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FOREWORD

This project began during academic year 1996-97 with a 
sabbatical front Saint Louis University and a National Endow- 
ment for the Humanities Fellowship for University Teachers, 
for both of which I am extremely grateful. I would like to thank 
my students and colleagues at Saint Louis University, par- 
ticularly the members of the Early Church Seminar, for their 
encouragement, Support and intellectual Stimulation over the 
years. Several research assistants have helped me with this 
specific project, namely DANIEL STRAMARA, LAWRENCE ALTE- 
peter, Richard Metz, Francis X. Gumerlock, Inta 
Ivanovska and TOMÄS O’Sullivan. Lori Hunt created the 
initial Computer file of the base text for collation.

Since HILDEGUND MÜLLER and DOROTHEA WEBER made 
a substantial contribution toward developing the stemma of 
manuscripts and establishing the text, I have listed their names 
on the cover of this edition as adiuvantes. For their efforts on my 
behalf I thank them as well as KURT SMOLAK, Chairman of the 
Commission for Editing Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Lati- 
norum, ADOLF PRIMMER, the former Chairman, and MARGIT 
KAMPTNER and CLEMENS WEIDMANN, researchers at the Kir­
chenväterkommission of the Austrian Academy of Sciences. My 
Viennese colleagues were also especially hospitable during my 
visits to Vienna in connection with this project.

In addition, I would like to thank the librarians and archi- 
vists at all the libraries, which provided microfilms or where I 
worked, especially the conservators at the Bibliotheque nationale 
de France and the Bibliotheque Mazarine, who granted me access 
to manuscripts in their collections. Finally, I would be remiss if I 
did not explicitly express my gratitude to the able and always 
helpful staff at the Pius XII Memorial Library of Saint Louis 
University.
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Kenneth B. Steinhäuser

I dedicate this edition to the memory o£ my friend, 
colleague and teacher, KARL SUSO FRANK, who died suddenly in 
Freiburg im Breisgau on 4 January 2006. Like Isidore o£ Seville, 
he understood himself to be the mouthpiece of the fathers: Quod 
enim ego loquor, Uli dicunt; et vox mea ipsorum est lingua.
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INTRODUCTION

1. Literary and historical context

1 Zeiller, Provinces danubiennes, 503; cf. id., Dalmatie.
2 Meslin, 209.
3 See Duval, L’extirpation, which is a Collection of ten previously pub- 

lished articles from 1969 onward with one new contribution; Simonetti, La 
crisi ariana; Hanson; Barnes and Williams; Sumruld; McLynn; Daniel H. 
Williams; Markschies; Rowan Williams.

4 See CPL 680-708.

In 1918 Jacques Zeiller judged Anonymi in lob commen- 
tarius, which treats Job 1, 1 to 3, 19, “a fastidious commentary 
simultaneously shallow and convoluted,”1 whereas about half a 
Century later Michel Meslin took exception to this “subjective 
judgment” praising the commentary as “very literary.”2 In the 
light of noteworthy research3 over the past three decades into the 
nature and extern of Arianism specifically in the West, I would 
not hesitate today to characterize this anonymous Job commen­
tary as one of the most important pieces of Latin Arian or ho- 
moian {cf. p. 11) literature to have survived. Nevertheless, since 
Meslin’s comprehensive study of Western Arianism in 1967, 
Anonymi in lob commentarius had not been the object of intense 
or extensive inquiry until the recent publication of an article by 
Leslie Dossey in 2003. Perhaps scholars had neglected this over- 
looked treasure due to its lack of keen theological speculation 
and the absence of dogmatic disputation.

In contrast to most other Latin Arian works of the period, 
Anonymi in lob commentarius exhibits two exceptional qualities, 
which significantly enhance its value. First, its text is both intact 
and dependable. A limited number of Latin Arian works4 has 
survived and understanding their transmission is fraught with 
various difficulties. On one hand, many significant Latin Arian 
texts are available through only one witness: for example, the



Introduction10

2. Theological context

Banning, CCSL

collection of Verona, the scholia of the council of Aquileia and 
the palimpsest of Bobbio.5 Furthermore, some of these are also 
fragmentary. On the other hand, where multiple witnesses do 
exist, the textual transmission often has been interpolated and in 
some cases hopelessly corrupted. For example, pseudo-Chrysos- 
tom’s Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum is nothing short of a 
nightmare due to its textual complexity.6 In other words, the 
textual transmission of Latin Arian works generally tends to be 
either fragmentary or unreliable. In contrast, Anonymi in lob 
commentarius is available in seven manuscript witnesses and one 
edition most likely dependent upon a lost manuscript,7 which are 
sufficiently adequate to establish its text with reasonable certi- 
tude. Second, this commentary is, after pseudo-Chrysostom’s 
Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum, the second longest Latin Arian 
work known.8 It preserves sufficient textual evidence to confi- 
dently Support appropriate judgments concerning its context, 
language, message and goals. Although its dependability and 
length make Anonymi in lob commentarius unique, its anonym- 
ity or, more accurately, its pseudonymity is a characteristic it 
shares with most Latin Arian literature.

5 See Gryson, Scripta, and Scolies.
6PG 56, 611-946; see Kauffmann, Textgeschichte-, van 

87B.
7 See p. 56 below.
8 It seems unfounded to consider Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum Pela- 

gian rather than Arian; for arguments in favor of Pelagian authorship see 
Schlatter, Pelagianism, and Aut hör; for arguments in favor of Arian author­
ship see van Banning, Critical Edition-, Kannengiesser; Mali 16-35; 350-355.

Arianism is often used as a somewhat generic term for the 
heresy which denies the Trinity of the Godhead and the divinity 
of the Son. In its classical form Arianism asserted that the Son
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9 For example, see Wiles; Luibheid; Stead.
10 The attempted compromise with Nicene orthodoxy in the fourth 

Century spawned so-called semi-Arianism. Eunomianism or anomoeanism 
insisted on the radical distinction between the Father and the Son. Macedo- 
nianism dealt with the Holy Spirit’s relationship to the Father and the Son.

11 See Brennecke, Homöer, 1-23, especially p. 19; Daniel Williams, 1; 
Barnes and Williams, xiii-xvii.

12 See Hü., syn. 81-91 (PL 10, 534A-545B).

had a beginning in time and there was a time when the Son did 
not exist. In other words, the Son is a creature. Condemned at 
the council of Nicea in 325 the heresy did not become extinct 
but mutated. Theologians often attempt to distinguish the teach- 
ing of Arius himself, which is fragmentary and unclear, from the 
Arianism of his followers.9 Actually what has been called “Ari- 
anism” is extremely complicated and a wide ränge of precise ter- 
minology has been used to describe subtle theological nuances, 
which developed over several centuries under the relentless pres- 
sure of conflict.10 The brand of “Arianism” current in the West 
during the late fourth and early fifth centuries is often identified 
as homoianism distinguishing it from other forms of Arianism. 
The differences are significant and have led some scholars to 
avoid the term “Arian” altogether as a misnomer when referring 
to Latin homoians.11

