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ABSTRACT

The thesis is in two parts, ‘Manuscript' and "Text'. The first part considers the post-
Anglo-Saxon history of the manusiript, Junius 85 and 86, and then considers the Anglo-Saxon
manuscript from the point of view of the activity involved in its production. In Chapter One are
noted some of the manuscript's fundamental physical characteristics, its size in relation to other
homily collections, the collation of its leaves and the quality of the membrane. Chapter Two
deals with the question of the manuscript's provenance, and is ordered in sections each of which
considers a particular piece of evidence. A final section summarizes the significance of all the
evidence. Aside from a titled transcript made by Junius of part of one of the homilies, all the
evidence of the manuscript's history before Junius donated it to the Bodleian Library is that
which has accrued to the manuscript over the centuries. The title of Junius's transcript provides
evidence that Isaac Vossius possessed the manuscript before Junius, and a key question is that of
Vossius's acquisition. It is circumstantially likely that Vossius did not acquire the manuscript in
England, and press-marks entered in each volume suggest that the manuscript may have been
collected in France by a French bibliophile, Paul Petau, part of whose collection had come into
Vossius's possession before the latter moved to England. The evidence of the two volume
binding, which seems certainly to pre-date Junius's ownership, does not contradict this, on the
face of it, unlikely provenance for an Old English homily collection. Evidence of the
manuscript's survival through medieval times resides in a title entered on the first membrane
leaf, which is all that survives of a medieval b{‘;iing, and in a series of jottings. A detailed
examination of the writing shows that the title and the jottings are comparable palacographically,
and that both were probably added some time in the late twelfth or early thirteenth century, either
in France or England. It seems probable that the jottings, some of whose content gives support to
the possibility that the manuscript was in France, were entered while the manuscript was bound,
as the title indicates, with a Greek psalter. The manuscript may owe its survival to this binding,

Chapter Three turns to the Anglo-Saxon manuscript itself, and it is established that it was
written by three main hands. In the absence of any study of eleventh-century insular scripts, a

comparative study of the palaeography has not been possible, but by way of contribution to the



subject I have tried to characterize the script of the manuscript, as well as giving detailed
description of letter forms and their variety in the course of identifying the hands. Chapter Three
ends with description of decorative features, particularly of ornamental brackets which are a
feature peculiar to Junius 85 and 86. Chapter Four considers the compilation of the manuscript,
and it is shown in a separate section how the use of ornamental brackets arose when one scribe
made regular use of a feature which another scribe had introduced for practical reasons. The
main section (section 4) of Chapter Four draws on the physical and palacographical evidence
already described and discussed and relates it to the texts to show how the manuscript was
compiled in at least two stages, with the bulk of the manuscript belonging to a final stage and the
rest being remains of a previous stage, though no great space of time separates the two stages.
One particular point concerns the status of a translated extract from the apocryphon Visio Pauli,
and it is argued that the text was copied, and possibly translated, specifically to expand Homily 1,
there having been doubt hitherto on this point. Chapter Five considers some spelling features
which are characteristic of Junius 85 and 86, and constitutes a suggestion of an alternative to
traditional language descriptions, based on historical phonology, which are of limited value for
late Old English manuscripts.

The second part of the thesis is the edition of the texts. The editorial aim is to enable
consideration of whether the manuscript could have been used for preaching. Each homily is
followed by a Commentary whose principal function is to address all difficult readings, and
assess how often a failure of sense occurs. When other copies of homilies are thus closely
examined it should eventually become possible to assess how much textual difficulty a copy of a
homily could bear and still be delivered from the page as a preachéd sermon. How far the Old
English Homiletic manuscripts are representative of an active preaching tradition is yet a matter
for much debate. Notes describing the condition of the text in the manuscript accompany the
texts, and previous editions are corrected where necessary. A novel form of printing Old English

prose has been adopted, whereby sentences are spatially distinguished.
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PART ONE. MANUSCRIPT

CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTORY

Junius 85 and 86 contains one ZElfrician homily (Homily 2), four anonymous homilies and
a fragment of a fifth, and the manuscript is thus most importantly a witness to the anonymous
element within the OE homiletic tradition. I have accordingly adopted the sigel C from Scragg's
list of manuscripts éontaining anoymous homilies and saints' lives.!

I have found no reason to question Ker's dating of C to 's.xi med.",2 nor have I found
evidence to suggest a more exact dating.

The question of where C was written I have left open. The textual relationship of the
Zlfrician homily with copies in Bodley 340 and 342, CCCC 198 and CCCC 162, manfxscripts of
the early eleventh century with Canterbury and Rochester connections,? is a doubtful indication
of south-eastern origin, since exemplars in that textual tradition could have travelled far by the
time of the writing of C. Moreover, the influence of a Canterbury tradition may depend as much
upon particular relationships of Canterbury with other centres as upon geographical vicinity.
This observation could apply as much to spelling traditions as to textual traditions.

My study of C begins with consideration of some basic physical characteristics.

1D G. Scragg, The Corpus of Vernacular Homilies and Saints' Lives before £lfric', ASE, 8
(1979), 223-77.

2Ker, Catalogue, p.409.

3Malcolm Godden, ed., £lfric's Catholic Homilies. The Second Series. Text, EETS, ss.5
 (Londonm, 1979),p.Ix. ~



1. Dimensions

What is at first remarkable about C is its smallness. The dimensions given by Ker, height
first, are 160 x 115mm (MS 85) and 155 x 100mm. (MS 86).4 There is some variety in the size
of the leaves, and to give overall maximum dimensions Smm. may be added to the height of MS
85 and to the width of MS 86.

In the introduction to his catalogue, in a section dealing with the preparation of sheets for
writing , Ker comments that a ‘common size' of the folded sheets in Old English homiliaries is
about 250 x 160mm.> A few manuscripts do conform nearly to these dimensions,® but Ker's
figures should rather be seen as giving about an average size, since a survey of the dimensions of
homily collections reveals a range from about 300 x 200mm. down to about 200 x 130mm.”
Most markedly outside the upper limit of this range are the two volume homiliary, Bodley 340
and 342 (Ker no. 309, s.xi in., 315 x 220 and 315 x 210mm.) and the Royal manuscript of the
First Series of ZElfric's Catholic Homilies (BL, Royal 7 c. xii, Ker n0.257, s.x ex,, 310 x
205mm.). The former, a mixed collection of Zlfrician and anonymous pieces, was probably
written at Canterbury or Rochester. The latter was probably written at £lfric's scriptorium, since
there is agreement among scholars that a marginal note on fol.64r is in Zlfric's hand.? Outside
the approximate lower limit are Lambeth Palace Library, 489 (Ker no. 283, s.xi third quarter,
184 x 125 mm.) and BL, Cotton Cleopatra B. xiii (Ker no.144, s.xi third quarter, 184 x 125
mm.), which probably are two parts of the same manuscript,® and BL, Cotton Vespasian D. xiv
(Ker no. 209, s.xii med,, ¢.191 x 122 mm.). The relatively late Vespasian D. xiv, written

probably at either Canterbury or Rochester, differs in character from C in that it seems to have

4Ker, Catalogue, p.411.

SIbid., p.xxiii.

6CUL, Ii. 4. 6, Ker no.21, s.xi med,, ¢.261 x 150mm.; CCCC 302, Ker no.56, s.xi/xii, ¢.253 x
168mm.; Cambridge, Trinity college, B. 15. 34, Ker no.86, s.xi med., c.248 x 161mm; Bodleian
Library, Hatton 113 and 114, Ker no.331, s.xi third quarter, 255 x 158mm. Rudolph Willard,
The Blickling Homilies, EEMF, 10 (Copenhagen, 1960), p.19, cites Ker's comment when he
gives probable original dimensions of the Blickling manuscript as 250 x 160mm., now ¢.200 x
14Smm. Manuscript dimensions are given from Ker, Catalogue.

TThe lists in Scragg, 'Corpus of Vernacular Homilies' and Godden, £lfric's Catholic Homilies.
Second Series, pp.xiii-xiv, between them cover all extant witnesses to the homiletic tradition.
They include fragments and manuscripts which cannot be described as homily collections: the
dimensions of most of these fall within the range indicated.

8For references on this point, see Norman Eliason and Peter Clemoes, eds, £lfric’s First Series
of Catholic Homilies. British Museum Royal 7 c. xii, EEMF, 13 (Copenhagen, 1966), p.28.
9See Ker, Catalogue, pp.184 and 345,



been used for teaching. It contains, for example, the English translation of the Disticha Catonis,
and much of the homily material consists of extracts.! Lambeth 489 and Cleopatra B. xiii,
probably written at Exeter, are the remains of what seems to have been a more strictly homiletic
collection than Vespasian D. xiv, drawing on Zlfrician, Wulfstanian and ano}mous material,
The collection, which is written by several hands, seems not have been ordered according to the
church year. The Wulfstanian manuscript, BL, Cotton Nero A. i, fols 70-173 (Ker no.164, s.xi
in., ¢.165 x 105mm.) is of comparable size to C and contains a few homilies and homiletic
pieces, but the contents are mainly legal and regulatory texts.

We may safely say of C that the dimensions of its leaves show it to be the smallest

manuscript containing a homily collection in Old English to have survived.!!

2._Collation
In order to facilitate future reference, the following diagram shows the collation of C in
relation to the texts.12 The eighty leaves of the Anglo-Saxon manuscript have been foliated 2-81.

Fol.1 is a later binding-leaf.

10See Rima Handley, ‘British Museum MS Cotton Vespasian D. xiv', Notes and Queries, ns. 21
(1974), 243-50 (p.247) and Mary P. Richards, ‘Texts and their Traditions in the Medieval
Library of Rochester Cathedral Priory’, Transactions of the American Philosopical Society, part 3
of vol.78 (1988), pp.93 and 94, for the view that the manuscript is a collection of teaching
materials.

11The only homily collection actually smaller than C is BL, Cotton Vitellius D.xvii (Ker no.222,
s.xi med.). Ker, Catalogue, p.298, notes that it has been ‘much shrunken by fire' and that
Wanley described it before the fire as 'in quarto'. Wanley, Catalogus, p.44, describes C as 'in
octauo (ut loquuntur) minori'.

12The diagram agrees with the collation given by Antonette DiPaolo Healey, The Old English
Vision of St Paul (Cambridge, Mass., 1978), pp.6-7, who corrects and supplements that given by
Ker, Catalogue, p.411, except that she omits to note that fols 54 and 59 are singletons, as Ker

notes.



Binding-leaf, fol.1;

Fragment, fol.2r; Hoinily 1, fols 2v-17r, line §; Charms, fol.17r, line S-17v

Pssﬂ—b

Homily 2, fols 18-24

w\\///“

Homily 3, fols 25r-40r; Homily 4, fols 40v-61

Fols 25-32 are four bifolia

33\\\/35 3bvu‘ “\\\////“ 8 ve\

Homily §, fols 62-81r

Fols 62-71 are five bifolia.

2. \\/\// 8y



3. Membrane

The membrane varies in quality but all is more or less thick and stiff,

Fols 3-11 and 18-24 are conspicuously of a different quality from the rest.1? In these two
gatherings‘ the membrane is of a greyish colour with a matt surface on both sides. The membrane
is further distinguished in having white spots (as if bleached) throughout the two gatherings.
Similar white spots appear in the gathering, fols 25-32, especially fol.25r, but they are not a
regular feature. Fol.24 has a large hole.

Fols 2 and 12-16 are the least thick and stiff, especially fol. 16, which has a tear across its
width. The tear has been repaired with fine white thread in criss—cross stitching, which is
probably to be associated with later binding. Judging by the curved edge depriving the leaf of its
lower outside corner, it was from the edge of a skin. Fol.17 is among the thickest of the leaves of
the manuscript. It appears to be palimpsest, showing traces of erased writing on both sides and
roughening, especially on the verso. Fol.2 is much worn and brittle. It might well be thought
that fol.2 had once been conjoint with either fols 16 or 17, but this seems not to have been the
case. Fol.17 is certainly too thick ever to have been conjoint with fol.2 The cut inner edge of
fol. 16 is clearly visible before fol.12, as is the cut edge of fol.2 before fol.1, and neither fol.2 nor
fol.16 is narrower than the other leaves, as would be the case if they had been a bifolium which
broke at the fold, the two leaves then being trimmed and refolded for binding as singletons.

Fols 25-32 are stiff, generally smooth and shiny, but some sides are roughish. Fol.30 has
no outside corner.

Of the three singletons, fols 33-35, fol.34 is slightly thicker than the other two, though
perhaps not so thick as fols 17 and 42-81; it has a large hole and lacks a lower outside corner.
Fol.33 is comparable in tlﬁckness to fols 36-41, which are slightly stiffer than fols 12-16 but not
so stiff as fols 25-32.

Fols 42-81 are generally thicker than any other leaves and often have shiny surfaces.
Fol.81 lacks a lower outside corner. The collation of fols 42-81 is readily ascertainable, unlike

the collation of the leaves in MS 85. This contrast may partly be due to a need, incurred,

13As noted by Healey, OF Vision of St Paul, p.4, and Ker, Catalogue, p.411, where the
membrane is described as being 'softer and whiter than the rest'.



perhaps, by the number of singletons, to bind MS 85 more tightly, but also to the quality of the
membrane of fols 42-81, whose number and hardness would resist tight binding.

With regard to fols 42-81, we may further note that they appear to show a preference in
principle for a gathering of five bifolia.!4 In C as a whole, the frequency of singletons,
sometimes in vulnerable positions on the outside of a gathering, seems remarkable.!5

The quality of the membrane of fols 3-11 and 18-24 may be regarded as the more typical
of membrane prepared in the insular manner, that is, 'roughened on both sides with pumice
stone, with the result that hair- and flesh-sides became indistinguishable from one another’,16

and giving a ‘suede-like finish'.17

14Ker, Catalogue, p.xxiii, states that the normal gathering in England from the eighth to the
twelfth centuries was one of four bifolia; Bernhard Bischoff, Latin Palaeography. Antiquity and
the Middle Ages, translated D4ibhi O Créinin and David Ganz (Cambridge, 1990), p.20, givesa
different view, that 'the gatherings in most Irish and Anglo-Saxon manuscripts consist of five
double leaves (‘quinio’, Old Irish 'cin', Anglo-Saxon ‘cine')’. That Bischoff's view may be
influenced by consideration of mainly early Anglo-Saxon manuscripts is suggested by T. Julian
Brown's comment on the insular gathering, ‘usually eight to the quire; but Irish and older Anglo-
Saxon mss. may have 10 leaves' ('The Distribution and Significance of Membrane Prepared in
the Insular Manner, in La Paléographie Hébraique Médiévale, Colloques Internationaux du
Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, 547 (Paris, 1974), pp.127 -35 (p.29)). The
dictionary entries in BT s.v. ‘cine' leave some uncertainty whether the word applies to any folded
sheet or to a quaternion; DOE gives 'single sheet of parchment or vellum folded twice'.In ZElfric's
glossary ‘cine' glosses 'quaternio’ (Julius Zupitza, ed., £lfric’'s Grammatik und Glossar. Text und
Varianten (Berlin, 1880; rept. with a preface by Helmut Gneuss, Berlin, 1966), p.304, lines 6-7),
and given the seemingly strong likelihood that ‘cine' derives from 'quinio, as Bischoff suggests, it
may be that Zlfric’s gloss reflects a change in England from an Irish to a continental model of
collation. Of course, the term may yet have been used for folded sheets and gatherings generally.
15The use of singletons allows the exclusion from consideration of the possibility that the method
known as 'imposition' was employed in the making of C. This method, particularly suitable for
small format, whereby pages were copied on to a sheet before it was finally folded and cut, must
result in gatherings of conjoint leaves. See Bischofl, Latin Palaeography, p.21, fn.9, for a
bibliography on 'imposition’.

16Bischoff, Latin Palaeography, p.9.

17Brown, 'The Distribution and Significance', p.128. Anna Di Majo, Carlo Frederici, Marco
Palma, 'Indagine sulla Pergamena Insulare (secoli VII-XVI)', Scriptorium, 42 (1988), 131-9
(p.137), discuss the technique and describe the resulting membrane as having a suede- or
chamois-like quality (‘pelle scamosciata'). They regard the technique as characteristic also of
central northern Europe throughout the Middle Ages, but this view is not supported by Brown's
survey of insular style membrane on the continent ('The Distribution and Significance’, pp.129-

32). .



CHAPTER TWO

PRESERVATION HISTORY

Two facts in the history of the preservation of C are known. One is that C was among
manuscripts bequeathed by Junius to the Bodleian Library in 1678.) The classification of C as a
Junius manuscript may satisfy us on that point. The other fact, evidence of which provides a
starting-point for investigation of C's pre-Bodleian history, is that C had been in the possession

of Isaac Vossius, Junius's nephew, before it came to Junius.

