
EUSEBIUS OF CESAREA'S VIEWS ON THE 6'ANON 

OF THE HOLY SCRIPTURES AND 

THE TEXTS HE USED IN HIS WORKS 

EUSEBIUS of Ceasarea is commonly known for his Historia Ecclesias
tica; but his literary activity was much wider; it included apologetic 
and biblical commentaries as well. His place in the history of Biblical 
interpretation is well assured in many ways. 

In this short article, which originally formed part of a larger work, 
we propose to see what Canon of the Sacred Books he did follow and 
his views on it together with the Old Testament text he used in his 
works. 

A. THE CANON 

1. The Canon in Eusebius' times 

Eusebius preserves for us the Canon of J osephus Flavius,l Melito of 
Sardis 2 and Origen. 3 

The canon of Josephus is extracted from his work Contra Apionem;4 
it represents the Jewish Canon in palestine in the late first century 
A.D. Eusebius introduces the list in these words: 'He gives the number 
of the canonical scriptures 8v5w81llWlv ypo:.<lWv of the so-called Old 
Testament and showed as follows which are the undisputed among the 
Hebrews as belonging to ancient tradition &rX6.~o:.~ 7to:.po:.50m::w~'5 Jo
sephus lists the protocanonical books of the Old Testament. Flavius 
makes it clear that notwithstanding their antiquity no one dared to add 
or to detract from them. Other books were written after these but were 
not included in the canon as there was not a true concession of pro
phets at the time. These books are considered by the Jews as the dec
ree s of God 8eeD 5o'Wo:.'t'o:. and are ready to die for them.6 

This was the Canon in the first Century A.D. The Jewish Canon in 
Eusebius's time was that found in the Talmud in the tractate Baba 
Bathra, c. A.D. 100. 7 It included all the protocanonical books; the deu
torocanonical were not mentioned;. hence.one is not so sure as to their 
reception at any time into the Jewish Canon. 

The canon of Melito of Sardis (c. 170), addressed to Bishop Onesimus 
is incomplete; it includes all the protocanonical books except Esther. 
Eusebius records that this list includes only those books which were un-

animously a&epted by all WV 6lLOA.0YODlL8VWV 't'Ti~ 7to:/..o:.~a:~ 5~o:.8~Xl1~' 8 
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This explains why Esther is excluded: 'because the Jews themselves 
doubted its canonicity'. This canon agrees with the Palestinian canon 
except fo;' the omission of Esther. 9 

The third list recorded by Eusebi us is the one drawn up by Origen; 
this we believe must have been the one that Eusebius accepted for his 
own guidance. Origen introduces his list in these words: 'But it should 
be known that there are twenty two canonical books according to the 
Hebrews xcx.9' 'E~paCotJ~ the same as the number of letters in their al
phabet'. Origen then enumerates all the protocanonical books, adding 
to them explicitly the Letter of Jeremiah and the Books of the Mac
cabees. He omits the Twelve Minor Prophets, but in view of the fact 
that he himself had written a commentary on the book, one is justified 
in believing that Origen accepted it in his canon. 

In the first centuries the Christians, following in the footsteps of the 
Apostles, made large use of the LXX version and indeed they believed 
in its inspiration, thereby indirectly also in the canoniciry of the deuto
rocanonical books, which were included in it without exception. 10 In the 
early fourth century there were still doubts, but we note that no one of 
the Fathers ever denied explicitly the canonicity of the deutorocanonical 
books. 11 

Athanasius, contemporary of Eusebius, in Alexandria admits all the 
protocanonical books; he omits Esther, but accepts the Epistle of J ere
miah and Baruch. Then he adds other non-canonical ou xaVOVL ~ofL8va 
books but composed by the Fathers to be read to those who would ap
proach the faith, that is: 'Wisdom, Ecclesiastici, Esther, Judith, To hit, 
Didache, the Shepherd (of Hermas).12 He himself however uses all the 
deutorocanonical books. 

