledged that there was one God only,fakbioner of all
things... Hist. eccl.ll 3.1-2)

Whereas Eusebius celebrates the worldwide spredadhdastianity as the
long-fated acceptance of Abraham’s religion by @entiles who are the
patriarch’s true heirs (I 4.12; cf. Gen 18:18; @al5-29), theHomilies
presents the apostolic mission as an attempt bgr Retd other “Jewish
Christians” to convince “pagans” of truths alreakiyown to the Jews.
Indeed, by the logic dflom.8.5—-7, no Jewish mission is needed; Jews will
be saved through the teachings of Moses, and thairetpd task of Jesus and
his apostles is solely to save “pagaffs&ccordingly, theHomilies depicts

BWe also find references elsewhere in Hemilies suggesting that Jews are already
safe both from demonic influence (e.g., 9.20) aranftemptations to polytheism and
“heresy”: “And with us, who have had handed dovamirour forefathers the worship of the
God who made all thingsk&i hémin men tois ek progonén pareiléphosin torpdata
ktisanta sebein thedras well as the mystery of the books which are &bldeceive, he (i.e.
Simon) will not prevail. But with those from amotige Gentiles who have been brought up
in the polytheistic mannertdis de apo ethnén tén polutheon hupolépsin suhtiop
echousih and who do not know the falsehoods of the scrgstuhe will prevail much”
(3.4). Notably, this is one among several passagesich Peter is depicted as contrasting
“us” with “Gentiles,” thereby communicating his s&lentification with the Jewish people.
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Peter and the other apostles as proselytizingthsit fellow Jews, but only
Gentiles like Clement.

The Homilies has been so celebrated by modern scholars asreesoiu
“Jewish Christian” traditions that it can be easyfdrget that the text’'s own
focus falls on “pagans’® Peter here preaches about the dangers of
polytheism, idolatry, “magic,” philosophy, and adtgy (e.g., 1.7; 3.7-8;
7:20; 9.2-18; 10.7-24; 11.6-15; 14.4-5, 11, 1567)1 and Clement works
to expose the impurity and impiety of Grqekideia(e.g., 1.11-12; 4.12-21,
6.12—25)*° Moreover, consistent with thelomilies’ two-fold model of
prophetic succession, Jesus’ followers are depiaseidining in the struggle
against “paganism” long and still fought by the 98

Peter, Paul, and Clement of Rome

Given theHomilies’ focus on the Gentile mission, its omission of Piaul
notable. The story of Christianity’s spread is htyel without any direct
reference to the man elsewhere celebrated as fibstla to the Gentiles”
(Rom 11:13; Gal 2:2). When read in light of therexte prominence of Paul
in other fourth-century Christian writin§d8the silence seems pointed.
Although theHomilies lacks the explicit anti-Pauline polemics found in
other Pseudo-Clementine sources (eRgpe.1.66—-70;Ep. Pet.2.3-7), the

This focus is consistent with the prominence of Iéteém, flowering of
Neoplatonism, and continued survival of “paganismfourth-century Syria, on which see
e.g. G. W. E. Bowersoclellenism in Late AntiquityAnn Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 1990), 29-53; H. J. W. Drijvers, “The Péssice of Pagan Cults and Practices in
Christian Syria,” inEast of Antioch: Studies in Early Syriac ChristigniVariorum
Reprints; London: Variorum, 1984), XVI; Kelleithowledge 194-97.

80n Greekpaideia in fourth-century Antioch, see e.g. A. J. FestrgjiéAntioche
paienne et chrétienne: Libanius, Chrysostome etnlemes de Syri€Paris: E. de Boccard,
1959). Interestingly, Clement is credited om. 4 with an opinion not unlike that
expressed by Ephraim: “Blessed is the one who basrrtasted the poison of the wisdom
of the Greeks”De fide Corpus scriptorum christianorum orientaliut®4.7); see further
S. Brock, “From Antagonism to Assimilation: Syriattitudes towards Greek Learning,” in
Syriac Perspectives on Late Antiquit§ariorum Reprints; London: Variorum, 1984), V.19.

81| explore these dynamics further in “From Judaismi Hellenism.”

8E.g., M. M. Mitchell, The Heavenly Trumpet: John Chrysostom and the {A?raline
Interpretation(Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000); W. ErMarius Victorinus Afer, der erste
lateinische Pauluskommentar: Studien zu seinen UB&ommentaren im Zusammenhang
der Wiederentdeckung des Paulus in der abendlahdisdheologie des 4. Jahrhunderts
(Frankfurt am Main: P.D. Lang, 1980); T. F. Martiivox Pauli Augustineand the Claims
to Speak for Paul, aBxploration of Rhetoric ahe Service of ExegesisJournal of Early
Christian Studies8 (2000): 238-42; A. S. Jacobs, “A Jew's Jew: Rmd the Early
Christian Problem of Jewish OriginsJournal of Religion86 (2006): 258-86. See also,
more broadly, M. WilesThe Divine Apostle: The Interpretation of St. Paulpistles in the
Early Church(Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 19&V. S. Babcock, ed.,
Paul and the Legacies of Pa{dallas: Southern Methodist University Press, 1990
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text may include an indirect jab at Paul's authdfitin the course of a
debate about the nature of revelation (17.13-1ifho® Magus accuses
Peter as follows:

You claim that you have learned the things of yieacher exactly, because you have
directly seen and heard him, but that it is impalssfor another to learn the same
thing by means of a dream or visioorgmati & optasiacf. 2 Cor 12:1). Klom.
17.13.1)

In his response, Peter makes his own position:clear

Whoever trusts an apparition, vision, or dream rienp to error tfjo de optasia
pisteuén & horamati kai enupni6é episphalés gstite does not know whom he is
trusting; for it is possible it may be an evil $por a deceptive spirit, pretending in
his speeches to be what it is nétom 17.14.3-4)

Peter, moreover, goes on to contest any authasityed in visions and to
defend his own apostleship. Interestingly, the wolhire placed in his
mouth resonate both with Paul's defense of his tgslgp and with his
accusations of Peter (esp. Gal 1:11-2:21; 1 Ce¢®:15:7-9; 2 Cor 11:4—
14):

If our Jesus appeared to you in a visidi ljormatos opsthe)s made himself known
to you, and spoke to you, it was as one who isgattavith an adversary — and this
is the reason why it was through visions and dre@i$ioramatén kai enupnidref.
Acts 18:9) or through revelations that were frontheut @i’ apokalupsedn ekséthen
ous6n cf. Gal 1:16) that he spoke to you! Can anyoneenelered fit for instruction
through apparitions (cf. Gal 1:11-12)?... How aeete believe you, when you tell
us that he appeared to you? How is it that he apde@® you, when you entertain
opinions contrary to his teachif?f you were seen and taught by him and became
his apostle, even for a single hour, then procl&is utterances, interpret his
teaching, love his apostles, and do not contendd mi¢ who accompanied with him
(emoi t6 suggenomend autd mé maghéor you now stand in direct opposition to
me (ros...enantios anthestékas me+ who am a firm rock, the foundation of the
church (cf. Matt 16:18)!... If you say that | anofdemned’ Kategndsmenoussal
2:11), you bring an accusation against God, wheakad the Christ to me..Hom.
17.19.1-6)

Ferdinand Christian Baur, Gerd Ludemann, and othak® proposed that
this passage was meant to counter Paul’s claine tanbapostle by virtue of
his vision of the risen Christ (e.g., Gal 1:12; ar@5:8-10; also Acts 9:3—

8 Although some have read the Pseudo-Clementine Simsanerely a stand-in for Paul,
I concur with C6té that this equation is too sirspdi; see further “La fonction littéraire de
Simon le Magicien dans les Pseudo-Clémentinkeayal Théologique et Philosophiqd&
(2001): 514-186, 19.