1. MS Junius 45

The evidence for Vossius's possession of C is provided by the heading with which Junius
introduces a transcription he made of part of Homily 3.2 The transcription, now fols 10r-11v of
the Bodleian manuscript, Junius 45, begins at the top of C, fol. 29v (Homily 3, line 93,
'soplice..."), omits the text of C, fols 33r-35r, line 4 (Homily 3, lines 162- 206, the "Three
Utterances' passage and the passage in the style of a prayer which follows it) and ends with the
last word on C, fol. 35v (Homily 3, line 230, '...mansworan"). The heading is as follows:

OFFICIUM CHRISTIANI HOMINIS.ex per antiquo
codice MSo propinqui mei Isaaci Vossii.

The end of Junius's transcription coincides with the end of the first bound volume of C
(MS 85), where the last word, 'mansworan’, is in the midst of a list of sinners (Homily 3, lines

227-34). It seems unlikely that Junius would have ended his transcription thus abruptly if he had

IKer, Catalogue, p. 411. The bequest is recorded in William Dunn Macray, Annals of the
Bodleian Library, Oxford, A.D. 1596 - A.D. 1867 (London, Oxford and Cambridge, 1868), pp.
102-3.

2Noted in Summary Catalogue, 11.2, pp.974 and 983. Wanley, Catalogus, p.44, notes that C was
a gift to Junius from Vossius, but does not give the source of his information. It may be supposed
that Wanley had come across Junius's transcription and noted the significance of the heading, but
whether he had other grounds for his note cannot be known.
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had before him the continuation of the list on fol. 36r, the first leaf of MS 86. Moreover, Junius
ended his transcription with a row of dots after 'mansworan’, and under the row of dots he wrote
‘Pauca desunt’. He uses a row of dots and the words 'Reliqua desunt’ at the end of another
transcription preserved in Junius 45 (fols1-8), where he transcribed up to the imperfect end of
BL, Cotton Julius Aii,3 and it may be thought that he would have used the form 'Reliqua desunt’
if he had believed that C ended imperfectly with fol. 35. However, it scems likely that he
transcribed from fol. 35 in order to include the list of sinners, and that 'Pauca’ refers to the
apparent lack of a few words from the list. The list of sinners, giving a negative view of
Christian duty, is the only part of the text on fol. 35, the rest of which is a description of hell, that
is appropriate to Junius's heading 'Officium Christiani Hominis'. Whatever Junius may have
meant, exactly, by Pauca desunt’, the fact that he recorded the imperfect end of text on fol. 35
indicates that the whole of C was not available to him at the time he made his transcription.
Junius's heading describes that part of C from which he made his transcription as a codex
('codice antiquo’). This suggests that the leaves were in a bound volume at the time, but the
suggestion is not supported by the description ‘antiquis membranis' in what must be an earlier
version of the heading, which is written at the top of fol. 9r of Junius 45 and which is the only
item on that leaf. This heading includes a cancelled passage which I give in square brackets, and
is as follows:
Officium hominis Christiani, [item officium Regum, principum, sacerdotum,
abbatum, monachorum, monialum, laicorum,etc.] descriptum
ex per antiquis membranis propinqui mei Isaaci Vossii et distinctum in V capita.
The cancelled passage possibly refers to text in CCCC 201. Thus on fols 12-14 of Junius
45 is a transcription headed 'In eodem codice collegii Scti Benedicti statim sequitur pag. 31,
Zlfrici epistola’ and titled 'TO GEHADEDUM MANNUM'. Zlfric's letter to Wulfstan begins
thus titled on page 31 of CCCC 201.4 The items of the cancelled passage correspond to CCCC

201, Ker's art. 42 (i) Be cinincge (vi) Be eorlum (vii) Be sacerdum (ix) Be abbodum (x) Be

3Ker, Catalogue, n0.159.
45ee Ker, Catalogue, p.84. This source of the transcription is noted in Summary Catalogue, 11.2,
p.974. Tdo not know what Junius meant by 'collegii Scti Benedicti'.
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munecum (xi) Be minecenan (xii) Be l#wedum mannum.> The same text occurs also in the
Bodleian manuscript, Junius 121, but the sections are ordered differently.® In BL, Cotton Nero
A.1, the same text occurs with the sections in the same order as in CCCC 201,7 but since the
existing transcription is from CCCC 201, it is likely that the cancelled passage refers to other
transcriptions from that manuscript. Junius's phrase 'in eodem codice', referring to CCCC 201,
indicates that other transcriptions were indeed made, but the phrase cannot be taken to indicate
directly the sections referred to in the cancelled passage, because the heading goes on to say that

Elfric's letter immediately follows (unless 'statim sequitur' can mean 'begins on’) and the sections
occur after ZElfric's letter. However, it certainly appears that Junius at first thought to include the
transcription from C with a transcription of the sections found in CCCC 201 under one heading,
but, while writing the heading, it scems he decided to use scparate headings for each of the
transcriptions, cancelled the reference to one and carried on to specify the other to be from C by
mention of Vossius's ownership. Then, it seems, he decided to begin afresh and write the neater
heading that now accompanies the transcription. That the existing transcription from C is a fair
copy is suggested by the fact that it is divided into five sections, as stated by Junius in the draught
heading, and he must have already applied the sections to a working draught otherwise he would
not have known how many there would be.

The evidence of the draught heading suggests that Junius was organizing and copying up
material he had gathered from different libraries, and it seems reasonable to take his description
of C as 'propinqui mei Isaaci Vossii' to indicate that C was still in Vossius's possession at the
time. Although the differing descriptions of C in the phrases ‘antiquis membranis’ and ‘antiquo
codice MSo' may therefore be drawn from memory, they nevertheless suggest that Junius had
seen a number of leaves in some sort of binding.

Although the evidence of it is somewhat tenuous, the association of the transcription from
C with CCCC 201 suggests that Junius saw C in England.® This cannot have been during the

period, 1621-51, when Junius was in the service of the Earl of Arundel, because Vossius was not

5Ker, Catalogue, pp.86-87.

61bid., pp.412-413.

Tid., p.212.

8CCCC 201 seems never to have left England. Ker, Catalogue, p.90, states that the manuscript
was at Corpus Christi by 1600.
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resident in England, with his library, until 1670.% There is the possibility that Junius made the
transcription before 1670, during the period following 1651 when he was living at Amsterdam
and the Hague with his sister, Vossius's mother,1? and later brought it together with
transcriptions from CCCC 201, but it seems more likely that the transcription was made at the
time when, to quote Wood's Athenae Oxoniensis, 'in 1674 our author Junius returned into
England to the end that he might peruse such English-Saxon books, which he had not yet
perused, especially in the Cottonian library and elsewhere’.!! It was after he had retired to
Oxford in 1676 that Junius made a deed of gift of his manuscripts to the Bodleian Library, by
which time the whole of C must have come into his possession. Thus Vossius had probably
already given C to his uncle, and the manuscript was in Oxford, when Junius went, in August
1677, to stay at Vossius's house near Windsor, where, in November 1677, Junius died, aged .

eighty-eight.

2 Junius's Note on Fol. 1

Another piece of evidence, besides the transcription, of Junius's perusal of C is a note
written in a column over to the right of the recto of fol.1, the medieval binding-leaf that is
preserved with C.12 Wanley, who printed the note, identified it as Junius's work,!3 and having
compared the hand of the note with that of the headings in Junius 45, I find no cause to question

the identification. The note is as follows:

9For the biographical details I rely mainly on the entries for Junius and Vossius in DVNB. K.A.De
Meyier, Codices Vossiani Latini, 4 vols (Leiden, 1973-84), I, p.x, states that Vossius's library was
sent after him from the Hague shortly after he moved to England.

us, concerning another manuscript, Junius 27 (a psalter with glosses in Old English), given
to Junius by Vossius, Ker, Catalogue, p.409, states that ‘it belonged to Francis Junius in 1655
and previously to Isaac Voss',
1 Anthony A. Wood, Athenae Oxoniensis, facsimile of Philip Bliss's London edition of 1817, 4
vols (New York and London, 1967), III, col. 1140,
12For the binding-leaf, see below, p.23.
l3Wzmlcy, Catalogus, p.44.
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Imperitia possessorum inscriptus fuit huius libelli titulus Pars psalterii rectius enim
Homiliarum quam Psalterii partem dixeris. Accensendus etiam est alter sequens eiusdem
formae libellus, similiter in charta membranacea conscriptus et materiam tractans
poenitentialem. Talis est Dominica illa in quadragesima, quae occurrit huius opusculi
pagina decima octaua.

Junius substituted "Homiliarum' for some other word which he so cancelled as to make it
illegible: ‘Homi' is added at the end of a line, liarum' is added above the cancelled word. The
note is not neatly written, this being partly due, perhaps, to the difficulty of the worn surface of
fol.1r, and it looks as if Junius might have spelt 'Home-' rather than "Homiliarium',

The first sentence of the note is most obviously intended to correct the medieval title,14
‘pars psalterii greci', in the top left corner of the recto of fol.1, but at the tops of the rectos of fols
2 and 36 the words Pars psalterii saxonici' have been inscribed in a hand which Ker dates to
's.xvii', and, since the inscriptions would hardly have been entered after Junius had written the
note, Junius must have been aware at least of the first of them. Whether or not these inscriptions
were entered while C was in Vossius's possesion or before is a point to which we will return
(below, pp.36-7), but first the note itself, being one of the few scraps of evidence concerning the
preservation of C, merits close attention.

I say above that Junius must have seen 'at least' the inscription on fol.2r, because it is
likely that the note was written on that occasion when Junius made his transcription and when he
seems not to have been aware of the continuation, on fol.36, of the text he was transcribing. The
second person singular 'dixeris’ in the first sentence of the note supports this view since it implies
that Junius intended his information for someone in particular, which person may reasonably be
supposed to have been Vossius, the owner of the manuscript. At first sight, the second sentence
of the note seems to imply that Junius had seen the two volumes of C,!3 but closer consideration
of the wording suggests otherwise. Junius describes the ‘alter sequens...libellus' as being

'similiter in charta membranacea conscriptus'. The wording of the phrase does not make it clear

14Ker Catalogue, p.411. For the medieval title, see below, pp.25fF.

15Healey, OE Vision of St Paul, p.16, assumed this was the case: '[Junius] wrote on fol.1 that
this book (Junius 85) and the one following (Junius 86) form a collecton of homilies "materiam
tractans poenitentialem™.
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whether writing or membrane is being compared, but if Junius were merely indicating a
similarity in writing (‘similiter...conscriptus'), he would hardly need to specify that the writing is
on membrane leaf, and he is probably, therefore, referring, perhaps rather too concisely, to both
writing and membrane. In neither particular, however, is this phrase appropriate to a description
of the second volume of C in relation to the first. We have seen (above, pp.7-8) that the
membrane of fols 42-81, that is of all but six of the leaves of the second volume, is
distinguishable from that of all other leaves of C, and it will be seen (below,pp.43-4) that the
writing on fols 42-81 is attributable to one hand, but that this hand is not readily to be identified
as that responsible for any of the rest of the writing in C. The phrase does, however, suggest an
alternative identification of the 'libellus’. We have seen (above, p.7 and fn.13) that the
gatherings, fols 3-11 and 18-24, are of strikingly similar membrane, unlike that of any of the
other leaves, and that these gatherings are apt to prompt comment. Moreover, it will be seen
(below, pp.42-3) that the Anglo-Saxon writing on each of these two gatherings is as closely
comparable and as distinctive as the quality of their membrane.!¢ I think that the phrase,
'similiter in charta membranacea conscriptus', is meant to draw _attention to both particulars,
writing and membrane, of the similarity between the gatherings, fols 3-11 and 18-24. The
phrase may be taken to be complementary to the preceding one, ‘eiusdem formae'. The
gathering, fols 12-17, intervenes between the two gatherings, and the gathering, fols 18-24,
would then be indeed ‘alter sequens', the 'second one following' the gathering, fols 3-11. The last
phrase of the second sentence of the note describes the content of the 'libellus' as ‘materiam
tractans poenitentialem'. The gathering, fols 18-24, contains the whole of Homily 2, and, while
it would not be an easy task to detect a passage in the texts of C that might seem to reflect a
chapter or chapters of a Penitential, an impression of penitential material might at once be

gained from the treatment of Lenten fasting in the opening of Homily 2, and from the mention of

16]t will emerge in the discussion of the hands of C that the hand of these two gatherings can be
identified, with a good degree of confidence, with the hand of fols 42-81. But the contrast in the
quality of membrane, between fols 3-11 on the one hand and fols 42-81 on the other, is matched
by a contrast in the appearance of the writing, and the point does not disturb the present

argument.
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confession in the first sentence of the homily,!? thus even from a look through the content of

fol.18.

In the third sentence of the note Homily 2 is clearly identified. Not only does Junius cite
the title (Homily 2 is the only homily in C to be provided with a title), but he also notes that it
(i.e. Dominica illa in quadragesima’, ‘that"Sunday in Lent") occurs *pagina decima octaua’, that
is, on the first leaf of the gathering, fols 18-24.1% The opening of the third sentence, "Talis est...",
is a difficulty in the reading of the note so far, because it seems to be selecting an example of,
rather than supplying further identification of what has been described in the second sentence.
But this is a minor difficulty, and one that diminishes if the note is regarded as being
spontaneously written, perhaps while opening, to check detail, and closing, to write on fol.1, the
leaves of the manuscript. Thus, in the second and third sentences of the note we may observe
Junius selecting evidence which would readily provide support for the correction he offers in the
first sentence, and which would be quickly appreciated by someone who was not, as Vossius was
not, an Anglo-Saxonist.

In the first sentence there are two further difficulties with my reading of the note. The
first is that, if I am right and the gathering, fols 18-24, is the 'libellus’ of the second sentence, the
gathering, fols 3-11, must be the 'libellus’ referred to in the first sentence, but Junius regarded the
‘titulus Pars psalterii', which appears on fols 1 and 2, as belonging to this 'libellus' and therefore
must have regarded at least fol.2 as being part of it as well. The second difficulty concerns the
word 'Homiliarum', which appears to be genitive plural of ‘homilia’, but which would read more
easily if it meant 'homiliary', properly 'homiliarium', in which case there would be the suggestion
that the 'libellus' of the first sentence is identical with the whole of the first volume of C. The
reading as it stands, 'Homiliarum...partem', 'part of homilies' rather than ‘parts of homilies', is an
infelicitous reading, but it could describe fols 2-11, since the recto and verso of fol.2 contain
respectively the end and beginning of homilies. Thus the two difficulties lock together and I
propose that we allow the inaccuracy that fol.2 cannot be described along with fols3-11 and 18-

24 as 'similiter in charta membranacea conscriptus'. It is inappropriate to be too exacting in the

17_urum gastlicum scriftum geandettan', Homily 2, line .
18The title is in fact 'Dominica I in quadragessima’. Wanley, Catalogus, p.44, also omits T',
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interpretation of a note whose purpose is to indicate the nature of the content of C, not to give an
accurate description of the manuscript. Nevertheless, although there is no way of clinching the
argument, I believe it is safe to assume that Junius wrote the note when C was still in Vossius's
possession, and that he saw only the first volume.

1 believe it is scarcely less safe to assume that the note was written on the same occasion
as the transcription was made, that is, some time between Junius's return to England in 1674 and
his retirement in 1676, not a long period considering that Junius, by then an old man, was
working in at least two libraries (the Cottonian and the Parker libraries: witness the two other
transcriptions in Junius 45) with large holdings of Anglo-Saxon manuscripts. It is even
reasonable to suppose, since to identify the nature of the first volume of C would have been the

first thing Junius would have had to do, that on that occasion he wrote the note before he
decided, having examined the content more closely, to make a transcription.

The alternative descriptions in the headings of the transcription, that the latter was taken
from 'membranis' and from a 'codice’, reflect the description to be inferred from the note, that the
first volume of C is a coherent work, an ‘opusculus’ (see the last sentence of the note), but one
that seems to be made up of 'libelli’. Translating the term 'libellus’ as 'booklet', it is interesting to

note that a modern scholar has perceived C as being made up of 'booklets'.1?

3. The Press-marks 'C.29.' and 'F.29."

The press-mark 'C.29." is on fol.1, the medieval binding-leaf at the front of the first
volume of C, and F.29' is on the first of two paper leaves at the front of the second volume.