Evidence in E's own work shows that Irenaeus quotes from the wis
dom of Solomon as Holy Scripture 13 and with regard to Clement of Alex
andria he writes: 'and in them (Stromata) he has also made use of tes
timonies from the disputed &'V"nt...8YOfL8VWV writings, the book known as 
the Wisdom of Solomon and the Wisdom of Jesus, the Son of Sirachl~ 
Dionysius of Alexandria quotes Tobit in the presence of the persecu
tors. 15 In a letter to Africanus Origen defends the canonicity of the 
story of Susanna in the Book of Daniel; Africanus writes to him re
porting that some denied or rather chubted its divine origin. 16 

This was the position with respect ·to the Canon in the times of Eu
sebius: no doubt whatever with regard to the protocanonical books, 
except perhaps for some wavering with respect to the book of Esther; 
and doubts with respect to the deutorocanonicals; in a~tual fact how-
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ever they were used and included in the copies of the LXX version. 17 

2. Eusebius' View on the Canon 

25 

In recording the lists as drawn by others, E. does not pass any judge
ment on anyone of them; hence it is difficult to state clearly what his 
view really was. Unchubtedly he accepted the canonicity of the pr~to
canonical books; with respect to the others it must be borne in mind 
that he used the LXX version as reviewed by Origen in the Hexaplaris; 
moreover he made use of them in his works although sparingly. We shall 
take them one by one. To bit. Judith and Esther are never quoted. Tobit 
is quoted in a citation from Dionysius of Alexandria; 18 Esther is in
serted in the list of Origen, besides being one of the protocanonical 
books. 19 

Wisd:>m. Sapientia, is quoted, though never under this tide, 15 times 
in PE; once in CM; four times in ETh and thrice in CP. Two texts, 
Sap 1, 13; 2,24 are introduced as 6OWex. 08 'E~pex.CWV20 Sap6, 22; 7,22-26; 
8, 1 are quoted together with Prov 8,22-31: the first text is introduced 
b h d ,,~- " - 't::" y t ese wor s: 1:ex.1Yt'ex. ,,-,OI\.0!-Ui'V ncxpo t.[Lt. ex.<;; xex.t. 1:ex.1Yt'ex. 08 8.., ex.U1:0U 
A.8Y81:o.t. 1:0U npooWrtou. 21 Then E. concludes that the Verbum A.oyo<;; 
is presented in various ways in the divine Scriptures ~ est.ex. ypex.~; 22 
other texts are introduced preceded by the formula: 1:a.08 A.eY81:ex.t.. 23 In 
PE I, 1, 4 wisdom is just a reminiscence;25 then concludes 26 Sap 13, 
5 is cited without any special formula together with Isaiah 40,26; 27 so 
also Sap7, 17-21. 28 Sap 14, 2 and Sap 14, 12 are introduced by xcxxa. 1:0 

, «f'OI , , '" 29 d " - , t 
nCi.p 11[L t.V e8t.OV A.oyt.OV 1:0 <!?ex.ox.WV an xex.t. 1:008 XcxAW<;; ncx.p 11[Lt.V 
civl1P11aBex.t. respectively.30 This hints at the controversies about the 
authority of this book outside Christian circles. Wisdom is quoted 
against Marcellus, a remarkable fact in view of the controversy. Sap 7, 
26 is cited 4 times in CM, once31 in conjunction with Gen 5,3 and three 
Pauline texts introduced thus: xex.l &v h8pOt. <;; 08 HP111:cx.t. thrice in 
ETh: twice without any special formula in combination with Jh 1, 3; 
Col. 1, 16; 1, 15. 32 In ETh Sap 7,26 is introduced thus: A.eY81:ex.t. 08 xex.~ 

o uCo<;; a.nex.uyOOv,ex. <ku1:o<;; ex.lOCOU. 33 It is cited in CP three times: Sap 
13, 5 twice in combination with or through Rom 1, 20; 34 Sap 7, 26 in to
gether with Heb 1,3. 35 The context within which these texts are used 
shows that Eusebius was considering this book as one of the divine 
Sacred Scriptures, and the introductory formulas indicate that the book 
was considered by him as of divine inspiration. We may add here that 
the book is never referred to by its proper title; the only time that one 
meets this ti~le is when Eusebius records that Clement of Alexandria 