8 Ludemann further suggests that the false gospeteeted inHom. 2.17 is Paul’s
gospel Opposition 185; so too Streckedudenchristentum,88—90).
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20)% If so, then the association with Simon may provetipaarly
significant, hinting at a view of Paul’s heirs asly “heretics.”®®

By contrast, Eusebius readily accepts Paul’s clakos him, in fact, it is
a mark of Paul’'s preeminence that he became arnlago®t of men neither
through men, but by the revelation of Jesus Chimaself di’ apokalupseos
d’ autou lésou Christguand of God the Father who raised him from the
dead’ (Gal 1:1)... being made worthy of the call byision and by a voice
which was uttered in a revelation from heaven @ptasias kai tés kata tén
apokalupsin ouraniou phonés aksiotheis tés kl§5éblist. eccl.ll 1.14).

In his account of apostolic history, moreover, Hiise privileges the
Pauline version of events, even to the detrimeregér. In books I-II of the
Ecclesiastical History Eusebius follows the New Testament literature in
granting Peter a central place in the earliestahand a leading role among
the other apostles. When he turns to describe tbddwide spread of
Christianity in book 1ll, however, it is Paul whodms large. As in Gal 2:7—
10, Paul is credited with the mission to the Gestiwhile Peter’s activities
are almost solely limited to Jews.

Book Ill opens with a summary account of the agssttespective roles
in spreading Christianity, articulated in expliciontrast to the purported
decline of the Jews (lll 1.1). Eusebius here celw the dispersion of
Christ’'s apostles and disciples “throughout thevikmaevorld” (ef’ hapasan...
tén oikoumené&n Thomas in Parthia, Andrew in Scythia, John inaAglI
1.1). Following 1 Pet 1.1, he states that Peteagtred to “the Jews of the
Diaspora” (ois (ek) diasporas loudaigisin Pontus, Galatia, Bithynia,
Cappadocia, and Asia (Ill 1.8.The account, however, culminates with

8E.g., F. C. Baur, “Die Christuspartei in der kohisthen Gemeide, der Gegensatz des
petrinischen and paulischen Christentums in dendftirche, der Apostel Petrus in Rom,”
Tubinger Zeitschrift fir Theologie (1831): 116l idemannOpposition 185-88. Inasmuch
as Baur followed nineteenth-century Pseudo-Clemergcholarship in dating th¢omilies
to the second century C.E. (see n. 36 above)ptssage was central to his famous theory
that the early church was split into Petrine andliRa factions. For the history of research,
see LidemanrQpposition 1-32, 303; Coté, “Fonction,” 515.

8 Whether or not the tradition, in its present forsnanti-Pauline in any pointed sense, it
functions in theHomilies as part of the overarching defense of an epistegyotooted in
succession directly from Jesus’ disciples — a podgtitly stressed by KelleyKnowledge
135-38. Notably, the critique of knowledge gainezhf dreams and visions also resonates
with debates about prophecy in the early fourthtusm see P. Athanassiadi, “Dreams,
Theurgy and Freelance Divination: The Testimonylablichus,” Journal of Roman
Studies83 (1993): 115-30. Here, as elsewhere, the authdectors of thédomilies may
take full advantage of the polysemy that the natieligenre permits, taking aim at multiple
enemies.

8 The sole exception i#list. eccl. Il 3.3, which follows Acts 10-11. Even there,
however, Peter’s activities remain geographicathited to Judaea.

8.e., inasmuch as 1 Pet 1:1 is addressed to thkéexf the dispersion’parepidémois
diaspora$ in these lands.
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Paul. Following Rom 15:19, Eusebius credits thesdpavith “preaching the
Gospel of Christ from Jerusalem to lllyricum” (lI3).

Also telling are the parallel descriptions of Pantl Peter iHist. eccl.lll
4.1-2. Here, Eusebius appeals again to Rom 1%g6ther with the witness
of Luke, to assert that Paul “preached to the Gentand laid the
foundations of the churches from Jerusalem evea Uiyticum” (Il 4.1).
Peter, by contrast, is said to have “preached Canid taught the doctrine of
the new covenant to those of the circumcisionig ek peritom@s and he is
described as writing “to the Hebrews in the Diagpiwis ek Hebraidon ousin
en diasporyin Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithy(ill 4.2).5°
Although the activities of the two are parallel&yul is celebrated as the
apostle responsible for Christianity’s worldwideresgd, while Peter is
associated with the early mission to the J&ws.

In effect, Eusebius repeatedly elevates Paul asribaesponsible for the
worldwide spread of Christianity, which — in hisepentation — is
synonymous with its spread among Gentiles outsiddudaea. To this,
Peter’'s preaching pales in significance; his misssopresented as a relic of
the pre-Pauline pattern of preaching within Judasdto Diaspora Jews (Il
1.8).

Of course, Peter must be permitted some role irhcaizing the
succession of bishops in the church of Rome. Ewethis role, however,
Eusebius consistently pairs him with Paul. BothePeand Paul are
associated with Rome by means of their martyrddn®5(5, 8; Il 1.2-3).
In Hist. eccl.lll 2.1, for instance, Eusebius presents Linuséio the Roman
episcopacy as occurring after the martyrdoms of Bad Peter. Rather than
describing Linus as Peter's successor, however,eliius takes the
opportunity to note his connection with Paul, assotg the bishop with the
figure of the same name in 2 Tim 4:21When he mentions Linus again in
[l 4.9, it is in the context of a list of Paul'®mpanions; even though Linus
is here called Peter’s successor, the connectitin Raul remains primary.
Accordingly, Eusebius refers to later bishops ofrflRpnot as the successors
of Peter, but rather as those “who held the epmteothere after Paul and
Peter” (Il 11.2; also IV 1.1%

8 Note alsoHist. eccl.ll 7.1 where Peter is said to have met Philo afxahdria when
the two were in Rome.

 Contrast Irenaeusidv. haer.3.1.1, where Matthew is associated with evangegizi
Jews through his Gospel, while “Peter and Paul vpeeaching at Rome and laying the
foundations of the church.”

%.e. following IrenaeusAdv. haer3.3.3.