The evidence provided by Junius 45 and Junius's note on fol.1 of C suggests that the two
volumes of C were not together in Vossius's library after it had been moved to England. I, as
Ker believed, the press-marks are Vossius's,20 the appearance that they are not consecutive would
seem to support the suggestion. Thus it might be thought that the letters refer to different
shelves, and that it is coincidence that the numbers are the same. But it may be that the non-

consecutive press-marks are not connected with Junius's having seen only the first volume of C.

19p R Robinson, 'Self-Contained Units in Composite Manuscripts of the Anglo-Saxon Period’,
ASE, 7(1978), 231-8 (p.238). The point is considered below. pp.72-3.
20Ker, Catalogue, p.411.
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It may be that Vossius's extensive library, which is said to have been ‘the finest private library in
the whole world',2! had not yet been organized after its removal to England in 1670, or after
Vossius's subsequent move to Windsor in 1673. Thus, when the library had been sorted and the
two volumes had been brought together again, Vossius gave Junius the whole ofC. Some such
account, disassociating the press-marks from the separation of the two volumes . - in Vossius's
library, is required because of the possibility, of which I have been recently made aware, that the
press-marks belong not to Vossius but to Paul Petau (1568-1614), a French collector of
manuscripts who used marks of the same form as those in C.22 To research the possibility that
Petau played a part in the preservation of C would be no small task, and I can only here note
briefly the circumstances of the possibility and offer some information that may or may not be
pertinent.23

In 1650, while in the employ of Queen Christina of Sweden, Vossius bought on the
queen's behalf the greater part of Petau's library from Alexandre Petau, Paul's son.24 In 1654
Queen Christina's library was transported to Antwerp, where Vossius, with assistants, 'libros
Petavianos a "non-Petavianos" separavit. Labore finito codices Romam misit; multos tamen ex
eorum numero sibi adrogavit - utrum Christina ignara necne incertum est'?3 After his death in
1689, Vossius's library was bought by Leiden university. De Meyeier's catalogue of the Leiden
Vossiani includes an index of the Petau manuscripts showing Petau's marks.26 From this index
and a list of Petau's marks in classical Latin manuscripts at the Vatican,?7 it is apparent that
Petau's system of marking employed all letters of the alphabet except I, U and W. The highest
number is '79', with the next highest '59', I cannot suggest what actual system the marks
represent, but it is notable that the two '29's, 'B.29.' and 'E.29', in the lists are of very small size,

smaller than C. Of eleven "28's in the lists, all are under 200mm. in height. There are five '30's,

21See the Vossius entry in DNB, p.395.

22The possibility was pointed out to me by Dr. Bruce Barker-Benfield of the department of
Western Manuscripts at the Bodleian Library.

23Further research would begin with study of K.A.De Meyier, Paul en Alexandre Petau en de
Geschiedenis van hun Handschriften, Dissertationes Inaugurales Betauae, 5 (Leiden,1947).
24pe Meyier, Codices Vossiani Latini, 1, p.x.

251bid.

261bid, 1V, pp.60-63: this list does not show a point after the number, only after the capital letter,
but the list in De Meyier, Paul en Alexandre Petau, pp.126-7, prints the marks with both points.
27E Pellegrin, Les Manuscrits Classiques Latins de la Bibliotheque Vaticane, 4 vols (Paris,
1978), 111, pp.520-1.



18

from 'B.30' at 190 x 140mm. to 'T.30" at 320 x 215mm. and 'Z.30' at 310 x 225. It may be that
the numbers relate in some way to the size of the manuscripts.

C, a humble collection of homilies in Old En: glish, looks out of place among the Latin
manuscripts in the lists I have referred to, and, moreover, one wonders how Petau could have
acquired C, when he seems, according to the entry in Biographie Universelle, never to have been
in England. Paul Petau was cousin to a fellow bibliophile, Jacques Bongars (1546-1612), a
diplomat, who, according to the entry in Dictionnaire de Biographie Frangaise, was twice in
England on political missions. The Petau entry in La Grande Encyclopédie notes that Petau
‘avait partagé avec Bongars les épaves de 1a bibliothéque de I'abbaye de Saint-Benoit-sur-Loire'":
They bought the Fleury library from Pierre Daniel.28

It should be noted that the glossed psalter, Junius 27, given to Junius by Vossius by,
acéording to Ker, 1655, bears a press-mark 'B.19".2% This mark is thus in the manner of Petau's,
and it is not among those in the lists I have consulted. It has been noted above that Vossius was
sorting out Petau manuscripts in 1654. Apart from the occurrence of comparable press-marks in
C and Junius 27, I know of no support for Ker's statement that the press-marks in C are
Vossius's.

As for the appearance of the press-marks in C, the figures '9' are formed differently, the 'F
is a curious form, with the vertical faint and looped at both ends and with two bold horizontals
which the vertical bisects, and there is a faint horizontal mark in the middle of the otherwise bold

letter 'C’, giving a very slight suggestion that the letter has been altered to ‘E'.

4. The Present Binding
The first volume of C (MS 85) has two paper leaves, one at the beginning and one at the
end. The second volume (MS 86) has two paper leaves at the beginning and one at the end. All

except the first of MS 86 are blank.

23Cp. M.B Parkes, 'The manuscript of the Leiden Riddle', 4SE, 1 (1972), 207-17 (pp.212-13,
p-213, fn.1): Parkes notes the probable provenance of this Vossius manuscript from Fleury via
Daniel from De Meyier, Paul en Alexandre Petau, p. 64.

29Ker, Catalogue, p.409; cp. above, p.12, fn.10.
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The first paper leaf at the front of MS 86 has been pasted along its inner edge, which is
ragged, on to the second, and is therefore not an integral part of the present binding. It is this
first paper leaf that bears the press-mark 'F.29'. That this leaf belonged to an earlier stage of the
binding is shown by the fact that its verso bears an off-set of writing from the recto of the first
Anglo-Saxon leaf of MS 86, and of course the second paper leaf now intervenes.3?

The front board of MS 85 is loose, attached to the spine covering but revealing the whole
of the inner spine, and the paper leaf at the front of MS 85, glued into the spine, cannot be said to
be an integral part of the present binding.

The paper leaf at the front of MS 85 and that bearing the press-mark 'F.29.' seem to be of
different manufacture from the other paper leaves. In the latter, chain lines are from about
25mm. to about 28mm. apart, while the chain lines in the other two are about 30 or 31mm. apart.
Thus recorded the difference seems not great, but in practice the difference is conspicuous. The
detail does not serve to suggest how much earlier the first paper leaves in each volume are, but it
does support the evidence of the off-set from fol.36r that the present binding includes remains of
an earlier binding.3! Another feature is similarly suggestive. Because the paper paste-downs on
the insides of the boards cannot be held so that light shines through, chain lines are not visible,
but the paper paste-down on the back board of MS 85 and that on the front board of MS 86 both
have clearly visible watermarks of the same form, a two-fluked anchor in a circle. A great
number of examples of anchor watermarks have been collected and illustrated by Vladimir
Mosin.32 The watermark is associated mainly with Venice, though it may have been used by
other paper makers around the Adriatic. It has many variant forms, the most notable variations
being in the top of the anchor and in additions on top of the circle. Unfortunately the watermarks

in C's binding are so placed that the top of anchor and circle are lacking. However, the form of

30Healey, OF Vision of St Paul, p.8, observed ‘some faint lettering' but did not identify it as
being, as it certainly is, off-set from fol.36r.

31Too much weight cannot be given to the evidence of the chain lines. Thus E.G.Loeber, Paper
mould and Mouldmaker (Amsterdam, 1982), p.22, comments that 'as a rule...chain wires were
spaced at the same distance [within a mould], usually 24 to 26 millimetres, though exceptions to
this rule were not infrequent'. But cp. ibid,, p.43: 'Although in the earliest European papers the
- hardly visible - chain lines seem to be spaced from 40 to 50 millimetres, their distance
normalizes in the course of the years to about one inch, or roughly 25 millimetres'.

32y]adimir Mosin, Anchor Watermarks, Monumenta Chartae Papyraceae Historiam Illustriantia,
XII (Amsterdam, 1973).
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the flukes places the watermarks of C's binding among examples most of which are dated to the
middle decades of the sixteenth century. Some are as early as the later fifteenth century, but only
one (and that not closely comparable to those in C's binding) is dated later than 1580.33

Thus it is possible that not only two of the paper leaves of the binding but also the boards
belong to an earlier binding. Moreover, although all the boards are covered with the same
dicoloured, greyish skin, both spines are covered with a different, finer, much whiter skin. In
Summary Catalogue, C's binding is described as seventeenth century English work.34 Of course,
I am no expert to pronounce on these matters, but it does seem th:at this work is really repair
work. What seems to me most remarkable is that the putative repairer troubled to preserve the
paper leaf bearing the press-mark 'F.29.'

With further regard to the paper leaves, it is disturbing that the description in Ker,
Catalogue (p.411) does not correspond to the reality. For MS 86 Ker noted two, not three, paper
leaves, one at the beginning and one at the end. Since he noted the press-mark 'F.29.", and since
the other two leaves are secured under strips of skin that edge the boards, it must be assumed that
Ker saw MS 86 as it now is and the the dicrepancy is a mistake, though it is odd, too, that he
recorded the final paper leaf as being included in the foliation of the whole manuscript as fol.82,
and I see no trace of a number '82' on the leaf. For MS 85 Ker recorded only one paper leaf at
the beginning. The paper leaf at the end of MS 85 is not attached to the board, but is pasted on
to the inner edge of fol.35v, thereby obscuring some letters at the ends of lines. Junius
transcribed complete lines from fol.35v and I am inclined to think that fol.35 was free of paper
leaf when he made the transcription in Junius 45, though as an experienced Anglo-Saxonist he
could probably have supplied obscured letters without difficulty. The obscured letters are
indicated in my edition of Homily 3. It is a little curious that the obscured letters are not
indicated as such in Fadda's edition of the Homily,3® but is not believable that the paper leaf was

stuck to the Anglo-Saxon leaf in recent years.

33The late example is ibid., no. 1248, dated 1657. The other comparators are nos 346-1256,
especially those with the better formed flukes among nos 346-434.

34Summary Catalogue, 11.2, p.982.

35A.M. Luiselli Fadda, Nuove Omilie Anglosassoni della Rinascenza Benedettina (Florence,
1977), pp.23-5.
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Two more details of the binding are to be noted. The spine of MS 85 has three raised
bands, that of MS 86 has none. The Greek letters 'a' and ‘b’ are inscribed on the front covers of

MSS 85 and 86 respectively, as Wanley noted.36

5. Foliation and Modern Additions

Incomplete foliation in MS.85 is perhaps associated with a stage of the modern binding.

In the top right hand corners of the rectos of fols 2-4 the numbers 1-3 are inscribed in ink,37 but
they seem to belong to the series of folio numbers, 4-25, pencilled in the same position on fols 5-
24. The pencilled numbers are very faint and are not visible on all folios. The absence of some
numbers in the series is perhaps due to their having faded completely, or it may be that some
numbers were never entered. The latter possibility is likely if fols 2ff. were foliated to ensure that
the order in which they were found was preserved. The inking of the numbers 1-3 may have
been for a similar reason, that is to ensure that fol.2 was retained in initial position. This fits in
with my belief, noted in the previous section, that an earlier modern binding was repaired. Thus
the pencilled numbers could belong to the earlier binding and the inked numbers 1-3 to the
repair. This would not contradict a possibility that Junius was responsible for both the repair and
the main foliation, since the inking can be assumed to have been done by Junius's binder, not by
Junius himself.

The main foliation, entered in the lower right hand corners of rectos, I would attribute to
Junius, who had included the medieval binding-leaf, fol.1, in his count of leaves when he wrote
the note on fol.1. Thus Junius, when the whole manuscript came to him, could have made the
foliation agree with the note, which counts Homily 2 as beginning 'pagina decima octaua'. The |
frequent retouching of writing throughout C I would also attribute to Junius. The retouching is
carefully done and is usually accurate, so that rarely does it give cause for comment in the notes
to my edition. That Junius was an accomplished writer of Anglo-Saxon script is clear from his
transcriptions in Junius 45. He used his own version of Anglo-Saxon script, which he would

tend to impose when retouching, and of course retouched writing has largely to be excluded from

36Wanley, Catalogus, p.44.
37Noted Healey, OF Vision of St Paul, p4.
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consideration of the palaeography of C. But from the purely textual point of view the retouching
is no great obstacle. To attribute the foliation and retouching of C to Junius's presumable study
of the manuscript once it had come into his possession is, of course, merely to state a most likely
possibility.

Other traces of modern study of C cannot so naturally be attributed to Junius, though some
appear to be in the same black ink of the retouching. When the ink of what I take to be modern
additions is not black it is greyish. The black ink of Junius's note on fol.1 has faded in places to
grey, and Anglo-Saxon inks in C fade to brown, never to grey. The modern additions are as
follows.

Hyphens are frequently added when a word is interrupted at the end of a line.

Some superscript letters are marked by means of a small inverted ‘v', which is comparable
to the form of insertion marker used by Junius in his transcription from C in Junius 45. The
Anglo-Saxon insertion marker for superscript letters, when used, is a comma-like stroke. It is
not certain in every case that the superscript letter and the inverted 'v' marker were added at
once, but it is safer to assume that both letter and marker are modern. These superscripts are
remarked in the notes to the text of my edition. They occur as follows: Homily 1, line 294;
Homily 2, lines 58, 72, 168; Homily 3, lines 26, 70, 233; Homily 4, lines 189, 253, 266;
Homily 5, line 224.

In Homily 5, faint vertical lines have been added before some proper names to indicate
word division. These occur before 'pannania’ and 'arrea, line 5; before 'constantines' and
‘iuliani’, line 13; before ‘ambinensus’, line 48; before 'turna’, line 148.

In Homily 2, at the beginning of some sentences, small Arabic numbers have been added
superscript, presumably to mark off sections. The numbers occur as follows: '2' before ‘'wutod’,
line 8; '3' before 'Stunlice', line 22; '4' before Beod', line 34; '5' before 'Of, line 49; '6' before
'God forgifd', line 64; ‘7' before 'Du hiwast', line 85; '8' before 'Efne’, line 102; '9'before 'Gif',

line 114; '10' before 'We', line 131; '11' before '‘Ponne’, line 164.
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6. The Medieval Binding-leaves

Little can be said about the original content of the binding-leaf, fol.1. It can scarcely be
ascertained that there was any writing on the recto. Enough writing on the verso is legible to
identify the script as Caroline. Ker describes the content as 'part of a closely written early twelfth
century liturgical text in Latin'.3® The text has been identified . - as belonging to "Masses for
kings and abbots' and listed as ‘Missal(?) (Fragment)' by S.J.P. Van Dijk, who gives the date with
a double query.3? Since the script is Caroline, Van Dijk probably had in mind the possibility of a
date earlier rather than later than the twelfth century.4® Because of the condition of the writing,
the lack of positive identification of the text and the fact that the outer margins are cut (as Van
Dijk notes), the original size of the leaf would be difficult to judge. Its present height as fol.1
was originally part of its width, with the writing running from bottom to top on the verso. It
appears that the leaf had been ruled with a point rather too sharp, since the horizontal ruling can
be scen either to have scored or later to have resulted in breaking of the surface of the membrane
on the present verso.

We owe our knowledge of the existence of the second medieval binding-leaf to A.S.
Napier, who, in 1886, transcribed its content, which he had recognized to be part of .a copy of the
Old English translation of Boethius's 'De Consolatione Philosophiae’.4! By the time Sedgefield
came to assemble material for his edition of the Old English Boethius, which was published in
1899, the leaf was lost. In the introduction to his edition, Sedgefield wrote that 'some years ago
[the leaf] was taken out and bound separatcly, but it has since been mislaid, so that the present

editor has not been able to see it'.42 Ker states that the leaf 'is not now to be found'.43

38Ker, Catalogue,p.411.
398 J.P. Van Dijk, Handlist of the Latin Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library, Oxford,

Typescript, 5, p.157. I take the refcrence from Healcy, OF Vision of St Paul, because I have
seen only a photo-copy of the page from the Handlist.

40N R. Ker, English Manuscripts in the Century after the Norman Conquest. The Lyell Lectures
1952-3 (Oxford, 1960), p.2, comments that ‘about 1170...English writing and illumination ccase
to be essentially Caroline and Romanesque and become essentially Gothic'. The manuscript from
whih fol.1 was taken was not neccssarily of English origin, of course.

41A S. Napier, 'Bruchstiick einer altenglischen Boctiushandschrift!, Zeitschrift fiir deutsche
Alterthum und deutsche Litteratur, 31 (1887), 52-4. The binding-leaf is Kcr, Catalogue, no.337,
p.411, the entry being based on Napier's article.