26 C.SANT 

quoted it as well as the other books. 36 

Ecclesi'Czstici or Ben Sirach is quoted in ETh and PE, without its 
proper ordinary title; it is mentioned again with reference to Clement of 
Alexandria who used it. 37 It is cited four times in PE in extracts from 
Clemmt of Alexandria38 and once in his own text Eccli 11,28 39 in com
lination with Prov 10,7. Plato would be an interpreter of the Sacred 
Scriptures. Eccli 3,21,22 is quoted in ETh 1,1240 without any special 
formula; Eccli 3,20 appears in CP introduced by 't"o wO)(ov f...6y~ov41 
and 't"o yap. 42 These last formulae are used by Eusebius to introduce 
canonical books. In spite of the spare use of this book, the few cita
tions point to Eusebius' belief in its canonicity. 

Baruch is quoted in HE, ETh, DE and PE. Bar 3,24.25 is cited in 
the Panegyric at Tyre, together with other biblical texts from Old and 
New Testament;43 Bar 3,29-38 is one of the extracts in EP under the 
lemma &no 't"oi) ~cx.pWx in between an exti:act from Threni and another 
one from Ezekiel. 44 Thi s same extract is found also in DE4s under the 
lemma from Baruch in between an extract from Zechariah and one from 
Isaiah: this is followed by the statement: W08V bnf...8y8~v 081:' 't"a.I:'(; 
e8Ca.~~ iMvru(; ~vcx.pyW(; 't"ij} npo~f...~\LCl.'t"~ na.pLcr't"a.tL8Va.~(;.46 Bar 3,38 
is quoted under the name of J eremi ah in ETh II, 7.47 The Tuo Books of 
the Maccabees are cited in the commentary on Psalm 78,4; 10,78,4.10 
1 Macc 1,21.44.57.65 are introduced by the formula: Y8ypOOt't"a.~ youv 
tv ~'t"i1 't"otYrov 't"ov 't"pooov; 48 1,2 Macc 6, 18 is referred to only with
out an explicit quotation in these terms: Tj yp~ 't"wv XcxAOUtL8VWV 
MCOQ{.~a.Cwv. 49 The evidence is somewhat scanW for any solid conclu
sion; taken in its context in conjunction with what we read of Origen' s 
view on the matter coupled with the introductory formulae we would say 
that Eusebius considered these two books as inspired books. 

Fragments from Daniel. The Bel fragment is never mentioned; the 
Susanna story is mentioned in the letter of Afdcanus to Origen;51 ob
viously E. followed Origen. DE VII, 2, 2451 probably is a reference to 
Dan 13,1££; but it may be to another text; the quotation in PE VI, 11, 
17-1952 is a quotation from Origen's version according to Theodotion 
and introduced by the words: &no 't"wu ypa.q>wv ••• a.t npoil?r]'t"8~a.L Dan 
3, 50 is quoted in DE Frag 2 without any formula. 53 

Till s survey leads to this conclusion: Eusebius, following the ex
ample of Origen, Clement, and others, considered these books as cano
nical, but because of the controversies about them and also of the fact 
that they did not serve him for his set purpose he used mem sparingly; 
Three of them - Tobit, Esther, and Judith - are neyer used. With res-
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pect to Esther, however, at the end of EP I we read: 'This is from the 
Book of Esdras (that is from 3 Esdras 4,34-40); there is nothing to the 
purpose in the Book of Esther,.54 This means that Esthe'! was con
sidered by him as canonical. The extract from 3 Esdras is curious; it 
betrays the wavering of Eusebius on the matter. Athanasius states 
clearly that they were not canonical, yet he comments upon them. 55 