Homoianism has two distinctive characteristics, the one 
theological and the other historical. First, its major theological 
characteristic is the rejection of the Nicene homoousion, which 
asserts that the Son shares the “same” being with the Father. For 
homoians the term oüoia is simply too philosophical and, above 
all, non-biblical.12 Then, replacing 6p6<; with öpoto«; they assert 
that the Son is “similar” to the Father. Thus, paradoxically “simi- 
lar” actually means “different.” The difference between the Fa­
ther and the Son lies in the Son’s inferiority. Homoians are fond 
of the Johannine tradition particularly the discourses of Jesus in 
the gospel where he describes his relationship to the Father at
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length and, for example, explicitly States that “the Father is 
greater than I” (John 14, 28). Relying upon a unique reference of 
theological weight, namely John 1, 18,13 homoians call the Son 
|aovoyevf]<; 0s6q, unigenitus deus, only begotten God, while the 
Father is unbegotten God. Although the Son is true Son of God, 
he is not true God. The unbegotten God is true God while the 
only begotten God, though apparently divine, does not have the 
same Status as the unbegotten God. In other words, the Son is 
inferior to the Father. Since the term “only begotten God” is 
biblical, it is also used frequently by orthodox bishops of the 
period and cannot be considered an exclusive distinguishing 
characteristic of homoianism. Nevertheless, povoyevrn; 0eö<; is the 
foundation and hallmark of homoian theology. A subordination- 
ist hierarchy of divinity exists with the Son inferior to the Father 
and the Holy Spirit inferior to the Son.

Second, although they, like the Arians, reject homoousion, 
homoians distance themselves from Arius and his teaching. In 
the Acts of the Council of Aquileia (381) Palladius of Ratiaria 
makes this abundantly clear.14 He does not consider himself to be 
Arian and he refuses to allow himself to be called Arian. There 
may be several reasons for this. Perhaps he insists that he “did 
not know Arius”15 because Lucian of Antioch, the supposed

13 Among the variants offered by Nestle-Aland, Novum Testamentum 
Graece, 27th revised and 8th corrected edition (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelge­
sellschaft, 2001), is the use of the definite article before povoyevf]? 0eö?, 
which carries considerable theological implications and which unfortu- 
nately but necessarily disappears in Latin; see the now somewhat old but 
still very useful study of Hort, 1-72; Ehrman, 128; Metzger, Textual Com- 
mentary, 169-170.

14 The Acts of the Council of Aquileia are found among the works of 
Ambrose, Michaela Zelzer, ed., CSEL 82, 3, 313-368; for a complete French 
translation see Gryson, Scolies, 330-383; for a partial English translation see 
Steinhäuser.

15 Conc. Aquil. a. 381, 25 (CSEL 82, 3, 341, 313): Ego Arrium non novi. 
See Steinhäuser, 276.
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16 HiL, coli, antiar. B VIH 2, 2 (3) (CSEL 65, 176, 8-9): non esse creatum 
velut ceteras facturas. See Daniel Williams, 22-37, and the earlier but more 
extensive discussion of the fraus of Rimini by Duval, Manoeuvre.

teacher o£ Arius, was his Inspiration and guide. Perhaps along 
with other homoians like Valens and Ursacius, he believes that 
the mere fact that he does indeed recognize the Son as a divine or 
semi-divine figure and “not a creature like others,”16 he is not 
Arian. Anonymi in lob commentarius is most likely homoian as 
can be seen front the following two quotations:

Omnia quaecumque fecerint homines sive in virginitate sive in 
abstinentia ..., omnia gratis faciunt si non in fide fecerint, sine causa 
agunt nisi in agnitione unius infecti deipatris et in confessione unius 
unigeniti ftlii eius domini nostri lesu Christi et in illuminatione Spi­
ritus sancti gloriosi ac venerabilis paracleti, qui adiuvat infirmita- 
tem nostrae orationis, in quo signati sumus in die redemptionis 
nostrae, hoc fecerint. (I, 11, 6-14)
The word infectus referring to the Father is revealing. If a distinc- 
tive characteristic of the one God, the Father, is infectus, un- 
made, then one may reasonably conclude front the balanced 
structure of the argument that the one only begotten Son is in­
deed made. Thus, the Son is a creature.

Furthermore, homoousion is absolutely rejected as tritheism 
while neither Arius nor Arianism is overtly embraced:

Tria cornua fecit diabolus in typum atque figuram trionymae 
illius sectae triumque deorum haeresis, quae Universum orbem terrae 
in modum tenebrarum replevit, quae patrem et filium et spiritum 
sanctum aliquando tamquam tres colit, nonnumquam autem tam- 
quam unum adorat, quemadmodum Graecorum lingua memoratur 
triada vel homousion. (I, 75, 1-7)
Actually the passage is reminiscent of Jerome’s famous comment 
concerning the council of Ariminum (Rimini) in 359, where the 
bishops were supposedly duped into approving the homoian 
creed, which rejected homoousion and Nicene orthodoxy: “The
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3. Characteristics of the work

see p. 38- 40 below.

17 Hier., c. Lucif. 19 (PL 23, 172C): Ingemuit totus orbis, et Arianum se 
esse miratus est.

18 On provenance

General remarks
The significance of Anonymi in lob commentarius lies in the 

amount of Information which its text preserves concerning 
homiletics, liturgy, exegesis, spirituality and populär piety. More 
pastoral than polemical, the commentary offers today’s vigilant 
reader remarkable insight into the cultural, social and theological 
preoccupations of its author, an unknown Arian bishop of the 
late fourth Century, and his audience, an Arian congregation lo- 
cated perhaps somewhere in northern Italy.18

Worship emerges as one of the chief theological themes 
of the commentary. Job is praised above all as cultor dei, 6co- 
oeßf|<;, a worshipper of God (Job 1, 1). Clearly the anonymous 
author was preoccupied with the faith of individuals as articu- 
lated in their personal prayer and in the worship of the Commu­
nity, as can be seen, for example, in I, 11, 3-10: quia omnem 
sanctitatem et omnem iustitiam et omne opus bonum, quod visi 
fuerint homines facere, nisi in dei cultura, nisi in dei agnitione atque 
confessione fecerint, sine causa faciunt atque supervacue. Et ut bre- 
viter atque evidenter dicam: Omnia quaecumque fecerint homines 
sive in virginitate sive in abstinentia sive in corporis castitate sive in 
carnis suae combustione sive in bonorum suorum distributione, om­
nia gratis faciunt si non in fide fecerint. Consistent with the

entire world groaned and was amazed to find itself Arian.”17 
Here the anonymous author States that the heresy of the three 
gods, where the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are wor- 
shipped as three and not as one, has filled the entire world with 
darkness.
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19 See p. 18 below.
20 See Greenfield, 132-133.
21 See Flint.

author’s homoian theology (cf. p. 13-14), he describes Job as the 
paragon of virtue who worships the one true God only. Relying 
on Paul’s letter to the Romans (Rom 14, 23) Anonymous insists 
that dissociation from true faith and true worship invalidates any 
attempt at virtuous living. Thus, there is also an ecclesiological 
consequence to false worship, which renders any potential vir­
tuous action useless unless motivated by true faith and, above all, 
by true worship.