42\y J. Sedgefield, ed., King Alfred’s Old English Version of Boethius' "De Consolatione
Philosophiae” (Oxford, 1899), p.xvi.

43Ker, Catalogue, p.41l.
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In a paragraph introducing his printed transcription, Napier gives his opinion that the text
was written by a hand of the first half of the tenth century.** He notes that the leaf was the last
of MS 86. From the lacuna in the text between recto and verso it is clear that the leaf had been
cut from one larger, whose size Napier gives as 'klein folio'.4> He estimated that there were
originally ¢.38 written lines on each side, and marks off sixteen lines in the printed transcription
of the original verso. Judging by the length of the written lines, which were evidently complete,
the lost leaf, like fol.1, was placed sideways in the binding of C. On the condition of the lost
leaf, Napier remarked that the writing was much faded (‘verblasst) and that the membrane was
perforated ('durchlochert’) in places, with the holes causing loss of letters.

On the placing of the lost leaf Napier wrote: 'dieses blatt, welches augenscheinlich frither
als einband gedient hat, ist erst vom buchbinder an die jetzige stelle gebracht worden'. The
evidence for the use of the leaf ‘als einband' is presumably that it had been cut to fit C, and we
may reasonably assume (with Sedgefield, who translates Napier: ‘This leaf, which evidently has
been used previously in the binding..."#6) that Napier did not intend to question the likelihood
that the leaf belonged with C before the manuscript was bound into two volumes. I can only
think that Napier remarked that the leaf was first placed in its present position by the binder
because it was, in fact, the last membrane leaf of MS 85, not of MS 86 as Napier recorded. This
would explain how the last paper leaf of MS 85 came to be stuck to fol.35. There is no sign of
the removal of the lost leaf at the end of MS 86, but that is to be expected, perhaps, since the
paper leaf would possibly have been re-stuck to fol.81 after the removal. However, I do not think
there is cause to doubt that the lost leaf belonged, with fol.1to a meﬁwﬂ binding of C. An
indication that it followed fol.81 is that fol.81 has small holes in it, and these may correspond to
the perforations noted by Napier. The holes are too small to cause loss of letters on fol .81, but on
the lost leaf the letters may have been smaller and the holes bigger.

The correspondence of some brown stains on fols 35v and 36r shows that the tops of the
leaves of MS 86, which are slightly smaller than those of MS 85, were aligned with the tops of

the leaves of MS 85 when C was in its medieval binding.

44Napier, ‘Bruchstiick’, p.52.

41bid.
. 46Sedgeficld, King Alfred’s Old English Version of Boethius, p.xvi. - -
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1._The Title 'pars psalterii greci'

In the top left hand corner of fol.1, extending about half way across the page, the title ‘pars
psalterii greci' is boldly written in a formal script. The writing is only a little faded in places.
The title includes no capital letters; '-er-' of ‘psalterii’ and "-re-' of 'greci' are represented by
abbreviation marks. In order the better to assess the significance of the title, I attempt to gaina
more positive notion of its date than that afforded by Ker's dating, s.xiii?"4’

It has been noted above (p.23) that the Caroline script of the original content of fol.1 was
written probably no later than the early twelfth century date given by Ker. The title, therefore,
was probably written some time during the twelfth century or later. The palacographical
indications of the title are that Ker did not have a possible fourteenth-century date in mind, but
rather that he could not rule out a date earlier than the thirteenth century. Simply, the script of
the title is not of a fully developed Gothic style, but rather exhibits two of the four features
identified by Ker as being characteristic of the English transition from the Caroline to the Gothic
style.4® These features will be noted in the course of the following assessment of the script of the

title.4?

47Ker, Catalogue, p.411. The section in ibid., pp.xx-xxi, where Ker sets out his method of
dating, does not cover the use of the question mark. It is, of course, to be appreciated that it
would be rash to date so small a sample of script as the title provides to within the half-century
limits outside which Ker hoped his dating method would not err. I must admit to a slight
suspicion that the title is a forgery, intended by some post-Reformation dealer to fool a naive
collector, but my examination of the letter forms tends to dispel the suspicion, and I treat the title
as genuine.

48Ker, English Manuscripts, pp.35-7. For a brief overview of the Gothic style of script, see E.A.
Lowe,Handwriting. Our Medieval Legacy (Rome, 1969), pp.33-3. Bischoff, Latin
Palaeography, pp.127-36, provides a concise, detailed analysis of Gothic script and its
development, from eleventh-century beginnings in Northern France and Belgium, throughout
Europe. (Cp. Bischoff, 'La Nomenclature des Ecritures Livresques du IXe au XIle Sitcle' in
Nomenclature des Ecritures Livresques du IXe au XVIe Si¢cle, ed. B. Bischoff, G.I. Lieftinck and
G. Battelli (Paris, 1954), p.11: 'L'élan décisif, par lequel I'écriture se transforme dans une
direction nouvelle, vers la gothique, vient selon toute vraisemblance du Nord de 1a France ou de
du royaume anglo-normand'. See also ibid., pp.7-8, for comment on the use of the term 'caroline
miniscule.) N. Denholm-Young, Handwriting in England and Wales (Cardiff,1954), pp.26-8,
gives a brief but informative view of the script from an English perspective.

49As well as Ker, English Manuscripts, principal works consulted are S. Harrison Thomson,Latin
Bookhands of the Later Middle Ages, 1100-1500 (Cambridge, 1969), Andrew G. Watson,
Catalogue of Dated and Datable Manuscripts, ¢.700-1600, in the Department of Manuscripts,
the British Library, 2 vols (London,1979) and P.R. Robinson, Catalogue of Dated and Datable
Manuscripts, ¢. 737-1600, in Cambridge Libraries (Cambridge, 1988). Examples from
Robinson's catalogue, and one from Thomson's, are referred to in the text by author's name along
. with plate number, and place and date are noted as given in the catalogue.
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pars psalterii greci

p The descenders of both examples begin at an angle of forty-five degrees; that of the
first ends with a horizontal foot to the right. The bow is a single curved stroke, rather high in
'pars', completed on the line by an horizontal stroke, which the descender bisects. This
horizontal stroke does not figure in any of Ker's examples in English Manuscripts, but a
horizontal stroke crosses the descender in Robinson, plate 40, an early twelfth-century
manuscript written in Canterbury by Eadmer. The projection of the stroke to the left of the
descender may be an attempt to impart a monumental air to the title. I find no comparably
exaggerated example in letters p that are not littera notabilior. The feature may be considered a
Gothic one, since it facilitates the combination of opposing curves (see Thomson, plate 91,
‘written probably at Ely, 1247"), although this propensity is not always exploited (see Robinson,
plate 107, St. Albans, mid-thirteenth century). The foot which terminates the descender is
comparable to the 'horizontal or slightly sloping angular foot', used to finish ‘a vertical stroke',
which is noted by Ker to be a feature of the mid-twelfth-century English script.5¢ s of ‘psalterii’
has a similarly formed foot terminating the ascender on the line, and this feature will be looked
at again under that letter.

a The head of the second a is cramped beneath the head of preceding s; the first a is
fully formed and clear and is of the 'trailing-headed' kind which Ker identifies as a feature of
change in formal scripts of the twelfth century.! Here the a is erect, with the bow somewhat
flattened. The curving head stroke encloses an area about equal in size to the total area of the
bow, with its 'trailing' end begun just above the level of the juncture of the top of the bow with
the back of the letter.

According to Ker, the trailing;headed a developed from the high a ‘very commonly' used
initially in eleventh-century script, and was emerging as a new form by the time of the Rouleau
Mortuaire, which contains tituli written in France and England in tht; year 112252 Of atotal of

two hundred and forty-eight entries in the Rouleau, seventy-three of which are from England, I

50Ker, English Manuscripts, p.37.
S1bid, p.36.
52Jbid. For the Rouleau Mortuaire, see ibid., pp.16 and 34: the manuscript is available in

facsimile edition, Léopold Delisle, ed., Rouleau Mortuaire du B. Vital, Abbé de Savigni (Paris,
1909).
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count eighteen from England that exhibit the feature. Though few, these entries are widely
distributed throughout England. There are two French entries that exhibit the feature (nos 49
and 178). The example from the Rouleau given by Ker (English Manuscripts, plate 15a) is from
Ely, and the feature may be observed in a later manuscript from there, dated ‘after 1147
(Robinson, plate 62), and in English manuscripts throughout the remainder of the twelfth century
(Robinson, plate 63, Canterbury, 1145 x 1170, to plate 99, ‘London?, before 12017'). The
trailing-headed a is yet to be observed in three St. Albans manuscripts of the middle of the
thirteenth century (Robinson, plates 106-108). In one of these (plate 107), the tendency for the
trailing head to close on the bow may be seen to be well advanced. Trailing-headed a seems to
have been used in French writing of the latter part of the twelfth century (Robinson, plates 69-
79).

s Medial s in 'psalterii' is unusual in that the ascender is a simple stroke, lacking the fin-
like projection which otherwise seems to be obligatory at all periods for high s in formal
scripts.>3 The head is a simple broad stroke at forty-five degrees to the top of the ascender,
which is short, causing cramping of the head of following a. The foot is a bold, horn-shaped
projection to the right of the ascender on the line, better formed than that which is appended to
the right of the descender of p. This feature Ker thought may have been an archaism in the
Rouleau Mortuaire of 1122,54 but is to be observed again in manuscripts of the later twelfth
century (e.g. Robinson, plate 98,'Englnad, before 1199'). The feature is also to be observed in
French manuscripts (¢.g. Robinson, plate 69, Paris?, 1164 x 1170).

Final s of "pars' is round, with the top two strokes making a circle that is interrupted by the
bellying first stroke of the bottom half, which is completed by a horizontal tilde-like stroke.

1 The shortness of the ascender of s in 'psalterii’ is matched in the ascender of 1, which
barely rises above the top of the preceding a. The shortness of the ascenders may be considered a

Gothic feature, inasmuch as it indicates a move away from a four-line script.

53But see Thomson, plate 92, where a 'broken-backed' s used at St. Albans by Matthew Paris is
sometimes written with a plain straight ascender by one of his assistants. The bottom of the
descender is turned to the right. The date of the manuscript is given as 1259.

S4Ker, English Manuscripts, p.37.
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g The tail seems distinctive, being a horizontal tizie-like stroke, extending for about one
third of its length beyond the round head. No hair-stoke is visible connecting the end of the tail
back to the head. This style of tail should probably be considered a Gothic feature (e.g.
Robinson, plate 125, Peterborough, 1295x1299), but a similar horizontal tail may be observed in
earlier manuscripts (Robinson, plate 67, Canterbury, ¢.1155 and plate 95, Winchester, 1192 x

1198).

Other letters are unremarkable, except that final i of ‘psalterii' is extended below the line
and curves away to the left, while i in 'greci' has been provided with a foot like those of p and s
noted above. The two abbreviation marks are horizontal stokes, with hair strokes at either end.
This mark Ker describes as an 'innovation' (taking the place of 'a wavy or cup-shaped stroke') in
a Canterbury episcopal profession of 1174.55

Generally the script of the title is curved, with no positive sign of Gothic fracture, the only
angularity being in the feet of p and s.

The palacographical evid;nce thus indicates, most particularly because of the trailing-
headed a , that the title was written some time during the lengthy period of the development
towards the Gothic style. Recalling that the abbreviation marks indicate a date not much earlier
than the last quarter of the twelfth century, and giving full weight to Ker's impression of a
possible thirteenth-century date ( an impression probably due to such Gothic characteristics as
the shortness of the ascenders), I Suggest a date for the writing of the title before the middle of
the thirteenth century, perhaps as early as the latter part of the twelfth century.

The script of the title appears to have been executed by an inexperienced scribe. The
cramped a in 'psalterii’ is one indicator of inexperience. Another is the contrast between the care
with which 'pars' seems to have been written and the failure to maintain an even line for the rest
of the lettering. Further, on the execution of trailing-headed a, Ker remarks that 'in practice the
new form was difficult to make without raising the a above the general level of the letters: to do
this successfully is the mark of a skilled scribe’.56 The a of 'pars' rises above the level of the bow

of p (though the top of r is on a level with that of the a) and a of 'psalterii’ rises higher than any

351bid. Ker, ibid., p.39, lists the straight abbreviation mark as one of the 'principal developments
of the formal book-hand' at the end of the twelfth century.
561bid., p.36.
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other letter in the word that is not an ascender. It may be noted, in the same connection, that the

horizontal abbreviation marks in fact slope slightly down to the right.

8. A series of Jottings

For those of the following jottings which he cites, namely ‘gaude prole...exultet' on fol.20v
and the names on fols 20v and 43v, Ker gives the date 's.xii/xiii'.3?
At the foot of fols 20v and 21r, but written the opposite way to the main text, that is, with
the Anglo-Saxon manuscript upside down, is the following:8
fol.21r 'depronite’, to the left of centre of the inverted page;
‘depronite domino sede [?a]', in the right hand corner of the inverted page;
fol.20v 'gaude prole grecias glorietur gaullia patre dyonisio exultet', in one line across the top of
the inverted page. ‘gaude...exultet' has been identified by Ker as the incipit of a hymn for
St. Denis.*?
Written along the inner edge of the page, with the manuscript turned sideways, and the
writing descending to above the middle of the page:
fol. 20v ‘odo de moteroil', followed by a cross-shaped mark; below this, a little further out from
the gutter, is a smudged, illegible jotting;
fol.21r 'decid(::]' is written in the inner margin, about centre 'page, with the manuscript the right
way up;
'd[%icit] dominus', immediately below the preceding; ‘dns' lacks its abbreviation mark.
Fol.24v of the Anglo-Saxon manuscript is blank. To the right of the hole in the top half
of the leaf, the following is written in one line:

" fol.24v 'Domine ne in furore tuo argfu]' Capital D’ is ornamented with surrounding wavy lines
and two single curls, top and bottom, within the bow; 'f’ in ‘furore’ has been altered from't';
only the first minim of 'u’ at the end of the line seems to have been wﬁﬁen, though there is
at least one letter space between preceding 'g' and the present gutter. ‘Domine...arguas

me' is the incipit of the sixth Psalm.