92Cf. Hist. eccl.lll 36.2, where Ignatius is called the “chosen bjstof Antioch, second
in succession to Peter.” Note also the precedertesfaeus, who describes the Roman
church as “founded and organized” by Peter and Paiy. haer.3.3.2). Eusebius seems to
resolve the problem of the apparent conflict betw@eter and Paul by identifying the
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Of special relevance, for our purposes, is Eusébiysroach to Clement
of Rome?® The first reference to Clement in ttEcclesiastical History
occurs in the context of his summary of early Glars associated with Paul
(Il 4.6-11). After discussing Luke, Crescens, dddus, he adds that
“Clement too, who became the third bishop of tharch of the Romans,
was Paul’'s co-laborers@nergoy and fellow-soldier funathlétés as he
himself testifies” (lll 4.9), identifying Clementith the man of the same
name mentioned by Paul in Phil 4%3He repeats this claim in Il 15, when
recounting the early succession of bishops at Rafffeereas thédomilies
purports to preserve Clement’s first-person accaodihis travels with Peter,
Eusebius aligns the famous Roman bishop solely Rain®>

“Orthodoxy” and “Heresy”

We also find interesting points of contrast and parison in their respective
accounts of the rivalry between Peter and Simon udaghis rivalry is
central to the plot of theHomilies®® Throughout the novel, Peter’s
missionary travels are occasioned by the need aseclsimon. The apostle
scurries from city to city along the eastern caastbf the Mediterranean,
seeking to correct the errors spread by the “h&raind to force him into
public debates. Whereas Simon lures his listen&rs idolatry and moral
corruption, Peter preaches chastity, piety, andiripurity (e.g., 3.2-4; 7.2—
4, 8). Whereas Simon proclaims multiple diviniti®gter defends the unity
and goodness of the One God who created the co@mps2.22; 3.38-40;
18.1-4).

In the Homilies this rivalry is presented as part of a broadstanical
pattern, namely, the rule of syzygies. For evang prophet, we are here told
that God sends a false one in advance: Cain carfogebAbel, Ishmael
before Isaac, Esau before Jacob, Aaron before MasesJohn the Baptist
before Jesus (2.16-17, 33; 7.2). Likewise for Siraod Peter:

It is possible, following this ordeit§ taxe), to perceive to which Simon belongs,
who came before me to the Gentils pro emou eis ta ethné prétos elthémnd to
which | belong — | who have come after him and hewsme in on him as light on
darkness, as knowledge on ignorance, as healiniisease.Hlom.2.17)

When Simon and Peter compete to persuade “pagémsy’ thus act as
agents of true and false prophesy, taking up thenpgal battle between the

“Cephas” of Gal 2:11 with someone other than P@iést. eccl.l 12.2); he does not explain
Acts 15.

9 Compare Irenaeug\dv. haer.3.3.3, in which Clement is associated with thestlps
in general, rather than any specific apostle.

n this identification, Eusebius likely follows @en,In Joann.1.29.

% Tertullian, by contrast, describes Clement as Reilmediate successor as bishop of
Rome inPrescription against Heretic32.

% See further CotéThéme 22-59.
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two. Just as Peter learns and transmits the toytljrtue of his connection
to the True Prophet Jesus, so Simon stands ingdiloa of error. According
to theHomilies “heresy” always precedes “orthodoxy.”

By comparison, Eusebius’ treatment of Simon anceiPist quite brief.
Interestingly, however, it integrates many of thene elements found in the
Homilies Simon is the “author of all heresy,” and his eivomarked by the
promotion of idolatry, sacrifice, and libationswasll as by his own desire to
be worshippedHist. eccl.ll 13.6; cf. Hom 2.21). And, even as Eusebius
stresses that “heresy” was not yet a real thretitarapostolic age (Il 14.2),
he nevertheless depicts the conflict between Sianwh Peter as a battle
between divine and demonic forces:

At that time, the evil powemppnéra dunamiswhich hates all that is good and plots
against the salvation of humankind raised up Simow..be a great opponent of
great men, our Saviour’'s inspired apostles. Neeéts, divine and celestial grace
(hé theia kai huperouranios chayisvorked with its ministers, by their advent and
presence speedily extinguishing the flames of th# ene before they could
spread... ist. eccl.ll 14.1-2)

As in theHomilies Simon flees, and Peter gives chase:

The sorcererdoé3 of whom we have been speaking — having been Istasc
though his mind’s eye by a divine miraculous flagHight when earlier, in Judaea,
his evil machinations had been exposed by the pBster — promptly undertook a
very long journey overseas from East to WestHist eccl.ll 14.4)

These similarities have led Robert Grant to propbaeEusebius here draws
on an early version of the Pseudo-Clementine ntviélhe is correct, then
the points of contrast with thdéomiliesprove all the more significant.

In theEcclesiastical Historythe challenge posed by Simon is the impetus
for Peter's journey to Rome, whereby he bringswismdom of the East to
the West and establishes Rome as a centre fromhv@hcistian truth then
radiates Klist. eccl.ll 14.5-6; cf.Hom. 1.16); Eusebius further claims that
Peter’s preaching in Rome is preserved in the Gadgpdark (Il 15.1).

In the Homilies Simon’s actions similarly motivate Peter’s jowsgbut
Clement is the one who records his preachitfymn(. 1.1; alsoEp. Clem.
19-20), and Rome proves less central. Clement Frails Rome, and his
interest in Jesus is piqued when rumors reach Ramdewhen he sees an
unnamed preacher proclaiming the message of etifem@Hom. 1.6—7). To
learn the truth, however, Clement must travel $osiburce in Judaea (1.7).
The action of the novel is centered on the poregibf Palestine and Syria:
Caesaria, Tyre, Sidon, Berytus, Byblos, Tripolisfradus, Laodicea.
Consistent with the probable Syrian provenancehefHomilies Peter's
journeys are oriented towards — and culminate irArtioch (11.36; 12.1,

% Grant, Eusebius 87. l.e. presumably the Pseudo-Clement®sundschrift Cf.
Strecker Judenchristentun8, 84, 268.
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24; 14.12; 16.1; 20.11, 13, 18, 20-21, 23). In lHwemilies this is the city
where Peter bests Simon and where he has resdlvedriain some length
of time” (12.24). Whereas Eusebius refracts thestgc past through his
belief in the centrality of Rome and the Roman Emfor Christian history,
the Homiliesprivileges Syria®

In addition, theHomilies and Ecclesiastical Historyoffer very different
assessments of “heresy,” its appearance, and verp&usebius famously
asserts that “orthodoxy” precedes “heresy.” He dspihe former as the
obvious truth, proclaimed in one voice by the algssand all their true
heirs;gg;‘heresies" are derivative, dividing, andiralitely impotent (esp. IV
7.13)!

By contrast, theHomilies depicts “heresy” as a dire challenge to
“orthodoxy”: not only does error precede truth, libe two are mirror
images of one anothé&® Moreover, it can be difficult to determine the
difference between them — not least because “héiiesgften the more
popular of the twoHom.2.18).

Who, then, is here imagined as “heretical’? Coasiswith the apostolic
narrative setting of thelomilies no reference is made to any specific post-
apostolic group. Rather, the nature of “heresysSkstched solely by means
of the conflate character of Sim&H.In his speeches, he is credited with a
number of Marcionite beliefS? At the same time, however, he is also
associated with Samaritan anti-Judaism, Alexandr@mlosophy, and
Greco-Egyptian “magic” (e.g., 2.21-26; 5.2), aneceElamong his followers
are an astrologer, an Alexandrian grammarian, amd Adhenian
Epicurean (e.g., 4.6). Consequently, as Co6té hawodstrated, the
Homilies departs from earlier traditions to stress Simoriisk to
Hellenism°® Within the Homilies the figure of Simon may thus serve, not
just to counter Marcionites, but also to estabtish Gentile genealogy of
“heresy” and to throw doubt on the “orthodoxy” df @hristians who draw
on Hellenistic learning®*

% Eusebius’ dismissive approach to Syriac Christjgritoth within and beyond the
Roman Empire, is noted by Brock, “Eusebius,” 212.