The order of the Books in EP is that of Origen, with changes suiting 
his purpose: First the historical books in this order: Genesis, Exodus, 
Deuteronomy, Joshua, Kings, Paralipomenon, 3 Esdras. After these 
books the poetical and prophetical ones are taken Up56 in this order: 
Psalms, Nahum, Habakkuk, Haggi, Zechariah, Malachiah, Jeremiah, 
Threni, Baruch, Ezechiel, Daniel, Isaiah. This order is similar to that 
of Origen, with changes suiting the ordering of the oracles; Job follows 
the Cantide; the Twelve Minor Prophets are at the head of the pro
phetic oracles, Isaiah at the end of the series in view of his impor
tance. S7 In the Eclogues there is no attempt for ordering the extracts by 
subject matter as in DE. 

3. The Criterion of Canonicity 

It is obvious from what we have just said that Eusebius received his 
Canon from tradition traceable through Christ back to prechristian times 
to Judaic tradition. If we were to ask what did E. believe about the 
origin of the Canon, we would never have an adequate answer for lack 
of substantial evidence. Yet we have some hints which may help us to 
fo rm an op ini on. 

In recording the list of the Sacred Books according to Josephus58 E. 
states that the canon was closed, at least provisionally, if not definite
ly, at the time of Artaxerses because there was no more any prophetic 
succession. This may mean either that a book to be canonical, that is, 
to have its inspiration acknowledged by the people, must have been 
written by a prophet, this fact alone would be sufficient evidence for 
its authority; or that there was needed a prophet, taking the term in its 
wide meaning to include any man with special charismatic gifts, to 
declare its inspiration. 

Discussing the criterion for Inspiration above we referred to two im
portant texts which may help us here also to form an opinion on E's 
views on the matter: EP IV, PrS9 and Ps 60,6. In EP IV he is providing 
a demonstration for the reliability and divine authority of the sacred 
books, based on Inspiration. The indications for the divine origin of 
the books W4.i!re: the manner of life of the prophets themselves, their 



28 C.SANT 

ethical teachings, and the truth of their sayings as proved by later 
events. These facts led the] ews to preserve their writings and hand • them on to posterity. Who were these Jews? One would suppose that 
they were the official leaders of Israel. Eusebius states that the divine 
origin of Psalm 60 was discovered by the men gifted with the charism 
for the discernment of Spirits: David had recited many other ordinary 
prayers just as we do; this one however was not as the rest; it was 
di vinely inspired and, therefore, it was preserved and inserted in the 
collection of sacred books by those men who were gifted with the char
ism of the discernment of the spirits: xo:.~ 88Co:.~, ~Cl3Ao~, 8YXo:.'t'8't""t'OV 
o~ 't'o XcXp~OjLo:. 1:"11, 0~axpCa8w, -cWv TCV8Ul1-eX't'WV o:.l/':11if!O't'8,.60 This is 
an echo of 1 Cor 12, 10: &AMp 08 o~axpCa8W' TCV8UI1-eX-t-WV. The psalms 
after being scattered about for a long time were gathered in the psalter 
either by Esdras or some other prophet: UO't8pOV 08 11-8't'eX 't'o:.lYro:. 8~'t'8 
'''Eaopo:.v 8~'t'8 't'~veX' kfpw, TCpO<J?r)'t'o:., TC8pt ~v auvo:.'YWrYlV o:.,hwv 
~cmOU08X8Vo:.~, 1L88 11 wv xo:.t ~v ~C~AOV 't'WV \jI<XA.iJ.WV ~Y~OX8vo:.~. 61 
Therefore E. believes that the Jewish collection or canon of Holy 
Scriptures was the work of inspired men, who may have been the pro
phets themselves, the leaders of the nation or Esdras, whom, as we 
know, both Jewish and Christian tradition held to have been inspired by 
God to reproduce the Books of the Old Testament after the restoration. 62 

This is not the place to discuss the historical value of this tradition; 
it suffices to say that this was the view of Eusebius, and most probably 
of all Fathers at this time. 