57Ker,Catalogue, pp.410 and 411.
58Expanded abbreviations in the jottings are indicated by underlining.
$9]bid., p.410.
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"decidit’ is written at the foot of the page, much smaller than the preceding, and with the
manuscript upside down.
Fol.30r 'Scritor sum talis' is written, with the manuscript turned sideways and more neatly than
other jottings, along the inner edge of the page, the writing running from top to bottom.
Fol.36v 'gaudia monda’ is written at the very top of the page;
‘am' and two'a's are scribbled between the lines of the OE text.50
Fol.43v 'teobaldus ade de richebor', followed by a cross-shaped mark, is written in two lines in
the top right hand comner of the page; a few of the letters are partly off-set on fol.44r.
Fol.44v 'decid. omnia vincit amor et nos cedamus amori' is written in one line across the top of
the page, with the following written smaller below: ‘om on omnia’ and ‘omnia [four
minims with abbreviation mark]cit'’. 'Omnia...amori' is line 69 of the tenth Eclogue of
Virgil's Bucolicon;
‘decidit’ is written near the the top of the left hand margin, with the following below, in
descending order:
'decidit interdum’ in two lines, with 'dum’ repeated below;
‘dum dominus deus', with 'deus’ twice below;
's.p. amor uincit omnia et nos cedamus amori' in four lines, the first three of which intrude
between two lines of the OE text;
‘sermo conuincio deorum no[?]' in four lines; "...nuin..." is written as four minims with
abbreviation mark over the last one; letters after ‘no’ are a mere scrawl.
Fol.45r 'amor’ and ‘amo’ are written in the left-hand margin.
Fol.61r 'decidit’ is written in the top margin, with some off-set on fol.60v.
None of these jottings can be said to relate in any way to the OE text.
The jottings have been described in the heading of the present section as a series chiefly
because they all appear certainly to have been written by the same hand. Palacographically the
hand is difficult, because it writes casually. It may reasonably be descibed as a personal hand

(considering that the jottings can hardly have been intended to be read by anyone else) based on a

60Fadda, Nuove omelie, p.25, in her edition of Homily 3, notes the scribbled 'am', but reads it as
'don’.
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formal script rather than on a cursive script, although it exhibits at least one cursive feature,
namely the continuation below the line and curve to the left of high 8.5! Minims are usually
sharply pointed at the top, with a long leading stroke, but less pointed or rounded at the bottom;
minims are sometimes not turned on the line at all; in 'conuincio' on fol.44v the minims are
written currently, that is, the pen is not lifted between strokes. Tops of ascenders are sometimes
treated similarly to the tops of minims, but are sometimes plain. The hand employs round d, of
varying length, and without the reverse curve of cursive scripts. Some letter forms exhibit
features which make the hand comparable to the script of the title on fol.1. It should be stated at
once that it cannot be said that the same scribe wrote both title and jottings. First there are the
practical difficulties of having in the title only a small sample of script and of comparing samples
executed in different manners. Then there is the point that, while the hand of the title appears to
be that of an inexperienced scribe, what I have described as a personal hand may be assumed to
belong to a scribe with considerable writing experience, a point underlined by the fact that the
writing of the jottings is for the most part readily legible, even though it is written small, with
minim height never exceeding 2mm. However, this does not exclude the possibility that the
same scribe wrote both the jottings and the title, since the latter could have been written earlier in
the scribe's life than the former. Ker's datings are not necesarily an obstacle here, since a late
twelfth-century date cannot be ruled out for the script of the title, and Ker's date for the jottings is
's.xii/xiij. Whatever the case, the palacographical features which the jottings and the title have in
common must be noted, and it is convenient to select for description here those letters whose
forms in the title have already been described and discussed in the preceding section. The letter
forms of the jottings are taken in the same order as those of the title.

p Asin the title, the descender is begun at an angle of forty-five degrees, and, more

significantly, the bow is completed on the line by a horizontal stroke which crosses the

61For this and other features of the cursive style as it had developed by the middle of the
thirteenth century, see M.B. Parkes, English Cursive Book-hands,1250-1500 (Oxford, 1969),
pp.xiv-xv, and cp. Bischoff, Latin Palaeography, pp.137-8. Curved long s is a feature of most of
the twelfth-century examples of the developing cursive style in T.A.M. Bishop, Scriptores Regis.
Facsimiles to identify and illustrate the hands of royal scribes in original charters of Henry I,
Stephen and Henry II (Oxford, 1961).
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descender. This feature is clearest in the first 'prole’ on fol.20v. In the first 'depronite’ on fol.21r,
the stroke is angled down to the right.

a The shaft is usually written at an angle, but is occasionally erect. The head is pointed,
not curved as in the title, but the leading stroke usually overhangs the bow, giving the letter the
‘trailing-headed' appearance which is a feature of the script of the title. In 'amor’ and 'amo’ on
fol.45v, a is written with an ascender and a long leading stroke which extends well beyond the
bow.

s The curved long s, reminescent of the cursive form of the letter, has already been
noted, but in ‘dominus’ on fol.44v the ascender is a plain straight stroke, turned up at an angle of
forty-five degrees on the line, and the form is thus comparable to the s of ‘psalterii' in the title.

I Ascenders are rather long, not conspicuously short as in the title.

g Perhaps the most marked feature of the hand is the tail of g. This is a plain horizontal
stroke which extends well beyond the head of the letter, and is thus comparable to the form in the
title.

The usual abbreviation mark is a single straight stroke, but is wavy for Domine' on fol.
24v and is cup-shaped for the first ‘cedamus’ on fol.45v.52 For 'um' of deorum' on fol.45v, the
foot of 2-shaped r is crossed. For 'us' of ‘teobaldus’ on fol.43v, the mark like an open, round
figure '9' is used.

The palaeographical features common to the title and the jottings, then, are the horizontal
stroke in p, the trailing-headed a, and the extended horizontal tail of g. Liule weight can be
given to the single example in the jottings of a high s with a plain ascender.

The incipit of the hymn for St.Denis on fol.20v varies from printed texts, which have
'Graecia' for 'grecias’ and ‘Gallia’ for 'gaullia’.63 ‘Exultet' is the first word of the second sentence

of the hymn.64 The hymn was composed by Adam of St.Victor. Adam's dates, according to the

62For the continued use at the end of the twelfth century of the wavy and cupped abbreviation
marks beside the straight one, see Ker, English Manuscripts, pp.38-9.

63Ulysse Chevalier, Repertorium Hymnologicum, 6 vols (Louvain, 1892-1921), 1,423, gives the
incipit as far as Dionysio'. Full texts are in Migne, Patrologia Latina, vol. 196, cols 1521-3,
Joseph Kehrein, Lateinische Sequenzen des Mittelalters aus Handschriften und Drucken (Mainz,
1873), pp.374-5 and Léon Gautier, Oeuvres Poétiques d’Adam de Saint-Victor. Texte Critique
(Paris, 1894).

64exultet’ is spelt 'exsultet’ in Migne and Gautier.
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New Catholic Encyclopaedia, are ¢.1110-1180, and we may be quite sure, therefore, that the
jottings were not written at any time early in the twelfth century. One may note the coincidence
that the jotting refers to the people of Greece while the title on fol.1 refers to a Greek psalter:
there is the slightest of suggestions here that the writer of the jottings was working with the
putative Greek psalter when the hymn occﬁrred to him. That the jotting on fol.24v is the incipit
of a psalm scarcely supports the suggestion.

The line from Virgil on fol.44v is the source of the motto on the prioress's brooch in the
General Prologue to Chaucer's Canterbury Tales.$3 The word order is changed in the motto,
which appears in Chaucer as 'Amor vincit omnia’. In the fact that the writer of the jottings
quotes the whole line, not simply the motto, and quotes it correctly, is a slight suggestion that he
may have been at least somewhat a scholar,

A concordance search shows that those jottings for which no source has been noted above
seem not to be Biblical. To re-cap, these are as follows: on fol.21r, 'depronite domino sede'; the
repeated 'decidit' seems to belong to a clause which, when re-assembled from jottings on fol.44v,
seems to read 'decidit interdum dominus deus'; on fol.44v, ‘sermo conuincio deorum’, In the last,
‘conuincio’ does not seem to be a genuine Latin verb and I can offer no conjecture for the
scrawled word, beginning 'no...", which follows 'deorum’.

The names on fols 20v and 43v are of interest especially because they include place-
names. The second, 'teobaldus ade de richebor’, prompted the comment in Summary Catalogue
(where the place-name is given as Richeborg') that the place indicated is 'no doubt’ Richborough
in Kent. Healey likewise considers that the place-name is an indication of Kentish provenance
for C.5¢ However, Richborough' is a late form of the place-name. In 1197, about the time of the
jottings, the name is recorded as 'Ratteburg’, and the name seems to have persisted in similar

' forms through the fourteenth century (‘Retesbrough’) and at least until the mid-fifteenth century

(‘Ratb(o)urgh").67A search through the volumes of the English Place-Name Society reveals no

65Larry D. Benson, ed., The Riverside Chaucer, third edition (Boston, Mass., 1987), p.26, line
162.

66Summary Catalogue, 11.2, p.983; Healey,OE Vision of St. Paul, pp.16 and 18.

671 K.Wallenberg, The Place-names of Kent (Uppsala, 1934), pp.531-2; Wallenberg's earliest
instance of the form with the element 'Rich' is from the year 1509. See also Eilert Ekwall, The
Concise Oxford Dictionary of English Place-Names, fourth edition (Oxford, 1960), and
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name that is similar to ‘richebor’, although both 'riche’ and "bor’ are to be found as English place-
name elements.63 'ade’ appears to be a form of the surname 'Adam’, ‘which is found in
[Domesday Book and is] common thereafter’,$° The name on fol.20v is ‘odo de moteroil', and
again there is no similar place-name in the volumes of the English Place-Name Society, although
the elements, if 'roil' is taken to be a form of 'roial’, are to be found in English place-names.”0
The first element, 'mote’, could be the same as the OE element 'mot' (meaning either an
‘assembly’ or a 'river-confluence'), but, in conjunction with the Old French element ‘roil', is more
likely to be the Old French or Middle English element 'mote’ (meaning 'embankment' and ‘moat’
respectively).”! I think there must be doubt as to whether either of the place-names, 'richebor’
and 'moteroil', are in fact English. The second especially could as well be French. It may not be
too fanciful to suggest that the thoughts of the writer of the jottings had turned to France when he
remembered (or perhaps he was working with) the hymn for St. Denis, the French patron saint.72

Assuming, that is, that C was still in England.

9. Other Jottings or Pen Trials

On fol.24r, 'legem’, begun hard up to the present gutter, is written in the next blank line
below the end of Homily 2. The 'l'is like a long, thin Roman numeral 'T'. The 'e's and the round-
headed Caroline 'g' are not well formed; for example, in the latter the tail stroke misses the stroke
connecting tail and head. The minims of ‘'m' are better formed, and get progressively thicker.
The appearance of the writing, from the spidery 'l' through to the final bold minim, suggests that

the word was written as a pen trial. Despite its position relative to the OE text, the fact that there

G.M.Livett, 'Ecclesiastical History, Part 1', in William Page, ed., The Victoria County History of
Kent, 3 vols (London, 1926), I1.4.

68See A.H.Smith, English Place-Name Elements, English Place-Name Society, 25 and 26
(Cambridge, 1956), under 'ric’ and possibly 'risc’, and under bor'.

69p H.Reaney, A Dictionary of British Surnames, second edition, with corrections and additions
by R M.Wilson (London and Boston, 1967).

70Smith,English Place-Name Elements, under ‘mot’ and 'roial'.

T bid.

T2However, David Hugh Farmer, The Oxford Dictionary of Saints (Oxford, 1978), p.106,
remarks that 'the cult of Denys, bishop of Paris ... resulted in England in the dedication of no
fewer than 41 ancient churches in his honour. Four Benedictine abbeys kept his translation feast,
including Wilton.! The dedications are discussed in Florence Arnold Forster, Studies in Church
Dedications or England's Patron Saints, 3 vols (London, 1899), II, 474-483, and listed ibid., III,
351,
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is only one word makes it unlikely that a text had begun to be copied and then abandoned.
Palaeographically there is nothing to suggest that the word was not written roughly
contemporarily with the main texts. However, the letter 'g' is unlike Caroline g found in the
main texts, where the first stroke of the head and the connecting stroke appear to be written at
once (e.g. ignem’,fol.23v, line 5). Between lines at the end of Homily 2, a few neum-like marks
are drawn in the same brown ink as that of legem', and are therefore likely to be part of the same
pen trial. Their position relative to the OE text is noted in the commentary to Homily 2, lines
182-3.

On fol.24v 'anima’ is written in the top left-hand corner of the page, in darker ink than
that of 'legem’. Minims are rounded; the ‘a's are too damaged for comment.

In three lines in the top half of fol.81v, the incipit of the first Psalm is written. Where the
writing is illegible, due to fading or damage, and where the text varies from the Vulgate, Vulgate
readings are supplied in square brackets: 'Beatus uir qui non ha[Vulgate 'abiit'] in consilio
impio{rum] et in uia peccarum [Vulgate 'peccatorum'] non stetit et [in] cath[edra]'. The script is
a Caroline miniscule.

Below the preceding, in a single line, are written the letters of the alphabet, through to
'stux’. The letters are rather faded and damage has caused the loss of *hikl'. The script may be
described as Caroline miniscule, except that the 'd' is round (round d is short). Below the
alphabet are two capitals 'B's, of the same form as that in ‘Beatus' above, that is erect, with a

small upper and a bellying lower bow.

10._Conclusion

One piece of evidence relating to the preservation history of C, the twin inscriptions Pars
psalterii saxonici' on the rectos of fols 2 and 36, has not yet been considered. The inscriptions
are identical in appearance and there need be no doubt that they were written by the same hand,
and, with almost equal certainty, on the same occasion. Ker dates the hand to 's.xvii'.™ The
inscription on fol.36r has been cancelled by means of a single line, perhaps by Junius or perhaps

by Vossius when the latter had read Junius's note on fol.1r. The note, which is likely to have

Ker, Catalogue, p.411.
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been written on Junius's first acquaintance with C (as I conclude in section 2, above, p.16),
proves that Junius was not responsible for the inscriptions; but that an Anglo-Saxonist could have
made the error could hardly have been entertained as a possibility anyway. When in the note,
which I have taken to have been intended for Vossius's attention (above, pp.13 and 15), Junius
says 'rectius enim Homiliarum quam Psalterii partem dixeris', there is the suggestion that Junius
thought Vossius might have written the inscriptions. However, if this is the implication, Junius
may have been unjust to attribute such an error to the renowned scholar Vossius. A comparison
with known examples of Vossius's hand might resolve the point.”* However, even if, on the one
hand, it could be shown that Vossius himself did not write the inscriptions, there would still be
the possibility that he was responsible for them through the agency of an assistant, and if, on the
other hand, it could be shown that Vossius did write the inscriptions, he could have done so at
any time while C was in his possession, and it could not then be said that they indicate that
Vossius was responsible for the division of C. All that can be said here is that the inscriptions
could have been entered at any time between the occasions of C's binding into two volumes and
of Junius's writing his note.

The question to which one seeks an answer is,of course, how did Vossius acquire C? Had
he come by the manuscript after his move to England in 1670, or when, before his employment
with Queen Christina of Sweden, ‘he is said ... even to have crossed over into England in his
quest of manuscripts'?’S But the only evidence providing a possible answer to the question, the
press-marks considered in section 3 of this chapter, suggests that Vossius did not acquire C in
England at all, but rather that he acquired the manuscript, via Queen Christina's library, from the
collection of Paul Petau.

In section 4 of the present chapter, we saw that one of the press-marks is on a paper leaf
that, judging by its off-set from fol.36r and by the fact that it has been pasted on to another paper
leaf, seems to have been preserved from an earlier stage of the binding. That the paper of this

leaf, and of the first leaf in MS 85, is of a different manufacture from that of other paper leaves in

the binding is a further indication that the present binding is a repair of an earlier one. The full

74Letters and notes in the Bodleian, written by Vossius, may be located by means of the Vossius
entry in the index volume of Summary Catalogue (vol.VID).
- T5DNB (Vossius entry, p.393). .
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extent of the repair I cannot say, though it might be ascertained by an expert. Unfortunately, the
evidence of manufacture of the paper leaves, the spacing of chain lines, cannot be observed in the
paper lining the boards, and it cannot be said that the earlier paper leaves belong to the same
stage of binding as the boards, that is, to probably the earliest stage of the present binding. The
boards themselves at least might be expected to be retained from the binding undergoing repair,
and even if their covering had been replaced, paper pasted on their inside would not be easily
removed. On two of the boards, the paper bears probably; Venetian anchor watermarks, which
appear to be of a style that was not used after about 1580, and the two boards may, therefore,
belong to C's earliest post-medieval binding. Since one of the two boards belongs to MS 85 and
the other to MS 86, and the two volumes are of different size, it is likely that the binding to
which the boards with the watermarks belong was also the binding into two volumes. It seems
reasonable to postulate that the binding \I:gerwent only one repair, and consequently that the
carlier paper leaves (including that with the off-set from fol.36r) belong with the paper lining the
boards. Since the spine coverings are of different skin from the board coverings, which are of
uniform appearance, it is likely that the board coverings, too, are pre-repair and contemporary
with the watermarks. My view of the binding has to be set against the Summary Catalogue entry,
where the bindings are described as English work of the seventeenth century.”6

The date of the watermarks would suggest a date of the binding perhaps a little earlier
than the time when Paul Petau, who lived from 1568 to 1614, was collecting manuscripts, but the
possible connection with Petau depends on the press-marks, not on the binding, and of course the
press-marks could have been entered at any time between the occasions of the two-volume
binding and of the repair of that binding.

With the possibility that Petau had owned C comes the possibility, not only that the
manuscript was in F;'ance at about the end of the sixteenth century, but also, since Petau is more
likely to have acquired C in France than in England, that the manuscript had been in France in
medieval times. Since they cannot be shown to be English, the place-names ‘richebor’ and
'moteroil', which occur among the jottings considered in section 8 of the present chapter, do not

contradict such a possibility. That the jottings might be French is also suggested by the fact that

76Summary Catalogue, 11.2, p.982.
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they include the incipit of a hymn for the French Saint, St. Denis. Ker dates the jottings to
similar date for the writing of the title (above, p.28), and the fact that the title and the jottings
have palaeographical features in common suggests that they could have been written at the same
place (above, p.32). When I was working on the palaeography, I was not aware of the possible

" Petau connection, and my palacographical investigations in section 7 of the present chapter have
an English bias, but I did note that two important features, the trailing-headed a and the foot
used to finish vertical strokes, are found in French as well as English manuscripts.