Another theme, which deserves attention here, is the po- 
lemic against magic and divination in the last book of the 
commentary because it provides insight into the commentary’s 
historical context. For Anonymous, whose comments show an 
acquaintance with magical practices,19 magic is diametrically op- 
posed to the worship of God. Job’s comforters are described as 
“god-worshipping,” refraining from the occult as they keep vigil 
with the suffering Job (... sederunt tamquam religiosi dei cultores, 
non quaerentes neque maleficias neque auguria neque divinationes 
neque phylacteria neque lamellas neque incantationes damnabiles-, 
III, 17, 3-5). These religious men are contrasted with demonic 
men:... continuo incantationes atque incantatores requirunt, statim 
phylacteria alligant, illico maleficiis intendunt aut in charta 
scribunt aut in stagno aut in plumbo, et alligant ei qui aliquem do­
lorem sustinuerit (III, 17, 10-13). Here Anonymous mentions 
writing on a papyrus, tin or lead object and attaching it to the 
person who is suffering pain. The wearing of amulets to eure 
sickness, the inscription of words or images on a metal or papy­
rus talisman and ritual incantations were Standard magical prac­
tices in the ancient world.20 The subsequent association of these 
practices with the devil is a Christian development.21 To the con­
text of magic belongs also ventriloquus (III, 19, 25), which refers 
not to a harmless entertaining Ventriloquist but rather to a sha-
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Homiletic character
Certain features of Anonymi in lob commentarius indicate 

preached homilies rather than a written commentary. At the 
beginning the author situates his work in the liturgical season of 
Lent (in diebus in quibus in ieiunio et abstinentia sanctam domini 
nostri lesu Christi passionem sectamur ut terribilem eius passionem 
transeuntes ad beatam eius resurrectionem venire mereamur-, I, 3, 
22-24); whenever he describes his commenting upon the Bible, 
Anonymous uses verbs like dicere, but not in a single instance

22 For example, see Tert., adv. Marc. 4, 25 (CSEL 47, 504); adv. Prax. 19 
(CCSL 2, 1185); Hier., in Is. 3, 8, 19/22 (CCSL 73, 119) on Is. 8, 19; Aug., de 
doctr. Christ. 2, 23, 35 (CSEL 32, 58, 12-22) on Acts 16, 16. On the basis of 
the Pythian or Delphic Oracle this form of sorcery is generically called 
pythicus, a term which Anonymous does not use.

23 On the notion of technical language with respect to medicine see 
Langslow, 26-41.

man, who “speaking from the belly” as a medium due to some 
form of demonic possession, predicts the future.22

To some extent Anonymous deals with medical issues; they 
are connected to Job’s sickness (II, 27-28) and the gruesome 
death of his children (I, 83). Although the vocabulary in this field 
is detailed, it is far from technical;23 there is no evidence that 
Anonymous had deeper than average knowledge of medicine.

Other themes also emerge from the commentary - the devil 
and his power, Job’s suffering and the theodicy problem, Job’s 
wife and her seduction of Job, Job’s friends and temptation, Job 
as a type of Christ - which are all traditionally associated with 
the book of Job. A careful reading of the text shows that the 
anonymous author frequently offers unexpected interpretations 
of the biblical text. These various themes, which go beyond the 
necessarily limited goals of this introduction, will have to be the 
subject of a more comprehensive study of the commentary.
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scribere or similar expressions.24 In several places he directly ad- 
dresses his audience (o viri peritiaef1, 12, 19; 58, 25; III, 25, 6; o 
viri: I, 74, 23; 89, 27; 102, 30; II, 29, 2; 31, 12; 39, 3; III, 2, 7; 17, 
21; 24, 19; 33, 21; 36, 29; o amici: I, 3, 1; 8, 1; 27, 28; 102, 31; II, 
29, 1; o homines: III, 33, 25; o filii religiosorum: I, 15, 17; o nati 
fidelium: I, 15, 17).26 Anonymous is extremely fond of comment- 
ing upon the text by inserting fictive dialogues (ethopoiies), for 
example, those between God and the Satan (I, 8; 48-49; etc.), be- 
tween Job and the messengers (I, 64-83), between Job and his 
wife (II, 36-51), etc. These dialogues come alive and become 
much more effective when presented by a preacher who can 
modify the tone of his voice and improvise evocative gestures.

From these features as well as from the evident oral charac- 
ter of the commentary we may conclude that the text as it is pre- 
served is based on homilies, which were taken down by scribes 
and subsequently underwent revision in order to obscure the 
original beginnings and endings, thus resulting in a commentarius 
currens. There is one place which still resembles the traditional 
closing of a homily: lustis autem lux est semper et in die nativitatis 
sicut Hieremiae et omnibus sanctis, et in die mortis sicut Lazaro qui 
deportatus est ab angelis in sinus Abrahae, Isaac et lacob in saecula

24 Cf. diximus: I, 4, 1; 5, 16; 12, 1; 30, 11; 42, 8, etc.; scribere, scriptura, 
etc. always refer to the sacred scriptures (at I, 11, 45 the text is perhaps cor- 
rupted).

25 This form of address has no parallels in any homilies of late antiquity. 
Perhaps the anonymous bishop was directly addressing his clergy present at 
a certain designated place in the cathedral regarding an issue that was espe- 
cially pertinent to them. For example, in the first instance of utilizing this 
direct address Anonymous could have been warning his clergy against 
“ecumenism” and communicatio in sacris with Nicene Christians: Sic oportet 
etiam nos, o viri peritiae, in fide ambulare, in fide Stare, in fide perseverare, infi- 
delitati atque infidelibus non appropinquare neque communicare neque conven- 
ticulis eorum neque collectis, ut cuncta quae facimus in fide deo acceptabilia 
fiant (I, 12, 18-22).

26 In antiquity forms of address to an audience of both males and fe- 
males were usually in the masculine form.
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Exegetical method
Anonymous reads biblical texts literally and he frequently 

applies the exegetical method of typology. The words typus and 
figura, each occurring twelve times, are used interchangeably and

27 See p. 21 below. For a brief overview of the connection between the 
season of Lent and the catechumenate in the Greek East see Harmless, 61-69.

28 Cf. Chrysost., cat. bapt. 3/2, 17-21 (Fontes Christiani 6/2, 346-351 = 
SC 50, 143-145).

29 Cf. Chrysost., cat. bapt. 3/2, 13 (Fontes Christiani 6/2, 342-343 = SC
50, 140); Quodv., symb. 1, 1, 8 (CCSL 60, 305); see Finn, 8-9.

30 Cf. Chrysost., cat. bapt. 1, 22 (Fontes Christiani 6/1, 146-149 = PG 
49, 240); 2/3, 6 (Fontes Christiani 6/2, 244-245 = SC 366, 232-235).

31 Cf. Quodv., symb. 1, 9, 6-8 (CCSL 60, 326-327).

saeculorum. Amen (III, 35, 30-33). This may be an indication that 
the revision toward the end of the work was not as diligently 
carried out as had been done earlier. Similarly, there seems to 
have already been some urgency to finish the homilies them- 
selves, since their tendency to omit verses increases as the com- 
mentary progresses (see p. 29 below).