0n the heresiologial comments in ticlesiastical History together with their
various sources, see e.g. Granisebius84—-96; Barneg;onstanting 133—35.

10 0n the parallels between Peter and Simon, see Tiddéne 23—29.

191 That the Pseudo-Clementine Simon is a conflateactiar, not to be identified with
any single group or figure, has been convincingiaklished by D. Cété, “Fonction,” 543
23; see also Edwards, “Clementina,” 462.

192 salles, “Simon le magicien ou Marcion¥igiliae christianael2 (1958) 197
224,

1% Coté, Theme 195-96

194 here summarize the results of my more focusediiiies into the issue in
“Heresiology” and “From Judaism and Hellenism.”
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“Jewish Christianity”

For the authors/redactors of thdomilies a term such as “Jewish
Christianity” would have likely seemed highly rediamt. TheHomilies as
we have seen, depicts the apostolic age as ansexteof biblical and
Jewish history, marked by the opening of a paréihe of salvation for the
Gentiles. Perhaps not surprisingly, then, the terf@hristian” and
“Christianity” are never used in thdomilies The text speaks of Jews (and
Pharisees in particular) as heirs to the teachifigse prophet Moses. Peter
and Barnabus refer to their own Jewish ethnicity s@lf-identify with Jews
and Israel (e.g., 1.13; 3.4; 9.20). Even when refgrto Clement and other
Gentile followers of Jesus, the text refrains frainstinguishing them as
“Christians.” Most often, they are termed “God-&a (heosebeis the
well-known label that we find elsewhere appliedGentile sympathizers
with Judaism®®

Moreover, inHomilies11.16, the term “Jew” is redefined so as to inelud
Jewish followers of Moses as well as Gentile folosvof Jesus:

If anyone acts impiously, he is not pious. In thene way, if a foreigner keeps the
Law, he is a Jewe@n ho allophulos ton nomon praksé, loudaios gsthile he who
does not is a Greekn¢ praksas de Hell@nFor the Jew, believing in God, keeps the
Law (ho gar loudaios pisteudn the6 poiei ton nojngHom 11.16)

The category of “Jew” here denotes anyone who Vi@dlthe Law that God
laid out for them. As a result, the category ofdsite” is not a subset or
paradigm of “Christian”; rather, it serves to makherence to the true
religion proclaimed by Moses and Jesus, in conttaspolytheistic and
idolatrous “pagan” religions and the “heresies”ttbnae Christ's name to
promote false beliefs and impure practices.

If Christianity and Judaism appear to be differahie reader of the
Homiliesis assured that this is only because God chos&dothe prophet
of one from the followers of the other (8.6). Evas theHomilies thus
acknowledges that most Jews and Christians ard bdirChristianity’s true
nature as the divine disclosure of Judaism to otla¢ions, it depicts those
who understand as specially blessed. Through thattmof the Jewish
apostle Peter, the authors/redactors reveal thaineois richer in wisdom
than the few who embrace both Moses and Jesus:

If anyone has been thought worthy to recognize imyshlf both (i.e. Moses and
Jesus) as preaching one doctritkatéksiotheié tous amphoterous epignénai hés
mias didaskalias hup’ autén kekrugmenébkat one has been counted rich in God,
understanding both the old things as new in tirre thie new things as old.Hpm.
8.7; cf.Rec.4.5)

195E g. J. Reynolds and R. Tannebaulews and God-Fearers at Aphrodisias: Greek
Inscriptions with Commentar§Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1988
66.
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Through Peter, they thus propose that there arepatios to salvation, and
the two paths are actually one. Jews can be savddves; Christians can be
saved as Christians; and “Jewish Christians” azebtst of all.

By contrast, Eusebius promotes an image of Chnityizas a new/old
ethnos(e.g., 1.1.9) with a history and religion distifodbm those of the
Jews. To this effort, Jewish converts to Christyamvould seem to pose a
problem. Not only does their combination of Chastibelief and Jewish
ethnicity undermine his claims concerning the histd and spiritual
disjunction between Judaism and Abrahamic/Christedigion, but the very
fact of their belief in Jesus as messiah might Is@gminst his theory that
God brought the destruction of the Temple and ath&mities to punish the
Jews for rejecting Jesus and his apostiés.

Arguably, Eusebius solves such problems throughalisount of the
Jerusalem church, on the one hand, and his dasaript the Ebionites, on
the other. Both accounts echo his treatment of idod@n poignant ways.
And, in each case, issues of succession are erzphasi

We noted above how Eusebius stresses the discaptinuewish history
in multiple ways, extricating Abrahamic religiorofn Judaism and stressing
the breaks in the lines of Jewish prophetic, rogall priestly succession.
Similarly, in his description of the Jerusalem dtyrthere is a striking over-
determination in the assertion of discontinuity. &vhdiscussing the first
Jewish revolt against Rome (lll 5-8), Eusebius fasityp claims that the
Christians of Jerusalem left the city for Pelleoptio the Roman siege of 70
C.E:

Furthermore, the people of the Jerusalem chutoh fgou tés en Hierosolumois
ekkléseiap by means of a prophesy given by revelation teptable persons there,
were ordered to leave the city before the war begyahsettle in a town in Peraea
called Pella. When those who believed in Christfréderusalem migratedéf eis
Christon pepisteukoton apo tés Hierousalém metd@adm, it was as if holy men
had utterly abandoned the royal metropolis of tewsland the entire Jewish land,
and the judgment of Goh& ek theo dikéat last overtook them for their crimes
against Christ and his apostles, completely blgttinat wicked generation from
among men.Hist. eccl.lll 5.3)'%

1% That the problem of “Jewish Christianity” was av issue for Eusebius may be
confirmed by several instances in which he seemkate changed his mind on related
topics; see GranEusebius15.

7The historicity of the tradition has been hotly defil. See e.g. J. Munck, “Jewish
Christianity in Post-Apostolic TimesNew Testament Studi€s(1959): 103—4; M. Simon,
“La migration a Pella: Légende ou réalitdR8cherches de science religie@®e(1972): 37—
54; G. Ludemann, “The Successors of Pre-70 Jems@leristianity: A Critical Evaluation
of the Pella Tradition,” inJewish and Christian Self-Definitiprvol. 1, The Shaping of
Christianity in the Second and Third Centurigsl. E. P. Sanders; Philadelphia: Fortress,
1980), 161-73; J. Verheyden, “The Flight of Chaist to Pella,Ephemerides theologicae
lovanienses$6 (1990): 368-84; J. Wehnert, “Die Auswanderueg derusalemer Christen
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Following this passage, we might infer that thegswo Christian presence
in Jerusalem between the first Jewish War and itys aepopulation by
Gentile Christians. Yet, when Eusebius later ret®uhe succession of
bishops at Jerusalem (IV 5.1-4), he lists its “3&Christian” bishops up to
the time of the Bar Kokhba revolt:

All are said to have been Hebrewdepraioud in origin, who had received the
knowledge of Christ legitimatelyt&n gndsin tou Christou gnésiés katadeksajthai
with the result that those in a position to decgdeh matters judged them worthy of
the episcopal office. For at that time their whaleurch consisted of Hebrew
believers éks Hebraibn pist§nwho had continued from apostolic timep¢ ton
apostolén down to the later siege in which the Jews, aféaolting a second time
from the Romans, were overwhelmed in a full-scade. \{ist. eccl.lV 5.2)