The evidence provided by the jottings could hardly be more tenuous, but the possibility
that C had been in France becomes a little more attractive when Parkes's comments on the
manuscript of the ‘Leiden Riddle' are noted. The riddle is in the Leiden manuscript, Vossius
Lat.Q.106, which bears Petau's mark, 'R.37', and is probably from Fleury.”® Parkes comments:
'numerous pen trials and in particular pen trials of neums are a characteristic feature of
manuscripts which, according to the evidence of ex libris inscriptions, were at Fleury in the ninth
and tenth centuries ... Not only the neums but also the series of small letters bed and names ...
are characteristic additions in Fleury manuscripts'.?? One cannot help but be put in mind of what
appear to be neums which accompany the pen trial 'legem’ on C, fol.24r, noted with other pen
trials in section 9 of this chapter, and even of the names among the series of jottings. Parkes was
assembling evidence to indicate that the Riddle was copied at Fleury in the tenth century, and
does not discuss additions to Fleury manuscripts generally, but he does incidentally refer to
'neums added to manuscrupts whose main contents were copied at the end of the tenth century or
in the eleventh'.30

An hypothesis that most readily suggests itsclf to explain the presence of a book in Old
English at Fleury is that it could have been left there accidentally by an Exiglish pilgrim to the
resting-place of St. Benedict's remains. One is reminded of another English book containing Old

English homilies, the Vercelli Book, whose presence in Vercelli may be explained by its having

TIKer, Catalogue, pp.410 and 411.

8De Meyier, Codices Vossiani Latini, 11, pp.235-7, De Meyier gives the date 'saec. ix/x (f.1:
saec. xi)'; the Petau mark is noted ibid., p.61.

79Parkes, ‘Manuscript of the Leiden Rxddle p.213.

- 80Jpid, p.215.
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been left there by an English pilgrim to Rome in the eleventh century.8! However, whether C
was acquired by Paul Petau, perhaps among manuscripts that had belonged to Fleury library,
must here remain an open question.

Turning to the medieval binding-leaves described in section 6, one point should be
emphasized, that it is unlikely that fol.1 was introduced as part of the present binding. The
present arrangement, with fol.1 pasted into the fold of fol.2 (see diagram, above p.6), which
suggests that fol.1 was not used as an integral part of the present binding, may be due to the
original modern binding or to the later repair, but wear round the outside edges of fol.1 shows
that the leaf was not cut to be used in the present binding. Moreover, like fol.2, fol.1 is
particularly fragile at its bottom outside corner, and there is the appearance that the two leaves
lay long together, before they came to be protected by the present binding. If it could be shown
that I am right to connect the script of the title on fol.1 with that of the jottings within C, there
would be less difficulty in accepting that fol.1 belonged to a medieval binding of C. But the title
itself is a difficulty here.

It is hardly credible that C could have been mistaken for part of a Greek psalter, however
strange eleventh-century insular script may have looked to whoever was responsible , probably in
the late twelfth or early thirteenth century, for writing the title on fol.1, and the possibility must
be considered that the title genuinely indicates that C was once bound with part of a Greek
psalter.82 Indeed the only other possibility that I can think of is that fol.1 was taken from the
binding of a Greek psalter and re-used to bind C. This wouid have had to have been done earlier

enough to account for the comparably damaged condition of fols 1 and 2,but the possibility

81K enneth Sisam, Studies in the History of Old English Literature (Oxford, 1953), pp.117-8.
Connections between Fleury and English centres at the time of the English monastic reform in
the later tenth century are of course well known: sce e.g. Nicholas Brooks, The Early History of
the Church of Canterbury. Christ Church from 597 to 1066 (Leicester, 1984), pp.222-3,and
Thomas Symons, 'Regularis Concordia: History and Derivation', in Tenth-Century Studies.
Essays in Commemorationof the Millennium of the Council of Winchester and ‘Regularis
Concordid’, ed. David Parsons (London, 1975), pp.37-59, 5p.38-9,. For the visit (985-7) by
Abbo of Fleury to Ramsey, see Marco Mostert, The Palmcal Theology of Abbo of Fleury
(Hilversum, 1987), pp.40-5; I have not been able to sce Mostert, The Library of Fleury
(Hilversum, 1989).

82However, Wanley, Catalogus, p.44, did think that the title had been entered by one who was
'Saxonismi imperitus'. In his note Junius is less specific when he says 'imperitia POSS@SSONm
inscriptus fuit huius libelli titulus Pars psalterii’, and he might, unless he belicved Vo
responsible for them, have been a]so referrmg to the ﬁrst of the mscnptxons 1dennfymg C as part
of a Saxon psalter. '
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cannot be ruled out on that count since about four hundred years may separate the writing of the
title and the modern binding. However, I think the condition of fols 1 and 2 can be more exactly
accounted for if it is postulated that C was at one time bound with part of a Greek psalter, which
was removed at a later time, thereby leaving a gap, which need not have been large, between the
board, probably with fol.1 attached, and fol.2. I think this could fit both with the fact of the wear
around the outer edges of fols 1 and 2, and with the fact that the title itself, on the inside half of
the page, is little worn. If I am right about the repair to the modern binding, it might be thought
that the repair was necessitated by the removal of the Greek psalter fragment from the modern
binding, but I think fols 1 and 2 are too worn for this to be likely.8

We may note that small format Greek psalters are not unknown. When Healey was
prompted by the title on fol.1 to search English library catalogues for Greek psalters 'which are
no later than the thirteenth century, she found three examples, one of which, CCCC 468, is |
about the same size as C, while another, CCCC 480, is smaller.84 The dimensions are given in
the catalogue in inches, and so for comparison I give C's dimensions in inches from Summary
Catalogue:35 C,6.7" x 4.5" and 6.4" x 4.1"; CCCC 468, 6.1" x 4.5" (thirteenth century); 56
CCCC 480, 4.8" x 3.8" (twelfth century).37 An earlier example, of unusual format, is the
Bodleian manuscript, E.D.Clarke 15, 4.375" x 5.375" (c.1078).8% An example dated to 961
because accompanying Easter tables are calculated from that date, is Milan, Bibl. Ambrosiana,
MS.F.12.Sup., at 6.25" x 5".39 I have not undertaken a search for imperfect Greek psalters, but it

seems that small format examples could be multiplied.9

83There are no small Greek psalters, or fragments of such, among Vossius's Greek manuscripts at
Leiden, catalogued by K.A. De Meyier, Codices Vossiani Graeci et Miscellanei, Codices
Manuscripti, VI (Leiden, 1955).

84Healey,OF Vision of St. Paul, p.17, fn.76.

85Summary Catalogue, 11.2, p.982.

86M.R.James, A Descriptive Catalogue of the Manuscripts in the Library of Corpus Christi
Cambridge, 3 vols (Cambridge, 1912), I, p.403.

87871bid., p.422.

88Summary Catalogue, IV, 10.18377, p.302.

89E.A.Bond and E.M.Thompson, Facsimiles of Manuscripts and Inscriptions, The
Palacographical Society, 1st and 2nd Series, 5 vols (London, 1873-94), 1st Series, I, plate 41.

90T have noted four examples in the Vatican catalogue, Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae
Codices Manu Scripti Recensiti: Cyrus Gianelli, ed., Codices Vaticani Graeci. Codices 1485-
1683 (Vatican, 1950), no.1541 (s.xii, 118 x 93mm.) and no.1542 (s.x, 120 x 95Smm.); Paulus
Canart, ed.,Codices Vaticani Graeci. Codices 1745-1962. Tomus 1. Codicum Enarrationes
(Vatican, 1970), n0.1873 (1010-11, 163 x 145mm.) and no.1874 (s.xi-xii, 165 x 145mm.). A list
of a selection of Greek psalters, including imperfect examples up to 1100, is given by James
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Mearns, The Canticles of the Christian Church Eastern and Western in Early and Medieval
Times (Cambridge,1914), pp.9-11.
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CHAPTER THREE

PALAEOGRAPHY

Ker dates the style of insular script used in C to 's.xi med.", that is possibly to within the
twenty-five years and more certainly to within the fifty years centred around 1050.! Ker notes
that the writing 'varies in appearance',? and, as we shall see, the manuscript seems certainly to
have been written by more than one scribe. However, there is some conformity of style
throughout C. Although a 'lateral compression so characteristic of eleventh-century English
vernacular script”? is not clearly evinced in the script of C, there is a certain perpendicularity in
the style which is perhaps akin to the characteristic noted by Dumville. However, this impression
of perpendicularity depends largely, I think, on the marked tendency thoughout C to write the
back of the usual round or slightly flattened a nearly or quite as erect as minims: an erect a
would have the effect of lateral compression only when viewed in relation to a script using a
sloping-backed a, and Dumville's impression of lateral compression is derived from a contrast
with the proportions of 'English square miniscule’ (an essentially tenth-century style), in which

the typical a is erect.4

1. The Hands
Some emphasis has been placed in preceding chapters (see above pp.7 and 13) on the
similarity, in contrast to all other gatherings, of the membrane used for gatherings fols 3-11 and

18-24. Once the eye adjusts to the different page format (fols 3-11 with sixteen or fifteen lines,

IKer, Catalogue, p.409. See ibid., pp.xx-xxi, for Ker's system of dating,

2/bid., p.411.

3David N. Dumville, Beowulf Come Lately: Some Notes on the palacography of the Nowell
Codex', Archiv fir das Studium der neueren Sprachen und Literaturen, 225 (1988), 49-63 (p.54).
4See ibid., p.53; for square miniscule, see Dumville, 'English Square Miniscule Script: the
Background and the Earliest Phases', ASE, 16 (1987), 147-79, and ibid., pp.153 and 172 and
pkates VI and VII for the typical square a.
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fols 18-24 with nineteen or twenty lines), the writing in these gatherings is no less strikingly
similar than the appearance of the membrane. The even, matt black of the ink is the same in
both gatherings, and the ﬁvneness of the pen strokes is also marked, in contrast to the writing in
the rest of the gatherings in C. These characteristics are, probably, largely due to the
comparatively good quality of the membrane, but there is also close agreement in the formation
of the letters. The following comments, then apply to both gatherings.

The form of f is distinctive with its lower stroke fine, horizontal, on or just below the line
and, most distinctively, crossing the descender, often so that the descender bisects it into roughly
equal halves. Descenders of all letters are wedge-shaped at the top. Sometimes the top of the
wedge is slightly angled but there is a very marked tendency to write descenders with a long,
horizontal leading (or 'attacking') stroke, which sometimes all but replaces the wedge. This
tendency extends to the formation of the tops of ascenders, but is there much less marked. Inh
the ascender is often with either an angled or horizontal wedge, and in b and 1 the ascender is
often with either an angled or split wedge, but this distinction is by no means rigorously
observed. Round d is very short or short. g has a fine head stroke; the down stroke is begun at or
slightly to the left of the middle of the head stroke , and is, sometimes very gently, curved,
though in the gathering fols 18-24 there is a slight tendency for the down stroke to be angular.
The tail of g is amply open and is typically formed with a fine stroke which seems to continue
without break from the down stroke, but sometimes, especially in gathering fols 18-24, the open
tail is a thicker stroke, in which cases it is occasionally apparent that the stroke is drawn back
(from left to right) to meet the tail. Cross strokes of 8 and the abbreviation for ‘pat’ are typically
not steeply angled and are turned at both ends (up at the left, down at the right). There need be
no doubt that the writing in gatherings fols 3-11 and 18-24 is attributable to one scribe, who, for
the sake of consistency with Healey's analysis of the hands of C, will be called 'Hand B'.S

The quality of the membrane of the four gatherings, fols 42-81, is no less uniform than,

but quite different from, that of the two gatherings, fols 3-11 and 18-24. Significantly for the

SHorizontal tops of descenders, especially when in the vicinity of t and g, impart to the script a
general aspect of horizontality which combines with the perpendicularity of aspect to give an
overall impression of squareness.

SHealey, OF Vision of St.Paul, pp.8-9.
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writing, while the latter membrane is matt, the former is smooth and shiny. The ink is black on
all these leaves, but in fols 42-81 it often shows brown, especially on the shinier sides; that is, the
ink inheres far less evenly than in fols 3-11 and 18-24. However, once the contrasting quality of
membrane has been taken into consideration, it becomes apparent that the writing of fols 42-81
may be confidently attributed to Hand B.

Hand B begins this stint with his pen cut thick, but mid-way on fol.46r his writing
becomes finer and smaller, and so it continues, but never so fine (comparatively) as on gatherings
fols 3-11 and 18-24. It is perhaps the need to execute bold strokes on the smooth surface of the
membrane that inhibits his use of fine, horizontal strokes for the tops of descenders. At any rate,
tops of descenders are regularly more or less wedge-shaped, and angled at about forty-five
degrees. The exigencics of the membrane may also be responsible for the tail of g being rarely so
finely drawn as it is especially on fols 3-11. On fols 42-81 it is regularly (but not exclusively)
apparent that the tail of g is drawn back to meet the down stroke. The down stroke of g has a
stronger tendency than in fols 18-24 to be angular. Tops of ascenders are wedge-shaped, either
angled or split. The distinctive crossed f is in totally regular use. Round d is again very short or
short. Cross strokes of 8 and the abbreviation for 'pt' are as they appear in fols 3-11 and 18-24.

Fol.34 (the middle leaf of a gathering of three singletons) is of much the same quality as
fols 42-81, and again the writing on this folio may be attributed to Hand B, although it is not
possible with a rather small sample to be quite so confident in the attribution as hitherto.
Moreover, much of the recto of fol.34 has been subject to the attentions of the probably
seventeenth-century retoucher.” A particular point against the attribution is the form of the cross
stroke of § and the abbreviation for ‘pt'. On the recto this is sometimes steeply angled and,
instead of being turned at both ends, is in the form of an inverse tick (much in the manner of the
accents). However, Hand B's form of the cross stroke is present on the recto and almost totally
regular on the verso. It may be that Hand B was trying to adapt his usual form to match the form
habitually used by the scribe of the preceding folios. The presence of two rather long round d's
(one retouched) is another occasion for hesitation, but the evidence for the attribution outweighs

that against, and the writing generally appears very much as that on fols 42-81. In particular, the

TThe retoucher is likely to have been Junius: see above, pp.21-2.
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tendency of the down stroke of g to be angular is the same, and the variable form of this letter
generally is exactly comparable. There are several instances of f, all crossed. Moreover, a
drawing of a bird is used to enclose a final part line on the verso of fol.34, and a smaller,
rougher, but comparable drawing of a bird is used to enclose the final word of fol.77r. It may be
noted in the present connection that fol. 34 has fifteen written lines (plus the part line on the
verso), whereas fols 25-33 and fol.35 have nineteen lines. In fols 42-81 Hand B writes a page of
from thirteen to fifteen lines (sometimes with a part line at the bottom). Fols 36-41 have sixteen
lines, plus a part line.

Fols 3-11, 18-24, 34 and 42-81 may safely be attributed to Hand B.

It is convenient to preface the next stage of our investigation of the hands of C with Ker's
comment that 'ff.2v, 12-16v, 25-33v, and £.34 [recte fol.35), 11.1-4, appear to be in a different
hand from the rest, by a scribe who often uses a caroline form of r, which descends below the
line: in Latin by this scribe the r is not a descender’.? Fols 2v and 35r, lines 1-4, are problematic
and must await later consideration. Neither is the identification of the hand of fols 12-16 with
that of fols 25-33 quite straightforward. However, each of these two stints is definitely to be
distinguished from those of Hand B, and in ways which tend to identify one with the other. Thus
in fols 12-16 and 25-33 the writing has an angular aspect, largely due to the angular down stroke
of g, but also detectable in minim strokes, which makes Hand B's writing look curvacious by
comparison. When, at fols 13v and 14r, a curving down stroke is used in g, it is unlike Hand B's,
having an ungainly appearance due to the curve being executed below the line. The angular
aspect is complemented by a spikiness due to the sharply angled wedges (which often show
splitting) at the tops of ascenders. This treatment of ascenders, which is mirrored (apart from the
splitting) in the treatment of descenders, in turn contributes to a perpendicularity of aspect which
is further enhanced in fols 12-16 and 25-33 by a round d which is generally both longer and

more erect than that executed by Hand B.

8Ker, Catalogue,, p.411. Healey, OE Vision of St. Paul, p.8, does not correct the error in Ker's
comment. Caroline r with descender was used by Wulfstan: see N.R Ker, The Handwriting of
Archbishop Wulfstan', in England before the Conquest. Studies in Primary Sources presented to
Dorothy Whitelock, ed. P.Clemoes and K.Hughes (Cambridge, 1971), pp.315-31 (p.317). Thave
not come across any other examples.



46

Only once does a crossed f appear in fols 12-16 and 25-33, and that in the marginal
addition of 'for’ to the word 'loren’ on fol.26r. In fols 12-16 the lower stroke of f is slightly
angled up, and turned down at its right-hand end, but there are a few instances where the stroke
is not turned down. In fols 25-33 there is a reversal of practice, with a straight, nearly horizontal
lower stroke being usual, along with a few examples of turned strokes; also in fols 25-33 there
are a few instances of a stroke mid-way between the two types.