The condemnation of magic and divination {cf. p. 15-16), 
which would seem to be out of place in a Job commentary, 
makes perfect sense if at least a portion of the congregation hear- 
ing these sermons were catechumens receiving immediate prepa- 
ration during Holy Week for their baptism during the upcoming 
Easter ceremonies.27 In fact, these homilies may very well have 
catechumens as part of their audience. Certain themes seem to fit 
well with the scrutinies of the catechumenate and the baptismal 
liturgy, for example, the struggle against Satan (II, 7),28 the egali- 
tarian character of human beings before God (II, 38, 3-7),29 and 
the condemnation of amulets (III, 17).30 In his Creedal Homilies 
Quodvultdeus condemns the Arians in a männer reminiscent of 
Anonymous’ condemnation of the Nicenes (I, 75, 1-7).31 Po- 
lemic need not be absent from catechetical homilies.
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32 For a Contemporary analysis of the terms literal, typological and alle- 
gorical in the context of method see Young, 186-213. Clearly Anonymi in 
lob commentarius will need to be further investigated in this regard.

synonymously. In some instances the story of Job is interpreted 
as counterpart of a type contained in Genesis: That the friends of 
Job should come from the east was prefigured by the garden of 
Eden (I, 24, 6-7). Eve as temptress is a type of Job’s wife (II, 37, 
23-26). More often Job’s story is understood as a type of a New 
Testament passage: The calf, given as a sin offering at Job 1, 5, is 
a type and figure of Christ, the lamb of God, who takes away the 
sin of the world (I, 31, 3-10). Cleaving to innocence (perseverans 
in simplicitate), Job as a type of Christ is led to sacrifice like the 
lamb prophesied by Jeremiah (II, 10, 23-25). Job himself, like 
Christ, was tested and, though he was without sin, suffered (II, 
20, 1-7). Job sitting on the dunghill outside the city is a type of 
the spectaculum mentioned by Paul at 1 Cor 4, 9 (II, 34, 23-30). 
The plurimo tempore, mentioned at Job 2, 9, like the three and a 
half years of Rev 11, 2 and 11, 11, is a type of the duration of the 
Lord’s preaching (II, 36, 5-6). The ada,mas mentioned at Amos 7, 
8, the phoenix, the ark of the covenant and the urn of manna, 
which were all once types and figures of the Lord, have disap- 
peared because they are no longer needed: audi: haec omnia typus 
fuerunt domini Christi, quae usque ad adventum domini et erant et 
visa sunt, post adventum vero domini amplius visa non sunt (II, 26, 
2-4). In addition, we find even a theological concept prefigured: 
The sect of the three gods is anti-type of the three attacking 
squadrons at Job 1, 17 (I, 75, 1-3).

Notably, Anonymous never uses the word allegoria nor 
does he apply an allegorical method to any passage of scripture. 
He obviously favors a literal Interpretation of the scriptures in 
the tradition of the Antiochene school.32 Indeed, it is ironic that 
his commentary was attributed to the Alexandrian Origen in 
every manuscript except one, namely N (see p. 37 below).
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Sources and parallel texts

Nowhere in his commentary does Anonymous mention a 
specific source. His exegetical method, as demonstrated above,33 
is thoroughly Antiochene. He acknowledges dependence upon 
his predecessors34 in a general way and his commentary shares 
significant similarities with other commentaries, sermons or 
catenae in the Antiochene tradition. Dossey has presented these 
similarities in great detail and her work is very valuable.35 Three 
authors, namely Severian of Gabala (pseudo-Chrysostom),36 Jul­
ian the Arian37 and John Chrysostom,38 have written sermons or 
commentaries on Job, which contain themes similar to those 
present in the anonymous Job commentary. Regarding Julian the 
Arian and John Chrysostom, Dossey rightly concludes that a 
direct dependence is unlikely. Anonymous seems to be drawing 
upon a common exegetical and liturgical tradition rather than 
specific works.

The four sermons of Severian of Gabala39 seem, however, to 
be a different case. The theological and exegetical content of his 
sermons is especially orthodox and markedly different from the

33 See pp. 18-19.
34 Dossey, 71, presents some suitable examples: O quam multiplicem in- 

quisitionem atque disputationem habet hic sermo (I, 73, 9-10); Diverse plurimi 
de hoc tempore quod istic memoratum est et intellexerunt et locuti sunt (II, 36, 
2-3). However, the phrase invenimus in antiquorum dictis (I, 3, 1-2) seems 
to refer to rabbinical literature; see p. 23 below.

35 See Dossey, 66-89.
36 PG 56, 563-582; CPG 4564; cf. de Aldama, nos. 175, 475, 533, 393, 

who attributes the four homilies to Proclus of Constantinople. Voicu, Resti- 
tuzioni, is responsible for the attribution to Severian. Arabic and Old 
Church Slavonic versions exist; see Samir; Samir and Schärpe.

37 For an edition see Dieter Hagedorn.
38 Edited by Sorlin; Hagedorn and Hagedorn, Johannes Chrysostomos.
39 For further Information on Severian including a complete list of his 

sermons see Voicu, Severien, and Carter, Chronology-, id., Scriptural Refer- 
ences.
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40 Dossey, 75.
41 See Burkitt.
42 See Ambr., epist. LXXVI (20), 14 (CSEL 82, 3, 115); Willis, 14-15.

approach of the anonymous Arian Job commentary. But in 
other respects similarities between the sermons of Severian and 
the anonymous Job commentary are abundantly clear, specifi- 
cally regarding some themes and biblical quotations, although 
their treatment of these themes and their use of the quotations 
often differ enormously. Dossey asserts that Anonymous used 
Severian’s sermons directly as a source. She argues on the basis of 
common themes and shared biblical quotations elucidating the 
same Job passage. One such example is where 3 Kgs 17, 1 (I, 37, 
9; 43, 5) and Jonah 2, 1 (I, 47, 3-4) are cited in dealing with the 
presence of the devil among the angels and his conversation with 
God at Job 1, 6-7. Another example is where both commen- 
taries eite 1 Cor 5, 5, 1 Tim 1, 20 and Ps 77, 49 (I, 45, 10-15) in 
the same context describing the demons’ punishment of sinners. 
She States that “the cluster of matching quotations is too close to 
have been arrived at independently.”40 Since the book of Job was 
customarily read during Holy Week in the East41 and its reading 
during that season in the West is documented for the diocese of 
Milan through Ambrose,42 one could assume that innumerous 
deacons, priests and bishops, who were authorized to preach, 
actually did preach on these texts at that time. During Holy 
Week catechumens were undergoing their final preparation for 
baptism at the Easter ceremonies. Certainly an enormous 
catechetical and homiletic tradition on Job would have been 
amassed in the liturgical context of Holy Week. For example, the 
incident recorded at 3 Kgs 17, 1 subsequently involves Elijah 
drinking from a stream and is reminiscent of baptism. The inci­
dent recorded at Jonah 2, 1 subsequently involves the whale 
swallowing Jonah and spitting him out after three days and is 
reminiscent of resurrection. Both are predictable subject matter 
for Holy Week and Easter. The citations from 1 Cor 5, 5, 1 Tim
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43 Ps. Chrysost. (Severian), in lob sermo 3, 2 (PG 56, 572).
44 For example, Diodore of Tarsus, the teacher of John Chrysostom, is 

often identified as the originator of the Antiochene exegesis. Known for 
developing a typological understanding of the relationship between the Old 
and New Testaments, he is said to have written commentaries on almost 
every book of the Bible; see Frank, 411-412; Quasten, 397-401.