In contrast tdHist. eccl.lll 5.3, this passage assumes a Christian presgance
Jerusalem after 70 C.E. Here, Eusebius arguestthats the Bar Kokhba
Revolt (IV 6.1-3) that marked the break in the aplas continuity of the
Jerusalem church:

When in this way the city (i.e. Jerusalem) had bemptied of the Jewish natioai$
erémian tou loudaién ethnguand had suffered the total destruction of itsiemic
inhabitants jantelé te phthoran ton palai oikétondit was colonized by a different
race €lthousés eks allophulou te genous sunoikisthe&®s the Roman city which
subsequently arose changed its name and was @alea in honor of the emperor
Aelius Hadrian. And as the church there was nowpmmsed of Gentiles&s autothi
ekklésias eks ethndn sugkrotétheisése first one to assume the government of it,
after the bishops of the circumcisiomdta tous ek peritomés episkopousas
Marcus. Hist. eccl.lV 6.4).

To make this argument, Eusebius must posit that lifeespans of
Jerusalem’s first fifteen bishops were all extrgmddrief (IV 5.1).
Nevertheless, he stresses that the “Jewish Cwrigtiaccession at Jerusalem
was lost in 135 C.E. From that point onwards — adiog to Eusebius —
the bishops at Jerusalem were all Gentiles (se2)V 1

Whereas Eusebius’ account of the flight to Pellwves# to extricate the
fate of Jerusalem’s Christians from the fate of thews, the list of
Jerusalemite bishops conflates them: not only weas ltireak in their
succession caused by the purportedly deserved it@smpon the Jews, but
it resulted in the replacement of Jews by Gentdeaultaneously in the city
of Jerusalem and within the Jerusalem chdf&Hrom a chronological

nach Pella — historische Faktum oder theologischensituktion?” Zeitschrift fur
Kirchengeschichtd 02 (1991): 321-55. For our present purposesdtsiracy proves less
significant than its function in Eusebius’ depictiof the fate of apostolic “Jewish
Christianity.”

1%The |imitation of the influence of the Jerusalenurcih may also reflect Eusebius’
general tendency, in his early writings, to dowgpllae sanctity of Jerusalem, associate it
with Jewish failure, and deny it any central planeChristian thought — as no doubt
spurred, at least in part, by the ecclesiastiealny between Jerusalem and Caesarea in his
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perspective, the details of these two accountdheflierusalem church are
contradictory. The two accounts, however, work tbgeto make one point
very clear: the Jerusalem church was marred bydisuwiities, all caused by
its geographical and ethnic associations with @vesJ

Furthermore, through his descriptions of the sé¢h® Ebionites (Il 27,

V 8.10; VI 17), Eusebius effectively distinguishdee apostolic “Jewish
Christianity” of the Jerusalem church from all farwf “Jewish Christianity”
that came afterward§? In second-hand sources like the heresiologies of
Epiphanius and the sermons of John Chrysostom wedsas in first-hand
sources like thélomilies— we find hints of continued efforts, by some late
antique Christians, to combine Jewish and Christigmtities in ways that
differed from the combination that later came tadkéned as “Christian®*°

For Eusebius, however, the Ebionites emblematie€'tieretical” nature of

all such efforts.

For Eusebius, “Jewish Christianity” is numbered amahe many and
diverse “heretical” corruptions of the single andclhianging “orthodoxy”
that was established already in the apostolic agan—orthodoxy” that
Eusebius defines with primary appeal to the apd3del and to the Gentile
Christians who came after him. In Eusebius’ schdatégnites are actually
the heirs, not to the apostolic “Jewish Christighdf the Jerusalem Church,
but rather to the “heresy” of Simon Magus. Unlikee tJews and the
Jerusalem church, the Ebionites are granted paation in an unbroken line
of succession. This, however, is a line of errdnjclv runs straight back to
Simon by means of Menander (lll 26-27).

As in the Homilies Simon is thus placed in a genealogy of error that
parallels and threatens the “orthodoxy” vouchsdfgdpostolic succession.
Whereas thédomilies uses this trope to associate “heresy” with Hedlemi
Eusebius draws the lines of “heretical” successono include, amongst

own time. See further P. W. L. Walkefoly City, Holy Places? Christian Attitudes to
Jerusalem and the Holy Land in the Fourth Cent@yford: Clarendon, 1990), 51-92.
1%9The continuity between the Jerusalem church and-gmsstolic forms of “Jewish
Christianity” remains a topic of debate. For diffet assessments, see e.g. Schoeps,
Theologie J. Munck, “Primitive Jewish Christianity and latdéewish Christianity:
Continuation or Rupture?” iAspects du Judéo-Christianisme: Colloque de Stnaish@3—
25 avril 1964 (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1965)94,7J. Taylor, “The
Phenomenon of Early Jewish-Christianity: Reality $cholarly Invention?”Vigiliae
christianae44 (1990): 313-34.

HMOR. L. Wilken, John Chrysostom and the Jews: Rhetoric and Redlitthe Late
Fourth Century(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988%-94; J. G. Gager, “Jews,
Christians, and the Dangerous Ones in Between/[hiarpretation in Religion(ed. S.
Biderman and B. Scharfstein; Leiden: Brill, 1992%9-57; Reed, “Jewish Christianity,”
193, 227-30. With regard to “Jewish Christians,'GSWilson concludes that “the evidence
seems to point neither to their rapid marginal@athor to their dominance after 70 C.E.,
but rather to their survival as a significant mihdr Related Strangers: Jews and
Christians, 70-17@.E. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995), 158.
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Simon’s heirs, all Christ-believers who reject Padl observe the Torah (llI
27).

History and Counter-history

In modern historiography, it is Eusebius’ image tbk past that has
prevailed. As Arthur Droge notes, the receptiothefEcclesiastical History
has been largely marked by the embrace of his byacdure of Christian

history:

From the publication of thécclesiastical Historydown to the modern era the
history of early Christianity has been written amedvritten in the terms established
by Eusebius. Not until the publication in 1934 obMér Bauer'sRechtglaubigkeit
und Ketzerei im altesten Christentuwas the Eusebian view of church history
finally deconstructed and reconfigured. Though Buse accuracy and veracity as a
historian had been challenged by numerous schdtams, antiquity to the present,
his description of the contours of early Christidistory had generally been
endorsed™!

Of course, modern scholars of early Christianityenhad no choice but to
depend on Eusebius. For a number of figures, evant texts, he is our
main or only source. Hence, it is perhaps not ssing that many of his
opinions have become absorbed, naturalized, anernalized in the
scholarly discourse about the development of Aangy. To this day, a
number of his overarching categories and concemsmuably embricated
in the field of Patristics — embodied in its dideiary boundaries and
reinforced by the trajectories of training and eesh’*?