The usual form for the cross stroke of 8 and the abbreviation for ‘p&t' is an accent-like
stroke, but there are instances in fols 12-16 of the stroke being turned at both ends, especially on
0 at the beginning of lines, where  is extended into the margins.? The stroke is then steeply
angled, and not so deliberately turned as is the case with Hand B,

Fols 12-16 and 25-33, then, were certainly not written by Hand B, and the overall,
similarity between the two sections is sufficiently close that we need no longer hesitate in
agreeing with Ker's judgement that they were written by one scribe, who will be called (with
Healey) 'Hand A",

Let us examine the point which caught Ker's attention, namely Hand A's use of a caroline
form of r with descender, which I will call 'long open r'. This form appears first on fol.12v,
though a short open (caroline) r is used for a superscript correction on fol.12r. On fol.12v there
are four instances of long open r beside nineteen of insular r, and this ratio does not significantly
increase during the section fols 12-16, with some pages having insular r exclusively. In fols 25-
33 long open r does not appear until two thirds of the way down fol.29r, after which it is almost
entirely regular, superceding the insular form.

The situation is somewhat the same with Hand A's choice of forms of the letter s. Thus in
fols 12-16 insular s (descender with head stroke within the line) is usual, but there is a scattering
(not on every page) of the long form of s (descender with head stroke curving up well above the
line). In fols 25-33, long s appears with total regularity, except for the 8's in 'clennesse’ (fol.25r,

line 3) and 'pis' (retouched, fol.27v, line 1).

9Strictly, it cannot be claimed, as Healey does (OF Vision of St.Paul, p.9), that 'the general rule
for the eleventh century that p should be writen at the beginning of a word, and 8 medially and
finally' is observed in fols 12-16 and 25-33, though it is true, as she implies, that Hand B uses 8
rather than p comparatively frequently. Note that preference for b over  contributes to
perpendicularity. : S
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Another feature, with comparable distribution, of Hand A's writing is his use in English of
st ligature (descender with a vertical extension, to the top of which is joined the extended shaft of
t). In fols 12-16 the form appears once medially and three times terminally in a total of thirty-six
instances of 'st'. In fols 25-33 the form is much more frequent, appearing twenty-cight times
medially and sixtcen times terminally, in a total of fifty-four instances of 'st'. The only
occurrence of 'st’ in initial position in either section (‘stzfne’, fol.33r, line6) is not a ligature.

Thus, in contrast with Hand B, who uses standard insular forms consistently for writing
English, Hand A seems to be experimenting with letter forms, and the seemingly introduced
forms (long open r, long s and st ligature) are more frequent in fols 25-33 than in fols 12-16.

The writing on fol.3510 (leaving aside for now the problematic first four lines of the recto)
is more like Hand A's than Hand B's writing, except that the lower, straight stroke of f tends to
transect the descender, but rarely so that the descender bisects it into two equal parts as is often
the case with Hand B. Although Hand A seems to have been in the process of changing his form
of f so that its lower stroke is usually straight in fols 25-33, never does the lower stroke cross the
descender. g on fol.35 is angular (like Hand A's g) but the tail is generally markedly less open
than it is in the work of either Hand A or Hand B. Round d and 9 are of exaggerated length,
except when d is inhibited by preceding . r and s are insular in every instance, whereas Hand A
uses long open r and long 8 regularly by the end of his stint, fols 25-33 (it will be remembered
that fols 33-35 are one gathering). However, st ligature of the same form as that employed by
Hand A appears twice in medial pesition on fol.35r (other instances of 'st’ on fol.35 are in initial
position), but on balance, and on grounds of general aspect, it is fairly safe to attribute the
writing of fol.35 to a third scribe, Hand C.

The writing in the gathering, fols 36-41, contrasts at first sight with that on fol.35, but
this is largely due to the change of page format, with nineteen lines to the page on fol.35 and
sixteen lines and a bracketed part line on each page of fols 36-41. The detail is identical, with
the same maximally extended d and 8 being dominant, the same closing tail of g and the same

strong tendency to write crossed f. rand s are insular with two exceptions: long open r appears

10The verso of fol.35 is much retouched, but enough original writing is visible to identify it with
the main hand of the recto.
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at the end of the fifth line on fol.37r, and a long s is the final letter on fol.38v. Occurrence of st
ligature is limited to fols 38-40, where seven out of twenty instances of 'st’ are so formed, six in
medial, one in terminal position: there are a few instances of initial 'st', none of which is a
ligature.

Thus so far it can confidently be stated that Hand A wrote fols 12-16 and 25 -33, Hand B
wrote fols 3-11, 18-24, 34 and 42-81, and Hand C wrote fols 35-41.

It is impossible to be confident in the attribution of the writing of fol.35, lines 1-4, but all
six instances of r are of the long open form used by Hand A, and the one instance of f, with a
turned lower stroke that does not cross the descender, is in the manner of Hand A. The hand is
sprawling and untidy, and contrasts sharply with Hand C's writing on fol.35. Hand B's
bracketing of a part line on fol.34v suggests that his stint within the gathering, fols 33-35, is
confined to fol.34. It may be that Hand A wrote fol.35, lines 1-4, and that the untidiness of the
writing is due to his having tried to match his hand to the larger writing of Hand B, as Hand B
may have tried to adjust the appearance of his writing to match Hand A's writing on fol.33 by
varying his usual cross stroke for 8 and the abbreviation for pat’.

The palacography of fols 2 and 17 and of additions on fols 2v-6r is still to be considered.

Although fol.2 is in very poor condition, it is evident that the recto is in a different hand
from the verso. The small sample of fourteen lines of writing on the recto is made smaller by
extreme fading, especially of the top three lines and down the right-hand side of the page. The
fact that some of the faded writing has been retouched is a further difficulty, but the retouched
writing (here and on the verso) need not be discounted altogether, since the retoucher, though he
makes mistakes, seems generally to have taken pains to trace the letters accurately.

Of the hands so far distinguished, the writing on fol.2r is most like that of Hand B, in
overall aspect and in detail. There is a good example ('sodfzstan', line 4) of a crossed f exactly
in the manner of Hand B, and two retouched instances of the letter are both crossed. The cross
stroke of  is the same as Hand B's. The only point that can be brought against attribution to
Hand B is that of six occurrences of d (exluding the two instances in the repeated word 'woruld'.

round d is necessarily short in the combination 'ld') three are written long, while in the bulk of

. Hand B's work d is dominantly short. However, like fol.2r, fol.81r contains the completed
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ending of a homily and has instances of long d: it may be that Hand B was inclined to write d
long when approaching the end of a text. The last word before 'Amen’ in both texts is ‘&nde’ and
on fol.81r d in this word is only a little shorter than it is on fol.2r. The 'Amen' itself is in closely
comparable uncial capitals (except that 'E' on fol.2r has been retouched to look like a revised
figure three) and the word is finished in each case with a vey similar decorative flourish. Fol.2r,
then, was written by neither Hand A nor Hand C, but could have been written by Hand B.

The text of Hand A's stint, fols 12-16, begins on fol.2v. The last two and a half lines of
fol.2v have been erased and the reviser who made additions to the text of fols 3-11 (on fols 3-6r)
added three lines of text, the last word of which overruns on to fol.3r, to link the text of fol.2v
with that of fols 3-11. Ker would attribute the writing of the original text on fol.2v to Hand A,
because of the occurrence of long open r. This form appears five times on fol.2v alongside
thirteen instances of insular r, a ratio not too different from that in Hand A's stint, fols 12-16
(e.g. six long open r's beside eighteen insular r's on fol.14r). Nearly all the writing on fol.2v has
been retraced by the retoucher, but one long open r, in '®rest' (line 5), has not been retouched.
Although the retoucher seems to have retraced r accurately, there is confusion over f, some
instances of which are crossed, a form not used by Hand A. However, there are also examples of
uncrossed f, where the lower stroke is turned and is therefore the same as Hand A's usual form in
fols 12-16. The crossing with a straight stroke may be due to the retoucher: Ibelieve I detect a
turned stroke under the crossing stroke in 'leofestan’ (line 1), and we may recall that the
retoucher will already have encountered crossed f on fol.2r. Apart from this doubt about f, there
is nothing against the attribution of the original writing on fol.2v to Hand A.

Healey would identify the reviser with Hand A,!! but there is palacographical evidence
against the identification. The only evidence for the identification is the reviser's use of long s as
well as insular s. Against the identification are two instances of crossed f in the additions on fols
3-61, and the reviser's use of a nearly horizontal cross stroke turned at both ends for 8 and the
abbreviation for 'pat’. Also the reviser's g, though variable, is never angular, as it is in the work
of Hand A. All these points are also against identification with Hand C, and the reviser's use of

long s is against identification with Hand B. However, the work of the reviser is either retouched

..1'Healey, OE Vision of St. Paul, p.8.
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or faded, and on palaeographical evidence alone it cannot be averred that the reviser is not to be
identified with any of the three hands which have been safely distinguished. There will be
occasion in the next chapter to deliberate the identity of the reviser (below,pp.69-70).

Most of the text on fol.17 is in Latin, approximately in the proportion one and a half line
of Latin to one line of English. The distinction, caroline script for Latin, insular script for
English, is observed with total regularity, except for insular s in 'miles' (line 8 of the verso);
caroline r is once written with a descender (‘peperit',recto,line 7); 8 in Latin is the long form.
Insular f, of which there are five instances, is crossed, and this point suggests strongly that fol.17
was not written by Hand A. In the rest of C, when, of course, the text is mostly English, none of
the hands observes the script distinction strictly, but Hand B is most lax on this point. For
identification with Hand B and against identification with Hand C (who uses crossed f) is that the
cross strokes of 8 and the abbreviation for 'bat' are turned at both ends, while against Hand B
and for Hand C is angular insular g. Insular d is short, a point in favour of Hand B, but all
instances except one ('mid', recto, line 3) are inhibited by a preceding ascender or descender from
the line above. The angular g also tells against attribution to the reviser of fols 2v-6r. I find no

safe palaeographical grounds for attributing the writing of fol.17 to any other hand in C.

2. Script

A feature of the style of script in C which unites all hands is a strong tendency to join the
head strokes of g and t and the tongue of e to following letters. e joins with following a, i, u,
(and sometimes other minims), o, y, d, 8 and descenders. g and t generally join less regularly
with these following letters.

e is usually round, but the straight-backed form is used in combination with preceding g
and sometimes, especially in the work of Hand B,with preceding t. The ge combination seems to
be fairly common in tenth- and eleventh-century manuscripts and may perhaps be regarded as a
genuine (albeit modest) calligraphic ligature, as may be the case with an ege combination which
occurs in C, where the tongue of the first e forms the head stroke of g. The ge cdmbination is

most regular in the work of Hand A. In the work of Hands B and C g joins also with following
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round e, in much the same way as all hands tend to join horizontal strokes with any following

bow.

a, erect backed with a usually fairly well rounded bow, sometimes occurs in a form
resembling a caroline a. The form is made by beginning the bow part way down the back,
instead of at the top, and occurs most commonly following g and t, the head strokes of which
then tend to join with the top of the back of a. ga and ta combinations of this kind are regular in
the work of Hand C, who employs the caroline-like a occasionally in other positions, twice
joining with the tongue of preceding e, but also where there is no combination. In the rest of C
the ga combination is most regular in Hand B's stint, fols 41-81, while the ta combination is
never regular. However, it may be that ga and ta combinations were a genuine calligraphic
feature of a script familiar to all hands of C (including the reviser of fols 2v -6r). It is important
to bear in mind that C is a humble production in which a high standard of calligraphy seems not
to have been required: it seems likely that it is due to this circumstance that the tendency to join
letters is so marked in C. Not having to lift the pen between horizontal strokes and following
bows is perhaps a particularly expedient technique, which would work against the use of special
ga and ta ligatures, as well as against the regular use of ge (and te) ligature, where usual round e

often takes the place of the straight-backed form.

Note on Combination, Ker, Catalogue, p.xxviii, notes that a 'form of a resembling caroline a is
used in 106 (s.x) after gand t . Ker's no.106 is edited in facsimile by T.J.Brown, The Durham
Ritual. A Southern English Collectar of the Tenth Century with Northumbrian Additions.
Durham Cathedral Library A.1V, EEMF, 16 (Copenhagen, 1969). However, I have not been able
to find any examples of this feature, and it is not noted in Brown's very detailed palacographical
description.

Combination of letters can be observed in manuscript where a high standard of
calligraphy may be supposed to have been required in C.R. Dodwell and Peter Clemoes, eds, The
Old English Illustrated Hexateuch. British Museum Cotton Claudius B.IV, EEMF, 18
(Copenhagen, 1974), especially in the work of the main scribe, who is responsible for the main
text on all except fols 21r-56v. This scribe regularly employs the ge combination (his e is always
straight-backed) and a gy combination looks deliberate; te combination is also regular, and t has
a very strong tendency to join with following letters, especially descenders and minims (the latter
combination may particularly be due to the influence of caroline miniscule: for ti combination
see the plates in T.A.M.Bishop, English Caroline Miniscule (Oxford, 1971), passim, where a
variety of combinations may also be observed). The same scribe also uses the tongue of e freely
in combination; note, too, his regular use of crossed f. On the origin of the manuscript, the
editors conclude, on the grounds of the stylistic evidence of the illustrations, that it was ‘'made at
St.Augustine's, Canterbury, in the second quarter of the eleventh century' (p.16).

ga and ta combination occurs in Old English in the manuscript known as Textus
Roffensis' (Peter Sawyer, ed., Textus Roffensis. Rochester Cathedral Library Manuscript A.3.5,
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2 vols, EEMF, 7 and 11 (Copenhagen, 1957 and 1962). This is an early twelfth-century
manuscript, nearly all of which is written by one scribe in a script style which is conspicuously
later than the eleventh-century style in C, especially in the well advanced stage of its
development towards a two-line script: the scribe nevertheless retains insular letter forms,
though the a is always a caroline form of the letter. The ga combination is frequent, but not
entirely regular. Thus on fol.3v 'agan' in line 2 does not have the combination, but deliberate
combinations can be seen in lines 7 and 15. Deliberate ta combinations are on fol.5r, lines 15
and 16, and on this page it may be observed how g and t are combined with following minims,
descenders and other letters, and also how the horizontal lower stroke of high f is used in
combinations. The preceding examples are from EEMF, 7; in EEMF, 11, gaand ta
combinations may be conveniently observed in several instances on fols 162v-163v. The scribe
of 'Textus Roffensis' distinguishes between Latin and OE in his use of script. Combination of
letters is perhaps equally free in his version of insular script as it is in his caroline script.
Combination of caroline g with following a can be seen, e.g., on fol.60v (EEMF,7) lines 15 and
23; ta combinations in Latin, never far to seek, may also be seen on fol.60v.

For combination in a manuscript earlier than C, see Rudolph Willard, The Blickling
Homilies, pp.29 and 35, where Willard notes the use of head strokes of t and g 'as ties' in the
work of both hands of the manuscript.

3. Decoration

Each of the five homilies in C is begun with a large, more or less ornamental initial, two
or three lines in height and extending into upper and left-hand margins. Uncial M on fol.2v is
the most elaborate. Though the letter is too discoloured to be sure, it appears to have been
written in the same brown ink that was used for the text of fols 2v and 12-16. The plain uncial
M on.fol.18r is in red-brown ink, with the following tex; in black ink. Initial G on fol.25r
appears to be in the same ink as the text, a darker ink than that of fols12-16, but fol 25r is darkly
discoloured and it is not possible to be sure. The letter is the form with no post, and is
unadorned, except for a round clasp at the lower end of the bow, before the inward scroll. Initial
G on fol. 40v is the form with a post, which has a flourish from its lower end. There is a round
clasp in the middle of the bow and a flourish from its upper end. The letter is in different ink
from that of the text. The ink appears brownish, but at the top of the letter shows an orange
tinge, which is the same as the colour used to fill the following capitals (EHERADNU'). Initial
H on fol.62r is a large h with a tail which has a round clasp and ends in a flourish. The letter is
coloured an orangey-pink, which has faded from the ascender.