45 Hagedorn and Hagedorn, Katenen, 208-209; Baehrens, Origenes 
Werke.

46 Edited by Henrichs; Hagedorn, Hagedorn and Koenen.
47 Edited by Renoux.
48 Edited by Hagedorn and Hagedorn, Olympiodor.
49 Edited by Datema and Allen.

1, 20 and Ps 77, 49 all involve the judgment and punishment of 
sinners. This is especially evident in 1 Cor 5, 5 (raßrov mxpaöoß- 
vai tw Earava eiq öXeöpov rfj<; oapKÖ?, Tva tö ttvcßpa owOp ev rfj 
qpepq roß Kvpiou),43 where salvation is contrasted with damna- 
tion, spirit with flesh, and the Lord with Satan. The linking of 
these biblical quotations in the two commentaries could have 
had its origin in a common homiletic and catechetical tradition 
or could have actually come from the Holy Week liturgy itself, 
where biblical readings and liturgical texts may have brought 
these quotations together in the framework of a shared theologi- 
cal theme. Another possible explanation for these similarities 
could be a common single source which is now lost.44

In summation, Dossey’s arguments are not entirely persua- 
sive because the literary parallels indicated can be explained in a 
variety of other ways, which she did not consider. Therefore, a 
direct dependence of one commentary upon the other has not 
been proven.

Thematic similarities of the anonymous Job commentary to 
the exegetical writings or homilies of Origen,45 Didymus the 
Blind,46 Hesychius of Jerusalem,47 Olympiodorus48 and Leontius 
of Constantinople49 are also present. Anonymous appears to 
stand in the tradition of the Apostolic Constitutions, an Arian 
text, particularly regarding the Instruction to pray while facing
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50 Cf. I, 40, 8-9; Gryson, Scripta, 1-145; 227-265.
51 Cf. I, 46, 1; 53, 13-14; 57, 20; 68, 3; H, 32, 15; LeRoy.
52 For a list of Augustine’s quotations front the book of Job see La Bon- 

nardiere, vol. 2, 109-172.
53 Pelag., epist. ad Demetr. 6 (PL 30, 22 A).
54 For example, Meslin, 212, offers instances front Plato and Censorinus.

the east (I, 24, 16-31). There are even vague parallels to the ex- 
tant Latin Arian corpus, namely the collectio Veronensis and the 
collectio Bobiensis^ as well as to the Donatist collectio Escuria- 
lensis?1 Some similarities to various Latin authors, for example 
Augustine52 and Jerome, are present but they are generic and not 
extensive. Anonymous’ praise of Job as a man of the gospel be- 
fore the gospel reminds one of Pelagius’ letter to Demetrias.53 
Parallels with classical Greek and Latin authors are very rare and, 
when present, vague.54 In Summation, parallels to Latin Christian 
literature are meager while classical parallels are virtually non­
existent. However, parallels to Greek Christian literature in the 
Antiochene tradition, especially Severian of Gabala, Julian the 
Arian and John Chrysostom, are most visible.

Finally, on two occasions I note rabbinical literature in the 
apparatus. The first at I, 3, 1-2 is a reference to Baba Bathra 14b- 
15 a, where Moses is said to have written the book of Job while 
he was in Egypt. Anonymous repeats the assertion and adds that 
Job was meant to be an example and consolation to the people of 
Israel who were then suffering persecution under Pharaoh. 
However, according to Job 42, 17ba the book of Job was trans- 
lated from the Syrian. Anonymous also cites this passage (I, 2, 3) 
and explains that Moses himself translated Job from Syrian into 
Hebrew. Thus, Anonymous held that the dialogues between Job 
and his wife and between Job and his friends were originally 
taken down in Syrian. Moses then translated them into Hebrew, 
adding those parts to the story that could be known only to an 
inspired person (cf. I, 2, 25-26).
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30; Meeks and

55 Neusner, 171-187, explains the historical and theological basis of 
orality in rabbinical literature.

56 In Isai. 12, 41, 1 (CCSL 73A, 470, 95).
57 PG 48, 843-942; see Harkins, xxvii, especially n.

Wilken, 19-36.
58 For example, see Wallace-Hadrill, 30: “Antioch, however, was more 

directly affected by Jewish thinking, and close affinities between Antio- 
chene and Jewish methods of exegesis have been observed.”

The second reference to rabbinical works is at I, 22, 29, 
where Anonymous writes: (lob appropinquavit) et Melchisedech in 
filiorum immolatione. Based on the absence of a genealogy of 
Melchizedek in Genesis, Heb 7, 3 asserts that Melchizedek had 
no offspring. How then could his sons have been sacrificed? 
Genesis Rabbah 44, 7, Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer 8; 27 and other rab­
binical literature identify Shem, the son of Noah, with Melchi­
zedek. In the table of the nations Elam is listed as a descendent of 
Shem (Gen 10, 22). According to Tanhuma Lekh-Lekha 19 when 
Abraham defeated and killed Chedorlaomer, king of Elam, and 
the other kings of the alliance, he had killed the sons of Shem. 
Abraham feared that Shem would curse him but Shem, who is 
Melchizedek, came forth and blessed Abraham (Gen 14, 18-20). 
Genesis Rabbah was written around 425 CE, roughly the same 
time as the Jerusalem Talmud. Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer and Tanhuma 
were written in the ninth Century. It must be noted that rabbini­
cal literature is fundamentally oral.55 These oral rabbinical tradi- 
tions often pre-date their final written form by centuries: Even 
Jerome mentions that Melchizedek was Shem’s name.56 Anony­
mous was most likely aware of some of these Jewish traditions 
and in these two instances incorporated them into his commen- 
tary. Indeed, this is consistent with Anonymous’ affinity with 
Antiochene exegesis. For example, John Chrysostom’s homilies 
Adversus ludaeos attest to a significant Jewish presence in An­
tioch.57 Furthermore, Contemporary scholars find both pagan 
and rabbinical influences on Antiochene exegesis.58



Introduction 25

59 Regarding the text of various biblical versions, I consulted the follow- 
ing works: Rönsch; Wordsworth; Wordsworth, Sanday and White; Robin­
son; White, Four Gospels-, id., Portions-, Buchanan, Codex Corbeiensis-, von 
Soden; Buchanan, Codex Veronensis; Dieu; Sanday, Turner and Souter; 
Plater and White; Henss; Ziegler, Randnoten-, id., Beiträge-, Gentry; Burton; 
Patrologia Latina Database at http://pld.chadwyck.com (Chadwyck-Healy, 
1993-1995); Vetus Latina Database at http://www.brepolis.net/index.html 
(Brepols, 2003).