Whatever was his view as to the actual origin of the canon of the 
Scriptures Eusebius was inclined, and actually he did, to accept as 
inspired and canonical only those books handed on down to them by 
ancient tradition. All of them were found in the LXX version, which E. 
together with other fathers of the Church starting with Irenaeus believed 
to be inspired. 63 His sparing use of the Deuterocanonical works is ex
plainable by the purpose of his work and also his controversies with 
the] ews. Moreover in these books there is relatively little material by 
way of messianic oracles or historical importance, if we were to except 
the Maccabees, which cover a period in which Eusebius showed himself 
little interest. 

B. THE TEXT OF THE OLD TESTAMENT 

Eusebius had at his disposal for his works no less than eight texts 
of the Bible to choose from: the Hebrew Text, the Samaritan, the Sep
tuagint, Aquila, Symm ach us, Theodotion, the fifth and !he sixth ver-
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sions. With the exception of the Samaritan all of them were transcribed 
in parallel columns in the Hexaplaris of Origen. The Samarit:n text was 
limited to the pentateuch64 and the iifth and sixth to the Psalter. 65 It is 
important to examine B's opinion of each of them; we leave his use of 
them for a later chapter. 

1. The Septuagint 

As to the origin of this translation E. accepted the tradition handed 
cbwn from early times. He records the story of Iranaeus as to the in
spiration of the seventy interpreters of the Scriptures in the time of 
Ptolemy: ' .•• so that even the heathen who were present knew that the 
Scriptures had been translated by the inspiration of God iGO'."rcX. kC1tVO~Cl.V.'66 
in HE Eusebius does not express his view on this story; in Chr I he 
relates it in his own words to justify his acceptance of its readings 
rather than those of the Hebrew text;67 it is referred to in DE V Pr68 and 
DE VITI. The Greeks, thanks to this translation, could easily read the 
Hebrew Scriptures. 69 It was in universal use throughout the Church; 70 
Origen took special care for its restoration and conservation. 71 Eusebius 
himself did a lot of work to circulate it in the form of Origen's edition, 
adding his own corrections. 72 

That Eusebius attributed to it great authority is only to be expected; 
hi s assertions in thi s respect are quite clear. It is remarkable that while 
he quotes Irenaeus as to the inspiration of the LXX translators, he him
self insists on more self evident facts, or what he believed to be, the 
real ones. The translators produced their texts in one and the same 
form "\\Qrd for word: oD~vw~ 6:.\Yt'CI.~ IL81:'CI.~8f3/'.~iGCI.O~V; 73 commenting on 
Is 7, 14, echoing Irenaeus,74 E writes: 'In our exemplars of the transla
tion of the 70 men, all of them were Hebrew by birth and trained care
fully in the wisdom of their people 1:"il~ 1tCl.'"t"pCou 1tCl.l,58CCl.~ 5850iG~ILCI.-
01L8VWV we read thus •• .'75 Finally then follows clinching argument: 'the 
translation was put in the Library of Alexandria and diligently con
served there'. 76 Hence the translation, considered only from external 
circumstances of its origin, not to speak of its divine inspiration, has 
its own recommendation. This is not enough for' him, however, he in
si sts also on the fact tha t it had been used throughout the Church from 
the beginning: '. •• and also because it has pleased the Church of Christ 
to use it' ,77 and 'the more so since the Church of Christ scattered through
out the world sticks to it only; it has been recoIllIIlended to us by its 
us e by the apostles and the di sciples of our saviour.'78 

Eusebius tlferefore took the LXX as scientifically the most reliable 



30 C.SANT 

and theologically the most authoritative. He used it in the form in which 
it was edited by Origen in his Hexapla. In EP he mentions the asterisk 
and obelo gf the Hexaplaris;70 16,3; the Onomasticon is based on the 
Hexapla. 80 

The Hexaplaric LXX was used by him not uncritically; Mcihle drew 
the attention to the fact that in Cl Eusebius removed all the additions 
introduced by Origen;81 neither was he slow to compare the relative 
value of the LXX when compared with the other texts. 82 

2. The Hebrew Text 

W.hether Eusebius knew Hebrew is a mo st point; certainly he could 
read it and understand it with the help of the Aquila translation. 83 He 
refers several times to the true Hebrew readings tE~pa.t.x~ f...81;1.~. 