With regard to “heresy,” “paganism,” and Judaismome efforts have
been made to move beyond Eusebius’ meta-narratives.as Walter Bauer

"M Droge, “Apologetic Dimensions,” 506. On the latetiqme, medieval, and early
modern reception of th&cclesiastical History— and especially the resurgence of its
influence after the Protestant Reformation — seenldtiano, Classical Foundationsl41—
52; G. F. Chesnut, “Eusebius, Augustine, Orosiugl the Late Patristic and Medieval
Christian Historians,” inEusebius, Christianity, and Judaisn687-713; |. Backus,
“Calvin’s judgment of Eusebius of Caesarea: An wsial” Sixteenth Century Journ@?2
(1991): 419-37.

"2Brock notes that “(t)he all pervasive influence Bfisebius has meant that the
existence of a third cultural tradition, represednby Syriac Christianity, has consistently
been neglected or marginalized by church historiboth ancient and modern” (“Eusebius,”
212; so too A. H. Becker, “Beyond the Spatial aneimporal Limes: Questioning the
‘Parting of the Ways’ Outside the Roman Empire,Vifays that Never Parteeésp. 373—
74). Arguably, Eusebius’ depiction of Judaism Haglarly helped to excuse generations of
Patristics scholars from the need to study theadlitee and languages of late antique
Judaism.
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shed doubt on the Eusebian view of “heresy” asrsgany and derivative:

so Marcel Simon challenged the portrayal of posti@aism as a religion in

decline!* The insights of the former have been debated ancbldped,

particularly in the wake of the discoveries at Ndgmmadi-*® while the

insights of the latter are still being refined, neast because of increased
interaction between scholars of Judaism and Chanigyi*'® Likewise, the
continued vitality — and, indeed, resurgence —abé lantique “paganism”
has been stressed by Peter Brown and others, centwith the emergence
of “Late Antiquity” as a lively subfield of History*’

With respect to “Jewish Christianity,” however, Eb&an models still
remain regnant. It is perhaps telling, for instantleat when Bauer
deconstructed Eusebius’ depiction of “orthodoxy” dariheresy,” he
neglected to consider those who saw Jewish praetsc&€onsonant with
belief in Christ. Even in the revised editionRéchtglaubigkeit und Ketzerei
im altesten ChristentuniJewish Christianity” earns only an AppendiX.
Likewise, even when Simon mounted a concerted ehgdl to traditional
views of Judaism’s post-70 decline, he still disas “Jewish Christians” as
ossified relics of the apostolic past.

Although the bulk of our evidence for “Jewish Chigrity” comes from
the late third, fourth, and fifth centuries C.E.ps$h scholars persist in
characterizing its post-apostolic fate as one oferm@wation and/or

“3Bauer’s alternative account of “orthodoxy” and “ésy” is arguably founded on his
interpretation of theecclesiastical Historyas an apologetic account with many deliberate
omissions and misrepresentatioRechtglaubigkeit und Ketzerei im &ltesten Chrigtemt
(Tubingen: Mohr, 1934; rev. ed. by G. Strecker,4)9€.g. 135-49.

14M. Simon,Verus Israel: A Study of the Relations betweengfians and Jews in the
Roman EmpireAD 135-425)trans. H. McKeating; London: Littman, 1996).

"5See e.g. G. Strecker, “The Reception of the BookV.(R. A. Kraft), in W. Bauer,
Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christian{tyans. and ed. by R. A. Kraft and G. Kroedel
with a team from PSCO; Philadelphia: Fortress, 19286-316; D. J. Harrington, “The
Reception of Walter Bauer®rthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianityring the Last
Decade,Harvard Theological Review3 (1980): 289-98; K. L. King/Vhat is Gnosticism?
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 208§), 110-15.

1635ee e.g., A. I. Baumgarten, “Marcel SimoWerus Israels a Contribution to Jewish
History,” Harvard Theological Reviev®2 (1999): 46578, and the essays collected in
Limor and Stroumsa, edsGontra ludaeosand Becker and Reed, edé/ays that Never
Parted

7See e.g., P. BrowrThe World of Late Antiquityyd 150—750(London: Thames &
Hudson, 1971), 70-95; G. Fowden, “Bishops and Temjh the Eastern Roman Empire
320-425,"Journal of Theological Studie?9 (1978): 53—-78; R. MacMulle®aganism in
the Roman EmpiréNew Haven: Yale University Press, 1981), esp.7@2-R. Lane Fox,
Pagans and ChristiangNew York: Knopf, 1987); P. ChuvinA Chronicle of the Last
Pagans(trans. B. A. Archer; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvardvérsity Press, 1990).

18| e., G. Strecker, “The Problem of Jewish Christighin Orthodoxy and Heresy
241-85.

119 Simon,Verus Isragl 238—44.
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irrelevance’®® And, just as Eusebius frames the story of “Jewish
Christianity” as a tale of a first-century phenomerthat died with the rise
of the Gentile church, so research on “Jewish @ans” still remains the
domain of specialists in the New Testament and sfiari Origins. The
phenomenon remains little discussed in researdtatsAntiquity.

Somewhat surprisingly, post-modern studies havéov@d much the
same path. In recent years, scholars have incgdggurned our attention to
the rhetorical and discursive features of our &teque Christian literature.
Inspired by post-structural approaches to languagd post-colonialist
approaches to power, they have read the writing&uwsfebius and other
Church Fathers — not as unmediated descriptionsa ofully-formed
“Christianity” with an ancient and obvious “orthodd — but rather as part
of the very process of constructing and promotihgsé categories and
concepts?

Such approaches have had exciting results, whigk geeatly enriched
our understanding of Patristic literature, pushirsgto read these texts with
new attention to their gaps and silences as wal #se power struggles that
their rhetorics can hide. At the same time, howgsach approaches have
sometimes served to re-inscribe one of the mostl@nt biases in the field
of Patristics, namely, the privileging of retrospesly “orthodox”
writings?? If earlier research had accepted Eusebius’ owimcta be an
objective archivist of the history of Christian tleodoxy,” more recent
studies have tended to frame him as one of itsitanth — those who are
ultimately responsible for creating, by means dirttpowerful rhetorics,
“Christianity” as we know it. And, whereas earlggholarship had naively
accepted the negative assessment of “Jewish Gmitsti by Eusebius,
Epiphanius, and others, such new approaches oftdeggate “Jewish
Christians” to the role of the suppressed, treating evidence for “Jewish
Christianity” merely as an echo of the varied Ciais voices that were
silenced, excluded, and disenfranchised by litezhtes in Late Antiquity.

Daniel Boyarin, for instance, often cites the PseGiementines as
evidence for the permeability between “Jewish” dGtiristian” traditions

120g g., J. Carleton Paget, “Jewish Christianity, Timee Cambridge History of Judaism
vol. 3, The Early Roman Periofed. W. Horbury, W. D. Davies, and J. Sturdy; Caddpw,
U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 750-52;JASaldarini, “The Social World of
Christian Jews and Jewish Christians,Rialigious and Ethnic Communitjekb4.

1210n this important recent shift in the field of Rstics see ClarkHistory, Theory,
Text as well as the essays collected in D. B. Martid 8. C. Miller, eds.The Cultural
Turn in Late Ancient Studies: Gender, Asceticismg &listoriography(Durham: Duke
University Press, 2005).