60 The Greek text in the table was constructed from the text and critical 
apparatus of Rahlfs and especially of Ziegler, lob, and by comparison to the 
text of Anonymous and to Biblia sacra iuxta Vulgatam versionem, 4th edition 
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994). Ziegler indicates individual 
textual witnesses in his detailed apparatus.

Biblical quotations59

Biblical quotations from Job and other books of the Old 
and New Testaments are extensive. Since Anonymous ap- 
proaches various sections of the Bible differently, analysis of his 
biblical text and its use must be divided into three parts: the 
book of Job, other Old Testament citations and allusions, and 
New Testament citations and allusions.

First, Anonymous’ use of the book of Job is a special issue 
since he himself may or may not have translated it from Greek 
into Latin. No argument can be derived from the prologue be- 
cause it does not belong to the commentary proper (see p. 48-51 
below).

Clearly Anonymous employed a Lucianic Version of the 
Septuagint in his commentary; this is evident from parallels 
found in the codex Alexandrinus and in some instances in other 
witnesses to the Lucianic Version. In the list below the Latin text 
is from Anonymous followed by the corresponding reading of 
the codex Alexandrinus unless otherwise indicated:60
Job 1, 1b: sine querela iustus verax] äpepTtroc biKaioi; ä/r|6iv6<; - Job 1, 5e: 
corde] Kapöia - Job 1, 5f: ovv (enim) post sic om. - Job 1, 5f: eorum] avrwv 
add. - Job 1, 6a: factum est... quasi] syevETO w? - Job 1, 6b: iöov (ecce) post 
et om. - Job 1, 7a: ad diabolum] rrpcn; röv öiccßoXov - Job 1, 8 a: deus] 0eö<; -

http://pld.chadwyck.com
http://www.brepolis.net/index.html
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61 See Brock, 81.

Job 1, 8c: homo similis ei / illi / cui] öpoioc avrw dvOpwiroi; - Job 1, 8d: 
iustus] ötKaiot; add. - Job 1, 9b: lob colit] Iwß aeßerai - Job 1, 9b: deum] 
Oeov - Job 1, 12b: dedi] ÖEÖwKa apud nonnullos testes Graecos legitur - Job 1, 
13a: factum est] eyevero - Job 1, 13b: et] Kai add. - Job 1, 13b: manducabant 
et] rjoOiov Kai add. - Job 1, 14b: tuorum] aov apud nonnullos testes Graecos 
legitur - Job 1, 15a: venerunt vel rjX0ov nonnulli interpretes usi sunt - Job 1, 
15b-c: in ore gladii et remansi] ev oropan pa/aipai; Kai eaw6qv - Job 1, 16a: 
ad lob ... dixit ei] trpöi; Iwß Kai eitrev avrw - Job 1, 17a: alius nuntius venit ad 
lob et dixit ad eum] srepoe ayyEXo«; ep/erai npö<; Iwß Kai Xcysi avrw - Job 1, 
17e: et evasi] Kai EawOqv - Job 1, 18a: venit ad lob ... et dixit] spxsrai npö«; 
Iwß Xcywv - Job 1, 18b: filii tui] rov (pro tw) viw aov - Job 1, 19a: ab] änö - 
Job 1, 20a: audiens lob] ÖKOvaa? Iwß add. - Job 1, 20b: aspersit terram super 
caput suum] Karsnäaaro yfjv em rqc Ke<|>aXq<; avrov add. - Job 1, 20c: ad 
dominum] Tip Kvpiw add. - Job 1, 21e: in saecula] si<; roix; aiwvac; add. - Job 
1, 22b: non peccavit lob neque in conspectu domini neque in labiis suis] ovx 
fjpapTeV Iwß ovöev Evavn rov Kvpiov ovöe ev toü; XE'^6CT1V avrov - Job 2, 3c: 
illi similis] öpoto? avrw add. - Job 2, 3d: sine querela iustus verus] äpepnroc 
öiKaio«; äXq0ivö<; - Job 2, 3g: perderes sine causa] cmoXeaai ötä KEvqc; - Job 2, 
7a: ös (ergo) post exivit om. - Job 2, 8a: lob] Iwß add. - Job 2, 8a: suam] 
avrov add. - Job 2, 9ba: memoria tua] tö pvqpöavvdv aov tr. - Job 2, 9bß: 
tui] aov add. - Job 2, 9d: et ego] Kai syw apud nonnullos testes Graecos legi­
tur - Job 2, 10b: quare] iva ti add. - Job 2, 10b: ut] w<; apud nonnullos testes 
Graecos legitur - Job 2, 10b: ita] ovrwt; add. - Job 2, 10c: autem] öe add. - 
Job 2, lOd: his omnibus] rovrou; ttaaiv tr. - Job 2, lOe: neque in labiis suis] 
ovöe sv rot«; xeiXeoiv avrov - Job 2, 11b: ut consolarentur eum et visitarent 
illum] rov TtapaKaXeaai Kai EmaKEtpaaOs (=-0ai) avrov add. - Job 2, 11b: 
civitate] m5Xsw<; - Job 2, 12d: super capita sua] Em räq KE<|>aXä<; avrwv add. - 
Job 2, 13b: ad eum verbum] npöq avrov Xoyov add. - Job 3, 1: haec] ravra - 
Job 3, 2 et respondit] Kai äneKpiOq add. - Job 3, 17a: requieverunt] enav- 
aav - Job 20, 15b: angelns mortis] ayysXoi; Oavarov - Job 25, 6 a: omnis] 7taq 
add.
The above comparisons include vocabulary, that is choice o£ 
words or semantic equivalents, grammar, particles, word order, 
omissions and additions. Since biblical translation is commonly 
verbum e verbo due to reverence £or the sacred text, all these as- 
pects are very important.61 In the vast majority of instances the
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cited Latin text corresponds exactly and unambiguously to the 
text of the Codex Alexandrinas A

Joseph Ziegler, who also tends toward a Lucianic Identifica­
tion of the Job text of Anonymous, points out several Sonderles­
arten unique to the Job text of the anonymous commentary.63 
All these variants could have had their origin either front read- 
ings already existing in the Greek version or from diverse render- 
ings of the Greek through Latin translation. Among these vari­
ants I would also include the phrase ut staret ante dominum 
instead of per avrwv at Job 1, 6c (I, 39, 21) and ad eos (aÜToic;?) at 
Job 1, 20c-21a (I, 92, 1).