The hebrew text was the work of Esdras who knew the Scripture by 
heart and was responsible forits restoration after the return from Babylon. 84 

f 
.. th ,t, 85 tt, , 

He re ers to It In ese terms: 1:0 ~pa.t.xov} 1] E~po:.t.(.t)v no:.pt.O't"1]crt.v 
ryaiJ?~rtE~po:.t.x~ f...8!;t.~/7~ tE~po:.C(.t)v rpo:.iJ?~/8~ tE~pa.t.x~ &.Va.yv(.t)crL~89 
tE~po:.t.x~ iJ?wv~.90Eusebius charges against the Jews that they had mani
pulated the text for their own interest with respect to the chronology of 
ancient times and hence the LXX is to be preferred. 91 Therefore the 
Hebrew text remains always ancillary to the Greek version: 

3. The Samaritan Text 

Eusebius makes use of this text only in the Chronicon as a witness 
of the ancient tradition of the Samaritans with regard to the ancient 
primitive Chronology; otherwise he does not use it at al1. 92 

The difference between the Hebrew text, the LXX and the Samaritan 
did not exist before the change of the script: 'The Samaritan text must 
be considered genuine and primitive (original); not even the heirs of the 
Jews do attack it. Therefore before the change of the script there was 
no divergence between them,.93 The LXX is nearer to the Samaritan than 
to the Hebrew; Hebrew text is erroneous in the series from Adam to 
Abraham, with the exception of the period from Adam to Jared; the Sam
aritan is in default only for the period from Adam to the flood: for from 
the flood to Abraham,it agrees with the LXX series. It is obvious, then, 
that the Judaic text needs correction. 94 

Eusebius believes that under certain respects the Samaritan is better 
than the Hebrew; but not superior to the LXX; the latter is the basis of 
comparison. 
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4. Aquila Version 

This translation of the second century was reproducedllllin the third 
column of the Hexapla; in view of its servile conformity with the He
brew text it enjoyed great critical authority amongst the early fathers 
and the Jews themselves. Aquila was a Jewish proselyte from Porttus; 
hi s intention in making thi s translation was to put before those unable 
to read the original Hebrew the pecularietis of the latter and thus put
ting into relief the divergences of the LXX from the Hebrew original. 95 

Eusebius refers to Aquila more than once in HE. First in a quotation 
from lrenaeus wherein it is stated that Aquila was a Jewish proselyte 
from Pontus who had translated the Old Testament/6 This information 
is repeated in DE. 97 

Eusebius cites Aquila very frequently in his works though not in all. 
It is not cited in Chr nor in HE; 168 times in CP, 66 in On, 65 in DE, 
27 in a, and 2 in EP, always second to Symmachus, but more than the 
latter in DE, where it is engaged in controversy wi th the Jews. It is 
already an indication of Eusebius tendency in his work, 'that is, to be 
influenced by the particular purpose of a given work. This means that 
where fidelity to the text, rather than the literary comm endation was 
essential or required, Eusebius went for Aquila. 

5. Symmachus' Version 

This translation was reproduced in the fourth column of the Hexapla. 
Symmachus published this translation in the last quarter of the second 
century. He wa~ an Ebionite, ~erefore, a Christian heretic: 98 'As to the 
translators it should be stated that Symmachus was an Ebionite •• .' 
Commentaries of Symmachus are still extant in which he appears to 
support this heresy by artacking the Gospel of Matthew. St. Jerome 
praises this translation for its diction based on the sense of the text 
rather than on the material wording of the Hebrew. 99 

Symmachus is cited several times by E. CP 324 times, On 64, a 43, 
DE 42, EP 4. This confirms what we have just said of Aquila: the latter 
is more frequently used in apologetic works against the Jews, whilst 
Symmachus in purely exegetical work.s. 