22| this too, the influence of Eusebius is perhapsimelevant, inasmuch as his efforts
contributed to the elevation of a select group aflye Christian authors and philosophers
(including, perhaps most strikingly, the much ertlbdt Origen) to the status of “Church
Fathers.”
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“on the ground*?® For him, however, this evidence forms part of the
backdrop for the assertion that “Judaism” and “Stanity” were largely
products of hegemonic discour$é.As a result, he disembodies second-
hand statements about “Jewish Christian” group®, the Ebionites, from
any connection to social realit§> Accepting that the religious landscape of
Roman Palestine had long been devoid of any atlealish Christians,” he
reads these figures as a discursive embodimenheoffaéar of hybridity,
produced — as if by thought experiment — by elit®rés to articulate a
pure Christianity:?°

In light of the influence of Eusebius and tBeclesiastical Historyit may
indeed be tempting to dismiss tiHomilies as merely a remnant of the
variety of lived forms of Christianity disenfranskd by elite discourses of
self-definition. Yet, as we have seen, the autihedsictors of thédomilies
are themselves engaged with the problem of howotsteuct “orthodoxy.”
They are hardly passive subjects of this discouRsgher, they seek to
engage as participants.

Moreover, the reception-history of thomiliesbelies any effort to assert
the isolation or marginality of their contributiorilhe Homilies was
translated into Syriac soon after its compositidrin the East, it circulated
in its original Greek as well as in multiple epitesp which were translated
into Arabic and other languag&8.Quotations from thédomilies are also

123 g., D. Boyarin,Dying for God: Martyrdom and the Making of Judaismnd
Christianity (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1999), 29-i@8@m, Border Lines: The
Partition of Judeo-ChristianityPhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pres€)4043.

124Boyarin,Border Lines, passim

25| do not mean to suggest, of course, that we shtaid Patristic comments about
“Ebionites” simply at face value. More plausibly$ebius and others apply the traditional
heresiological rubric of “Ebionism” to a range dfferent groups in their own time, who
combined elements of Jewish and Christian identityvays that jarred with their own
understandings of “Christianity”; see A. F. J. Kliagnd G. J. ReininkRatristic Evidences
for Jewish-Christian SecffNovum Testamentum Supplements 36; Leiden: Brélf3) 43.
Accordingly, the relationship between the Pseuden@ntines and Ebionites is likely
indirect.

126 Boyarin, Border Lines 207-9. For a similar critique of Boyarin's reagliof our
evidence for “Jewish Christianity,” see C. Fonrdab&dewish Christians, Judaizers, and
Anti-Judaism,” inA People’s History of Christianifyvol. 2, Late Ancient Christianityed.

V. Burrus; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005), 253-54.

127 A Syriac translation of portions of tHdomilies (~ 10-14) survives, together with
portions of theRecognitiong1-4), in a manuscript from 411 C.E. (British Muse add.
12150). For the text, see W. Frankenbdbdie syrischen Clementinen mit griechishem
Paralleltext: Eine Vorarbeit zu dem literargeschicdhen Problem der Sammlun@exte
und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchrigtichiteratur 48.3; Leipzig: J. C.
Hinrichs, 1937).

128 Eor editions, etc., see references in Jones, “Ps€lementines,” 67, 80-84.
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found in the writings of Byzantine chronograph&rsin addition, the
Homilies shaped views of the apostolic age in the Westannindirect
fashion, due to the reworking of the Pseudo-Clemennovel in the
Recognitionsand its Latin translation by Rufinus — the samanstator
responsible for redacting and translating Euseltigslesiastical History>°

From the meta-narratives of modern scholarship,night expect the
reception-histories of thédomilies and Ecclesiastical Historyto have
followed different paths. What is surprising, howevis how comparably
little — at least in the early period — they seendiffer. Both texts found
early audiences among Syrian Christians; both weeel by chronographers
in the Greek East; and both circulated in the Laest in redacted forms,
mediated by Rufinus.

It is not yet possible to reconcile all these pgeoé evidence. Further
analysis of theHomilies and Ecclesiastical Historyis needed to determine
the precise meaning of the contrasts and connectioted above, and more
work will need to be done if we wish to uncover #ueial realities that may
have shaped the late antique creation and recemtiothese divergent
perspectives on the apostolic past.

| suggest, however, that we might best begin byméximg the most
direct evidence for social practice found in thesmirces, namely, the
evidence for the practice of writing. As noted adothe Homilies and
Ecclesiastical Historyare significantly shaped by the practices of s&igc
collecting, redacting, and reworking earlier sogrdelore specifically, the
Ecclesiastical Historyis a “parade example” of counter-history — the
process by which another group’s history and s@uese appropriated and
reworked in the service of contrasting aiffsTo tell the story of Judaism’s
demise, Eusebius quotes heavily from Josephus hital Rikewise, to tell
the tale of the decline of “Jewish Christianity,® tdraws heavily on
Hegesippus, whose own account of the apostolic @mygears to have
lionized James and the Jerusalem church; the plitysibat Hegesippus

129 As noted throughout Rehrijomiliery e.g. 70, 72—73, 77, 85, 133, 277. See also W.
A. Adler, “Abraham’s Refutation of Astrology: An Egrpt for Pseudo-Clement in the
Chronicon of George the Monk,” imhings Revealed: Studies in Jewish and Christian
Literature in Honor of Michael E. Stor(ed. E. G. Chazon, D. Satran, and R. A. Clements;
Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Jud&8nieiden: Brill, 2004), 227-42.

10Rufinus’ Latin translation of thRecognitionss dated to 406/7 C.E. and survives in
over a hundred manuscripts; see B. Rebia,Pseudoklementinemol. 2,Rekognitionen in
Rufinus Ubersetzun@ie griechische christliche Schriftsteller desten [drei] Jahrhunderte
51; Berlin: Akademie, 1969). On his translationkafsebius’Ecclesiastical Historysee F.
Thelamon Paiens et Chrétiens au 9¥iecle: L'apport de I'Histoire ecclésiastique deflR
d’Aquilée(Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1981).

31| use this category in the sense outlined in Fusien, Perceptions 36-49; S.
Heschel,Abraham Geiger and the Jewish Jeg@hicago: University of Chicago Press,
1998), esp. 14-16.
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himself may have been a “Jewish Christian” makeseBius’ appropriation
of his writings all the more striking> Moreover, Eusebius seems to know
of some sources in the Pseudo-Clementine tradaimmhperhaps even makes
use of thent®?

Intriguing, in my view, is the possibility that tihéomilieswas compiled,
at least in part, to counter this counter-histdfyNo less than Eusebius, the
authors/redactors of thelomilies engage in the fourth-century discourse
about “orthodoxy,” using the apostolic past to poden models of
authenticity and authority in the present. Here, ttloe practices of
collection, redaction, and reinterpretation aret@@nand they serve a means
of enshrining certain memories while negating athér the service of their
own vision of an authentically apostolic Christignin radical continuity
with Judaism, they invoke the sayings of Jesus,thay evoke the image,
not only of the apostle Peter, but also of the Geibishop Clement. They
allude to Paul in order to exclude him. Much like Ecclesiastical History
the Homilies opens a window onto one picture of the late aetighurch,
constructed by means of the preservation and reration of a carefully
selected slice of its literary heritage and hist@yt, whereas Eusebius self-
consciously pens a history cobbled from written uwoents derived from
archives, the authors/redactors of Hamiliesmarshal their sources towards
a different aim: they claim to preserve Clementidirst-hand account of
his life and his eye-witness testimony to the noissand teachings of the
apostle Peter.