Due to the presence of occasional Lucianic readings in some 
early Latin fathers, particularly the Africans Tertullian and 
Cyprian, who flourished well before Lucian of Antioch, many 
scholars now prefer to refer to a proto-Lucianic text meaning an 
earlier version of the Septuagint resembling the Antiochene re- 
cension.64 This is very important because there are obvious simi- 
larities of the Job text of Anonymous with the Job text of 
Cyprian.65 They need not lead one to posit an African origin of 
Anonymi in lob commentarius through a common biblical text.66 
Cyprian, living at a different time and most likely a world apart 
from Anonymous, could have used a very similar Septuagint text 
based on a proto-Lucianic version emanating out of Antioch. 
Under these circumstances, since translation into Latin would 
have been done not at Antioch but somewhere in the West, 
Anonymous and Cyprian could have shared a text springing

62 Two parallels to the text given by the Codex Sinaiticus, which does 
not represent a Lucianic version, are insignificant: Job 1, 6b: deum] 0eov cf. 
cod. Sinaitic. - Job 1, 13b: avroO (eins) post filiae om. cod. Sinaitic.

63 Ziegler, lob, 27-28, 117; cf. Robinson, 31-34; Dieu, 254; Gentry, 1- 
82, 537; Meslin, 220-221.

64 Jobes and Silva, 53-56; cf. McKendrick.
65 For references to previous research on this see Dossey, 62f., nn. 10-12.
66 I reject the hypothesis of Dossey, 89-104, 123-138, that Anonymous 

used an Old Latin, specifically North African, Job text; see p. 31 below.
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67 Cypr., domin. orat. 26 (CCSL 3A, 106, 488).
68 Quodv.,prom. 1, 22, 30 (CCSL 60, 39, 15).
69 Ziegler, lob, 27; Caspari, 50, shows the reading noli tangere.
70 Cf. Deut 2, 19; Judg 18, 25; Ruth 3, 14; Esth 6, 10.

from a common Greek Version with their respective Latin trans- 
lations being independent. This would account for both similari- 
ties and differences between the Job texts o£ Cyprian and 
Anonymous. Nevertheless, the Situation is complicated by two 
Job passages common to both Cyprian and the anonymous 
commentary, which deserve further comment. At Job 1, 12c the 
expression cave ne tangas (I, 61, 15; 23; 26; 28; 29; 34; 62, 25) ap- 
pears in the anonymous commentary seven times as well as in 
Cyprian67 and Quodvultdeus.68 Ziegler asserts that cave ne does 
not correspond to any word in the Greek text.69 This would 
seem to imply that Cyprian and Anonymous had the same Latin 
text. Actually cave ne plus the subjunctive is a very common ex­
pression. For example, Jerome frequently uses cave ne plus the 
subjunctive to translate a Greek negative imperative into Latin, 
which may be rendered in English “do not” or more literally 
“beware lest....”70 Thus, two different translators easily could 
have arrived at the expression cave ne tangas independently, as a 
perfectly acceptable and somewhat expected translation of pf) 
ätpt]. At Job 1, 21 (LXX: dTteXevoopat skei) both Cyprian and the 
anonymous commentary read nudus ibo sub terram (I, 92, 19-93, 
30), but later for the same passage Anonymous also has nudus ibo 
illuc (I, 93, 33-94, 19), indicating that he was aware of the read­
ing ekei. Cyprian’s works enjoyed wide circulation and Anony­
mous’ access to a Job translation in common with Cyprian is 
insufficient to place Anonymous in North Africa. Another ex­
ample may be found at Job 3, 3a, where Anonymous first offers 
maledictus dies Ule in quo natus sum (III, 29, 3) and later (III, 31, 1) 
pereat (ömdXorro) instead of maledictus (EmKardpaTOt;), which are 
variants present in both Greek and Latin texts of Job. These pas­
sages demonstrate that Anonymous was familiär with multiple
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versions of the Job text available to him but undoubtedly fa- 
vored the Lucianic Greek Version or a close Latin translation of 
it. Nevertheless he was also aware of other Latin versions. Thus, 
one should not be surprised to find Anonymous citing various 
Latin translations of Job, some of which may have been more 
familiär to his audience.

As indicated above (see p. 18) Anonymous omits some 
verses of the Job text in his commentary. This tendency increases 
as the commentary progresses. Citations from the third chapter 
of Job are especially spotty, where Anonymous’ comments are 
shorter and compressed into a smaller space. There seems to have 
been some urgency to finish. Thus, one cannot necessarily con- 
clude that his text of Job was defective in those instances where 
omissions occur. Anonymous deals with some phrases and 
clauses in inverted order. This also appears to be his choice as 
preacher and need not reflect the state of his Job text. Finally, he 
occasionally quotes passages from later chapters of Job and he 
also alludes to later chapters of Job; this is clear evidence that his 
text of the book of Job did not break off at chapter three.

Second, with the possible exception of an allusion to Prov 
28, 15 (II, 26, 22-23), all Old Testament quotations and allusions 
in the anonymous commentary are from the Septuagint or a pre- 
Vulgate Latin text. While some passages were quoted verbatim, 
many others because they are conflated or misidentified seem to 
have been cited from memory. I Ümit myself to one Illustration 
for each phenomenon. In the following passage Mal 4, 2 has been 
conflated with Isa 65, 15-16: Vobis qui timetis nomen meum, cog- 
nominabitur nomen novum quod benedicetur super terram (I, 98, 
30-32). Next, Anonymous claims to be citing Chronicles, per- 
haps 1 Chr 1, 35-37: Hoc nimirum ostenditur ex libro Paralipo- 
menon ubi dicit: Venerunt autem cum Ulis et Nomadae genus Esau 
(III, 16, 36-38). However, the text bears far greater similarity to 
Gen 36, 6-7 or Deut 2, 12. In three instances (I, 58, 41-42; II, 62, 
26; III, 20, 17) the missing identifications of location may as well
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71 Adamantus vero interpretatur ex Graeca lingua indomabilis, inflexibilis, 
inattritabilis, incomminutus et, ut breviter dicam, cui necquidquam praevalet 
neque percutiendo neque adurendo (II, 25, 25-28).

72 Hier., comm. in Amos 3, 7, 7-9 (CCSL 76, 317-320).
73 On the Old Latin versions of the New Testament see Fischer; Metz­

ger, Early Versions, 285-330.
74 For example Ambr., exp. Luc. 6, 3 (CCSL 14, 175, 24); Hier., adv. 

Pelag. 3, 14 (CCSL 80, 117, 29-30); Orosius, apol. 24 (CSEL 5, 643, 16).

be due to Anonymous’ citing the Bible from memory, for exam­
ple: Non enim lapsus est in sermone labiorum iuxta hoc quod dic­
tum est quodam in loco in scriptura: Est qui labascitur ex verbo vel 
ex ore et non ex corde (II, 62, 25-27). Finally, the wording of 
Amos 7, 8 cited at II, 25, 15-16 (Ecce ego ponam adamantum in 
medio populi met) does not help solve the problem as to which 
version of the Old Testament Anonymous used. The Vulgate has 
the Latin word trulla in place of the Greek word adamas. Al- 
though Anonymous’ Latin version and his subsequent com- 
ments71 seem to demonstrate his knowledge of Greek, thus quali- 
fying him as translator, Jerome offers a striking parallel for both 
the translation adamas and its explanation.72

Third, the New Testament text of Anonymous is also prob- 
lematic. Often his text appears to be a Vetus Latina™ version. I 
offer as an Illustration the phrase cited from Rom 3, 4, sit deus 
verax (I, 10, 18-19 and 60, 12), where the Vulgate less accurately 
reads est autem deus verax. Clearly the subjunctive sit corresponds 
to the Greek yivcoOw or its variant eotw more suitably than the 
indicative est. Since Rom 3, 4 is cited twice by Anonymous and 
since there are several other patristic witnesses to the reading,74 it 
would appear that Anonymous may have been using a Latin text 
at this point.