6. Theodotion's Version 

In the sixth column of the Hexapla Origen inserted the translation of 
Theodotion, a proselyte from Ephesus. 10o In this translation, also of the 
late second.century, Theodotion attempted to produce a translation 
nearer to the original than the LXX; indeed it is more a revision of the 
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latter than a translation properly so called. 101 

EusebiusJIses it to a much lesser extent than he does with the latter: 
Cl 20 times, DE 19, On 10. He describes him as one of the more ac-

1 ,,' t ,\' t , , 102 curate trans ators: a.U1:0, 1:WV 87Uf.l.8"W, 8Pf.l.TjV8Ucra.V1:WV 1:uyxa.vwv. 

The lesser use is easily explainable; Theodotion's possible help could 
easily be provided, and in a much better way, by Symmachus. 

7. Anonymous Versions 

In the final column of the Hexapla, Origen edited another two transla
tions which Eusebius describes thus: 'He discovered certain others 
which had been concealed from remote times - in what out of-the-way 
corners I know not - and by his search he brought them to light. Since 
he did not know the authors, he simply stated that he had found this one 
in Nicopolis near Actium, and that one in some other place. In the 
Hexapla of the Psalms, after the four prominent one translations he 
adds not only a fifth but also a sixth.' 103 

By the nature of the case these translations could not be used but on 
a relatively small scale; the fifth ones in DE; and 24 in ep; the sixth 
one thrice in CP. They are termed 7t8f.1.7t1:Tjl04 and &1:1] ~X.50crL ,105 re s

pectively. They are mostly used to confirm the other translations. 
This broad survey shows us that Eusebius makes full use of the 

textual resources at his disposal; he himself states clearly in a general 
way the principle at the basis of the way he uses them in DE V, Pr.: 
'It is important that one should not overlook that the divine oracles 
contain marvellous things in the Hebrew tongue and because of their 
difficult understanding they have been translated into Greek in different 
ways. But since in time past a number of Hebrew' men gathered together 
translated them in the same manner, to them as "turn our mind, and this 
the more so since it has pleased the Church of Christ to make use of 
them. Whenever there would be any useful purpose we would not PUt 
aside the more recent translations, which even today the Jews like to 
use: in this way whatever pertains to our demonstration will be streng
thened on all sides.' 106 Thi s text confi rms the evidence surveyed above: 
Eusebius is to use the LXX as a basis, the others as confirmation and 
help for the understanding the text. The Hebrew text is difficult to 
understand. The individual translations were not used in the same man
ner or to the same extent in the several works: this depended on the 
purpose of each individual one. This is confirmed by this table which 
represent graphically the relative use of each of the texts at his dis-

<eft 

posal: 
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WORK HEBREW AQUILA SYMMACHUS THEODOTION OTHERS, 5TH Si: 6TH 

Chr Used - - - Samaritan 

EP 8 2 4 - -

On 11 66 64 10 -

HE - - - - -
PE - - - - -

I 
DE 8 65 42 19 5th once i 

I 

0 1 27 43 20 -
Eth, CM 4 1 1 1 -
CP 24 168 324 16 5th 24 

Theoph - - - - 6th 3 

LC - - - - -

vc - - - - -

Totals 56+ 329 478 66 28+ 
'---- ---- ----- ----'----

It is clear from this conspectus that Symmachus is used more in the 
strictly exegetical works, whilst Aquila in the controversial works with 
the Jews. In debating with the Greeks he does not use any other ver
sion except the LXX. It is enough here to point out the relative im
portance attached to these several texts by Eusebius and where his 
inclination lay. It is already a pointer to the fact that in selectin g a 
particular reading he was influenced by the purpose for which he was 
using the text more than by anything else. 
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