If I am correct to interpret the contrasts betwéles two accounts in
terms of active competition, we might further aiskit possible to situate this
discursive contestation in its social context? Agsent, of course, we can
only speculate. It may be significant, however,t tba many elements of
Eusebius’ understanding of Christianity are maldynas “heretically”
Hellenistic by theHomilies Eusebius, as a self-styled heir to Origen and

132For a recent discussion of Hegesippus' identity Be&. Jones, “Hegesippus as a
Source for the History of Jewish Christianity,” ire Judéo-Christianisme dans tous ses
états (ed. S. C. Mimouni with F. S. Jones; Paris: C@f01), 201-12. For our present
purposes, the question of whether Hegisippus waeswash convert to Christianity proves
less significant than the fact that Eusebius pgeseand presents him as such because of his
knowledge of Hebrew or Aramaic and because of dusilfarity with “other matters as if
taken from the Jewish unwritten traditiczké loudaikés agraphou paradosgdgist. eccl.

IV 22.9).

133 3ee discussion above.

134| e., whereas the early third-century source preskin Rec 1.27-71 may counter
Luke-Acts (see above), the redacted form ofHleeniliesmay counter late antique accounts
that develop Luke-Acts. If so, then it proves parrly fitting that both Pseudo-Clementine
novels so readily served — many centuries later s—-aaasis for F. C. Baur's modern
counter-history of apostolic times.
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Pamphilus, embraces allegorical interpretation @hitbsophical learning®
The Homilies however, denounces all Grep&ideiaas “pagan” error, and
its authors/redactors dismiss allegory and philbgogs merely a smoke-
screen for the polytheism and impiety to which “magj’ and “heretics” are
demonically addicted (e.g., 2.22, 25; 4.12-20; 62B}*** Whereas
Eusebius expands apostolic succession to inclugxafdrian Christian
philosophers and depicts the Egyptian city as ameah center of Christian
philosophical wisdon®’ the Homilies presents Alexandria as a nexus of all
things pernicious — including philosophy and allggas well as sorcery,
polytheism, astrology, “heresy,” and anti-Judaistor. 1.8-14; 2.22; 4-6
esp. 4.4)%

Such contrasts may point us to the possibility tht@ discursive
contestation over the apostolic past in these axtstmay speak to another
struggle, coming in the wake of the importationAdéxandrian forms of
Christianity into Syro-Palestine due to the inflaerof Origen, Pamphilus,
and Eusebius in Caesaria. It is possible, for msathat the literary activity
that shaped thédomilies may represent the response of other forms of
Christianity, perhaps native to the aféalf some Syrian and Palestinian
Christians were claiming continuity with the Jetasa church, it might help
us to understand why Eusebius might make suchteftordisenfranchise
“Jewish Christianity” in the first place. In turii,there were some Christians
in the area who viewed themselves as heirs toghesdlem church of James
and Peter, they might well be alarmed at the grgwdominance of
strikingly different views of Judaism, HellenisrmcaChristianity.

Of course, further research is needed to deterrttieeprecise socio-
historical setting and literary aims of ti#omilies Nevertheless, it is my
hope that the above inquiry has helped to expassignificance of this text
for our understanding of the place of “Jewish Glarsty” in late antique
Christian history and modern historiography.

When we consider thélomilies and our other evidence for “Jewish
Christianity” on their own terms — without trying tfit them into the

1% Barnes Constanting81-105.

1% Note esp. Clement’s assertionHiom.4.12.1: “Therefore | say that the entaideia
of the Greeks is a most dreadful fabrication ofieked demondutika goun egd tén pasan
Helléndn paideian kakou daimonos chalepbtatén gsih einai legh” On the critique of
paideia in the Homilies see Adler, “Apion’s enconomium”; Reed, “From Hlism and
Judaism.” On the polemic against allegory, see 8htvoctrine of the False Pericopes.”

¥’ Grant,Eusebius46-47, 72-76.

138See alsoHom. 6.23; 9.6; 10.16-18 on Egyptian religion as payawitic of false
worship.

139] here build on Pierluigi Piovanelli's suggestidmoat the social and cultural context
that shaped the anti-Pauline traditions in the dftiain Book of the Cocksee “TheBook of
the Cockand the Rediscovery of Ancient Jewish-Christiaaditions in Fifth-Century
Palestine,” inChanging Face308-22.
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historical narratives outlined by Eusebius and the- what emerges is a
richer picture of on-going debates about Judaidtenovaged on the stage
of the apostolic past. In many of our late antigoerces, the age of the
apostles is depicted as a pivot between Judaism Ginwdstianity: it is
presented as the era in which the truth of the dfisirsupersession of
Judaism was actualized, as Christians multipliedl spread while Jews fell
victim to war and destruction. This supersessionétative, however, was
clearly not the only option. A very different vessiof events seems to have
remained vital and viable, in the fourth centurg &eyond.

If Boyarin and others are correct to see the fooehtury as a critical era
for the setting of the boundaries between “Judaiand “Christianity” in the
Roman Empiré?° then the Homilies also provides us with neglected
evidence for the resistance that these effortsdfaSeich resistance surely
resonated in rich ways with the Syrian cultural teah of the Pseudo-
Clementine tradition*® The wide reception of the Pseudo-Clementine
literature, however, cautions us against dismis#imgnessage as relevant
only for a certain locale.

The example of thelomiliesmight also serve to remind us — as modern
historians — of the dangers of depending too hgaomi retrospectively
“orthodox” accounts. Eusebius makes efforts to iexte Judaism from
Christian history, but his own use of sources hattshe enduring place of
both Judaism and “Jewish Christianity” in that digt Moreover, even in
his own time, Eusebius’ vision of the apostolic tpagpears to have been
contested. In theHomilies we may hear the answers of voices now
forgotten, who resisted the efforts of those whaigbd to inscribe, in
apostolic history, the decline of the Jews, thesléwvance of “Jewish
Christianity,” and the parting of the church frota connections to a living
Judaism.

140 g. Boyarin,Dying, 18; G. StembergerJews and Christians in the Holy Land:
Palestine in the Fourth Centufyrans. R. Tuschling; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 2000-2.

11E g. R. Kimelman, “Identifying Jews and ChristiansRoman Syria-Palestine,” in
Galilee through the Centurie€onfluence of Cultureged. E. M. Meyers; Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 1999), 301-333; R. M. Grant, “Jewishigfianity at Antioch in the Second
Century,” in Judéo-Christianisme: Recherches historiques et Itigigues offertes en
homage au Cardinal Jean Daniél¢Baris: Beauchesne, 1972), 93-108; A. F. J. Klijine
Study of Jewish Christianity,New Testament Studi& (1973-74): 428-31; Strecker,
Judenchristentumesp. 260; idem, “Problem,” 244-71; C. Fonrobéfthe Didascalia
Apostolorum A Mishnah for the Disciples of Jesugdurnal of Early Christian Studied
(2001): 483-509; WilkenJohn ChrysostomH. J. W. Drijvers, “Edessa und das judische
Christentum,” Vigiliae Christianae 24 (1970): 3-33; idem, “Syrian Christianity and
Judaism,” inThe Jews Among Pagans and Christigad. J. Lieu, J. North, and T. Rajak;
London: Routledge, 1992), 124-46, esp. 142—-43 eridhrth century; KelleyKnowledge
197-200.