Nevertheless, in some instances Anonymous’ biblical text is 
the only extant Latin witness to a version of the Greek New Tes­
tament. His citation of 1 Cor 6, 20 (II, 62, 19-20: Glorificate
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deum in corpore vestro et in spiritu vestro)75 renders the Greek: 
öo^ctoccre Öf) töv 0eöv ev tw owpan üpwv Kai sv rw nvEupart vpwv; 
according to Nestle-Aland the words Kai ev tw TtVEupart vpföv are 
preserved by the majority of Koine type manuscripts but only 
one Vulgate manuscript.76 Cyprian, a chief witness to the Old 
Latin version, records clarificate et portate deum in corpore vestro 
four times, notably without the words et in spiritu vestro77 Fur- 
thermore, some Greek manuscripts, 1505*vld and 1611 (vg), insert 
the word äpare before Öo^aoatE so that most Old Latin and Vul­
gate texts read glorificate (or clarificate) et portate (or tollite) deum 
in corpore vestro.™ To sum up, Anonymous’ New Testament text 
differs from the text of all extant Latin versions; thus Dossey’s 
hypothesis79 of the author using a North African biblical text 
cannot be sustained.

In addition, there are other extremely confusing, in some 
cases insoluble, problems. Anonymous conflates Matt 8, 12 with 
Matt 25, 41 twice (I, 81, 32-34; II, 24, 28-29). A conflation like 
this one may be considered a memory lapse. However, the fact 
that the conflation occurs twice could indicate that Anonymous 
had the conflated text in front of him. Another problem is Quia 
non habuerunt tegumentum, infemo vestiti sunt (I, 92, 35-36), 
which is a citation of Job 24, 8b, yet the word Inferno which evi-

75 See Vetus Latina Database, 1 Cor 6, 20. The Patrologia Latina Database 
yields no witnesses to 1 Cor 6, 20 with the words et in spiritu vestro.

76 C3 D2 T 1739“8 1881 vgms sy, and vg“5 for the Vulgate tradition.
77 See von Soden, 595; Vetus Latina Database, 1 Cor 6, 20, nos. 81-86: 

Cypr., Fort. 6 (no. 81), hab. virg. 2 (no. 82), domin. orat. 11 (no. 84) and 
testim. 3, 11 (no. 85); no. 83 is fragmentary without the pertinent text and 
no. 86 shows the text in only some witnesses.

78 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 487-488, convincingly argues for the 
authenticity of the shorter reading in both cases, i.e. without apotTE and 
without Kai ev t(ö TtvEvpan vpwv.

79 Dossey, 97-99.
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80 The Quotation is meant to Interpret Job 1, 21b: nudus ibo sub terram.

dently has the meaning “a region under the surface of the earth”80 
is puzzling as a translation of TOTpav.

In conclusion, Anonymous does not handle every biblical 
book in the same männer. First, the detail, accuracy and consis- 
tency with which Anonymous cites the book of Job indicate that 
while preaching he had a complete copy of a Latin Version corre- 
sponding closely to the Codex Alexandrinas. Whether or not he 
himself had made the translation remains uncertain. The prob- 
lem that some readings in Anonymous agree with those of 
Cyprian while others depart from those of Cyprian can be 
solved by positing a common Greek text to which the different 
Latin versions go back indirectly. Second, citations and allusions 
from other books of the Old Testament are often from memory 
and thus frequently less accurate than the Job text. The numer- 
ous citations and allusions, which correspond to the Septuagint 
in virtually every instance, reveal that the author had become 
familiär with these passages over many years by reading and 
studying either the Greek text or a Vetus Latina Version that has 
not been preserved. Third, the anonymous author’s Latin text of 
the New Testament indicates that he may have used a Vetus 
Latina version with some frequency. This is confirmed by occa- 
sional multiple citations of the same passage in a uniform and 
consistent männer, where these citations also correspond to the 
text of other early witnesses. One would suspect that a preacher 
and bishop would have hesitated to depart radically from the 
New Testament text, particularly the gospel text, with which his 
congregation was familiär. Anonymous also makes frequent allu­
sions to the New Testament, some of which are obviously from 
memory. Since he was familiär with the Greek text, he even 
might have spontaneously offered his own Latin translation 
while preaching.
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Language and style

Late, ecclesiastical and colloquial grammatical phenomena 
are evident in Anonymous’ language. I offer several examples:81

Morphological
Declension: I, 3, 22; HI, 14, 4 illo (dat.) - n, 15, 5 tibimetipso (dat.) - n, 55, 
11 toto (dat.): pronominal declension having -o in the dative.

Conjugation: I, 10, 9 finctus - I, 13, 38 relinquisset - I, 83, 26 conteruit - n, 
21, 8 obtunderis (perfect subjunctive) - n, 41, 35 delavata-. unusual forms of 
perfect tense.

Tmesis: I, 11, 17 (est... prode).

Lexical

Nouns: In several instances the neuter is replaced by the masculine or femi­
nine according to the characteristics of late Latin, e.g., I, 83, 23 vertibulos 
(yertibulus instead of vertibulum has no parallels in Latin literature) - I, 83, 
29 (puperiorem) tectum (tectus instead of tectum} - I, 89, 36 (pundem) proposi- 
tum (propositus instead of propositum} - II, 7, 12 dictus (instead of dictum, cf. 
ThlL V/l, 1014, 73-81) - HI, 17, 4; 19, 19; 20, 15, etc. maleficias {maleficia, 
-ae instead of maleficium, cf. ThlL VIH, 175, 69).
Some nouns have a meaning that differs notably from their usual meaning, 
e.g., II, 1, 14 superatio-. “superiority” - HI, 8, 19 praeposito-. “Intention” (ThlL 
X/2, 778, 21-46); the meaning of (testz) polline (□, 31, 29; 35) is totally un- 
dear, perhaps the word needs conjecture.82

81 Although a comprehensive philological study of Anonymi in lob 
commentarius is needed, such a study lies beyond the scope of this brief 
introduction.

82 In both places polline is preserved in the most reliable manuscripts. It 
follows testilp} immediately and most likely specifies the shards (testae) that 
were thrown upon the martyr Lucian and strewn on the prison floor where 
he was made to lie down. Parallels for this type of torture are found in Paul. 
Nol., carm. 15, 185-186 (CSEL 30, 59) (stemuntur fragmina testae, arceat ut 
somnum poenalis acumine lectus), Prud., perist. 5, 257-260 (CSEL 61, 343) 
(fragmenta testarum iubet ... tergo iacentis sternerent), Victric. Rot., laud. 
sanct. 12, 87 (CCSL 64, 91) (ipsisque testarum cubilibus transpunguntur). It is, 
however, problematic to derive polline from pollen in its normal meaning,