Capitals and '7' are filled on all but fols2-11 and 70v-81r. Of the three instances of ‘7' on
fol.2v (there are no capitals), one is added and hardly has room for filling; no trace of filling is to

be seen in the other two, but it must be remembered that the writing on fol.2v was much worn
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before being retouched. In the gathering, fols 18-24, the filling is all very faded. The colourina
few filled letters shows greyish, but most appear pale brown. This colour seems to be different
from that used in the filled letters on fols 12-17 and 25-70r, where the filling is a dark,
sometimes shiny, grey which occasionally shows pink beneath. It looks as though an ingredient
of the ink has separated from the pigment, which inheres more effectively in the membrane than
does the grey substance. The uniform appearance of the filling in fols 12-16 and 25-70r suggests
that it was added at one time, independently of the copying stints. Fol.17 cannot confidently be
included in this run of filling, because in the only letter in which the dark grey has faded (W of
'Writ', in the second line of the verso), the colour shows brownish rather than pink; On fol.62r,
the three '7's and the 's's of 'sanctus’ have filling of an orangey-pink colour like the colour of the
initial H on this page, and the filling and the initial may therefore have been executed at one
time, independently of the main run of filling.

Omamental brackets enclose part lines at the bottom of fols 36-52 and 77v-79r. The
brackets are all of the same form, consisting of two parallel lines which enclose the written line
on its left and continue below it, curving up around its right-hand end to finish with a round
clasp and a flourish. They seem to have been drawn, apparently in the same ink as that used for
the text, by the copyists of the folios on which they occur. Those that occur in Hand C's stint,
fols 36-41, are distinguishable from the rest, all of which occur in Hand B's stint, fols 42-81.
Thus each of the horizontal pair of lines of the brackets on fols 36-41 is broken by zigzags in
three places, with the zigzags one above the other. The bracket on fol.42r is much more loosely
drawn and the zigzags are not paired. The zigzags do start to be paired from fol.43r (the bracket
on fol 42v is shorter than the rest), but then there are usually four, or even five, pairs. The
brackets on fols 42-52 and 77v-79r are never so neat as those on fols 36-41, and always end in a
small pendant flourish, quite different from the terminal flourishes of the brackets on fols 36-41. |

All the brackets have been filled with colour except those on fols 77v-79r. No colour is
visible in the brackets on fol.42, but it may have faded quite away. As with the main run of filled
letters, the filling of the brackets on fols 36-41 is dark grey with pink beneath, though the filling

of the brackets shows more pink and less grey than that of the letters. The filling of the brackets
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on fols 43-52 does not show grey, and the orangey-pink colour is like the colour in the initial H
and filled letters on fol.62r.

As Ker notes, the brackets are unusual, and certainly I know of no other manuscript where
brackets are used as ornament.12 The use of brackets in C is not restricted to those described so

far, but other instances are either merely utilitarian or only incidentally ornamental. These will

be considered in section 3 of the next chapter.

1212Ker, Catalogue, p.411: ‘unusual ornamental brackets mark runovers on ff.11v, 34v, 35v-52v,

77-79". Ker's reason for including fols 11v, 34v, 35v and 77r will become apparent in section 3
of the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR

COMPILATION

1. Pricking and Ruling!

Pricking is visible on fols 12-16, most clearly on the central bifolium, fols 14 and 15,
where some of the punctures appear as vertical slits. They are not in a straight line. Fol.17, the
last leaf of the gathering fols 12-17, also shows pricking, but here the punctures, a little larger
than those on fols 14-15, appear as horizontal slits and are in a curving line that seems to follow
the edge of the leaf; the pricking does not correspond closely to the written lines and since fol.17
is palimpsest, the pricking could belong to the original writing. The only other leaves to show
pricking are the singletons fols 33 and 35. The punctures on both these leaves are very small and
do not appear as slits. Those on fol.33 are in a straighter line than those on fol.35.

Ruling by dry point is more or less visible on most leaves. The usual practice of ruling
double vertical lines in the inner and outer margins of pages appears to have been adhered to,
though occasionally only a single line is visible, and often the lines in the inner margins must be
assumed to be out of sight in the binding.

On fols 2-35, where the verticals are clear enough to allow measurement, the distance
between the double lines is about 7mm. In the gathering, fols 36-41, the vertical pairs are
noticeably narrower, though there is, in fact, only about 2mm. difference from those of fols 2-35.
" on fols 42-81, Smm. is the widest spacing (fol.45), and 3mm. is about average.

The number of horizontal lines varies within as well as between gatherings. Occasionally
the scribe concerned appears to ignore the horizontal ruling. This is noticeable particularly on

fol.11, where it can be seen that the writing does not follow the horizontal ruling at all closely,

IThe procedure is described by Ker, Catalogue, p.xxviii; see also L.W. Jones, Pricking
.. Manuscripts: the Instruments and their Significance', Speculum, 21 (1946), 389-403.
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but is evident at other points in the manuscript where the recto of a leaf has a different number of
written lines from its verso. This occurs in gatherings fols 18-24, 42-52, 62-71, 72-81, all of

which were written by Hand B,

2. Written Lines

Fol.2r fourteen,

Fol.2v twenty: sixteen and a half plus three and a half, with last line continued on fol.3r.
Gathering fols 3-11:
3-10 sixteen.
11r fifteen.
11v fifteen, plus part line in bracket.
Gathering fols 12-17:
12-16 nineteen.
17 seventeen.
Gathering fols 18-24:
18r twenty, including one for title.
18v-19r twenty.
19v-23v nineteen.
24r twelve, part page blank.
24v blank
Gathering fols 25-32;
25-32 nineteen.
Gathering fols 33-35:
33 nineteen.

34r fifteen.

34v fifteen, plus part line in bracket in form of a bird.
35 nineteen, plus 'sworan' in bracket at end verso.

Gathering fols 36-41:

36-41 sixteen, plus part line in ornamental bracket.
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Gathering fols 42-52:
(all pages with part line in ornamental bracket)
42-48r thirteen.
48v-S1r fourteen.
S1v-52 thirteen.
Gathering fols 53-61:
§3-61 fourteen.
Gathering fols 62-71:
62-65r fifteen.
65v-69 fourteen.
70-71 fifteen.
Gathering fols 72-81:
72-75r fifteen.
75v-77r fourteen, plus 'him’ in bracket in form of a bird at end fol.77r.

77v-719r fifteen, plus part line in ornamental bracket.

79v-80v fifteen.
81r eleven, part page blank.

81v blank.

3. The Use of Brackets

The ornamental brackets on fols 36-52 and 77v-79r, déscribed in section 3 of the
preceding chapter, seem to be purely decorative, serving no practical purpose, but the idea for
this unusual form of decoration may have arisen from the use of brackets for practical reasons
during the compilation of C. Perhaps the most obvious reason for the use of brackets is to be
seen in the gathering, fols 18-24, which had to be trimmed for inclusion with the rest ##C.2 The
trimming involved the removal of the left-hand margins of the versos. Before the leaves were
cut, the ends of lines on the rectos were recopied in the left-hand margins of the rectos, the end of

one line being recopied into the margin next to the line below. The recopying was done by the

2As noted Ker, Catalogue, p.410.
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scribe who made the original copy, Hand B. When he came to the last line, he recopied the word
or letters which were to be erased before trimming directly below the right-hand end of the line,
and enclosed the rewritten letters in a bracket. Recopying from the last line was not occasioned
on fol.23r, and on fol.24r the text ends mid-page with a part line. On fol.i9r recopied 'dearfan’
and its bracket were nearly all removed, presumably during trimming, the word being written
again, but not by Hand B, further to the left. On fols 18r, 20r and 21r the bracket consists of
three lines, a vertical with a diagonal or horizontal at either end, enclosing the rewritten letters
on their left. On fol.22r the lower horizontal line is longer than the lower lines of the other
brackets. It is broken by zigzag and then curves up round the right-hand side of the letters, to
end in a flourish. The letters thus enclosed are 'dan’ of 'hzbbendan’. On fol.11v there is a longer
and more elaborate version of the bracket on fol.22r.

It has already been mentioned (above, p.49) and it is a point to which we will return in
section 4 of this chapter, that text was added on fols 2v-3r, in a hand which cannot be identified
with Hands A, B or C, to combine the text of fol.2v with the text in the gathering, fols 3-11. The
end of the text on fols 3-11 was adapted to link up again with the interrupted text on fol.12r (see
below, pp.65-7), but this time the additional text was written by the copyist of fols 3-11, Hand B.
Fols 3-10 all have sixteen written lines per page, but when he reached fol.11, Hand B did not
have enough text to fill two sixteen line pages and wrote fifteen lines on the recto. When he had
filled fifteen lines on fol.11v, Hand B still had the words 'dzs synfullan mannes' to write. These
words were not enough to fill a whole line, and he enclosed the words in a bracket. To the left of
the words the three lines are similar to those of the brackets in Hand B's gathering, fols 18-24,
but on fol.11v three wavy lines, or frills, connect the upper and lower lines. The lower line is
continued below the words and is broken in four places by, somewhat untidy, zigzags. The line
then curves up to the right of the words and ends in a pendant flourish, much like the flourish in
Hand B's main run of ornamental brackets.

Fol.34, Hand B's contribution to the gathering of three singletons, fols 33-35, has fifteen
written lines on each side, but at the foot of the verso the three words, "on heofona rices',

constitute an extra part line, which is bracketed by a drawing of a bird. The head of the bird is to

the left of the words. It has an open beak and a protruding tongue which ends in a pendant
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flourish. Head and neck are adorned with frills, reminiscent of those in the bracket on fol.1lv,
and dots. The line representing the back and long tail of the bird is drawn horizontally under the
words, and is broken where the wing tips might be and towards the end of the tail by zigzags.
The tail ends in an upward flourish,

On fol.77r Hand B drew a smaller, rough sketch of a bird to bracket the last word, 'him’,
below the bottom line. This seems to have encouraged Hand B to apply the short run of
uncoloured ornamental brackets on fols 77v-79r. At the end of fol.67r Hand B drew lines, like
those that begin the ornamental brackets, to the left of 're’ detached from 'dzre'. A comparable
instance where Hand B kept a word complete at the end of a page, but where no bracket is visible
is at fol.62r, where 're’ is written below "hwade',

The ornamental brackets on fols 22r and 11v, and the bird brackets on fols 34v and 77r
suggest that Hand B liked to draw, but the idea of using brackets regularly as decoration may not
have been his. Hand C's omamental brackets in the gathering, fols 36-41, are preceded by a
smaller bracket enclosing the letters 'sworan' of the word 'mansworan’ at the end of fol.35v, Hand
C's contribution to the gathering, fols 33-35. The bracket is faded, and it is difficult to be sure
that the lines are double, but enough is visible too see that it has the same basic form, but without
the zigzagging horizontal continuation, as the ornamental brackets. Hand B's brackets in the
gathering, fols 18-24, are formed differently. It may be remembered that Hand C's neat pairing
of zigzags in the horizontal lines contrasts with the unpaired zigzags in Hand B's first
ormamental bracket, on fol.42r, suggesting that this was Hand B's first attempt to copy Hand C's
example.

Hand C's bracketing of ‘sworan' on fol.35v can be explained by his wish to finish the odd
gathering of three singletons, fols 33-35, with a complete word, before moving on to a new
gathering, fols 36-41, whose leaves are smaller than those preceding and whose pages are
formatted differently from fol.35 (see preceding section). Hand B's brackets in the gathering, fols
18-24, were necessitated by the trimming of the leaves, and his brackets on fols 11v and 34v
served to fill space which had resulted from his having to attempt to fill the pages with a sct

amount of text (too little on fol.11, too much on fol.34). All these are practical reasons, but it is
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interesting, I think, to see how they prompted the scribes to decorate their work, Hand B as
occasion arose, Hand C by designing a perhaps novel form of page decoration.3

When on fols 62r and 67r Hand B adds the letters 're’, left over at the end of a page, below
the line, he shows himself not only to be reluctant to run over into the margins, but also to be
careful not to divide words awkwardly. At other points in Hand B's work where words are
interrupted by the ends of pages, the words are divided logically: fols 8v/9r, ‘ge/seah’; fols
18v/19r, ‘witod/lice'; fol.52r/v, ‘masse/preost’; fol.56r/v, ‘an/wealde"; fols 65v/66r, ‘an/fealdre’;
fol.80r/v, 'ge/feonde’. The bracketed *him' on fol. 77r is the last word of a sentence which
introduces a passage of direct speech, and this suggests further that Hand B was alive at least to
passing detail of the import of the text. An attractive example of this involves the use of a
bracket which has not yet been noted. At the end of fol.58r Hand B wrote 'nesse’ of
‘oferflownesse’ below the line, and drew a vertical pair of curving lines, with a dot in the lower
curve, to the left of the detached suffix. Perhaps Hand B's attention was caught by the fitting
coincidence that the word 'oferflownesse' was too long for the final line of a page.

I can offer only one other example of a manuscript where there is comparable, though not
decorative, use of brackets, BL, Cotton Nero A. i., fols 70-177, an early eleventh-century
manuscript associated with Wulfstan. Where the end of a text or a section of text would
otherwise overrun on to the next page, words are bracketed on fols 127r, 130v and 135v; part
words are bracketed where the end of a page does not coincide with the end of a section on fols
146r and 151v. The form of the bracket on fol. 130v is very like the form of Hand B's plain
brackets in the gathering, fols 18-24. Cotton Nero A. i. is a small manuscript (c.165x105mm),’
about the same size as C, and since the smaller the page the less room there is to adjust spacing,

it may be that brackets were commonly used in small format manuscripts.

3G.S. Ivy, The Bibliography of the Manuscript-Book', in Francis Wormald and C.E. Wright, eds,
The English Library before 1700, (London, 1958), pp.32-65 (p.58), mentions that catchwords
were ‘sometimes enclosed in elaborate scrolls'. Ivy's article is concerned mostly with manuscripts
later than C, and Robinson, 'Self-Contained Units', p.232, fn.3, notes that 'the system of
catchwords was not generally adopted before the twelfth century’. Hands B and C are therefore
unlikely to have been influenced by having seen decoratively bracketed catchwords.

4Ker, Catalogue, n0.164, s.xi in., pp.211-15; facsimile edition, Henry R. Loyn, ed., A Wulfstan
Manuscript Contammg Inst:tutes Laws and Hom:hes EEMF, 17 (Copenhagcn, 1971).

. 5Ker, Catalogue, p.215..
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4. Compilation

The overall similarity of the style of script written by Hands A, B and C shows that all
parts of the manuscript were written at about the same time,® but there are indications that C is
not the remains of a homily collection which had been planned and copied all at once.
Indications of this which have already been mentioned in the preceding section are that the
gathering, fols18-24, was trimmed to the size of fols 2-17 and 25-35, and that the gathering, fols
3-11, appears also to have been added. But before considering compliation up to fol.24, it will be
convenient to consider the compilation of fols 25-81.

The text of Homily 3, contained in fols 25-40r, can be analysed into four parts which
roughly correspond with the collation of the leaves. Thus the first half, approximately, is
composed of topics related to the theme of 'clennes’ of body and soul. The theme is stated at the
very beginning of Homily 3, restated at lines 78-9 and 84-90, and concluded at lines 146-51 with
a list of virtues necessary for 'ura saula cl®nnesse' (line 146). The list of virtues ends at the top
of fol.32v, the remainder of which contains a passage, centred on a gospel citation (Matt. 13:43,
at lines 156-7) and providing alink with the "Three Utterances’ exemplum.” Fols 25-32 arc a
single gathering (it happens to be the only regular quaternion in C). The "Three Utterances’
exemplum occupies fol.33 and most of fol. 34r (lines 162-198). The rest of fol.34 contains a
passage in the style of a prayer, which ends in the fourth line of fol.35 (lines 199-207). The rest
of fol.35 and most of the gathering, fols 36-41, contains what may be regarded as the fourth and
final part of Homily 3 (lines 208fY.), and this part is made up of various views of heaven and hell.
Fols 33-35, containing the ‘Three Utterances' exemplum, the prayer and the beginning of the
final part, are a gathering of three singletons. Hand A wrote fols 25-33, Hand B wrote fol.34

and Hand C's writing is recognizable from where the final part of the homily begins in the fourth
line of fol.35.

6CCCC 198 is an example of a homily collection whose palacography, according to Ker's
analysis, shows it to have been compiled through three successivé stages: Ker, Catalogue, no.48,
s.xi(1) and xi(2), pp.76-82.

7See Rudolph Willard, Two Apocrypha in Old English Homilies, Beitrage zur Englischen
Philologie, 30 (Leipzig, 1935), pp.31f,, and Mary F. Wack and Charles D. Wright, 'A New Latin
Source for the Old English "Three Utterances" Exemplum', ASE, 20 (1991), 187-202. The
article by Wack and Wright is concerned with the source of the version of the exemplum found in
..C, and supercedes the comments on C in Willard, Two Apocrypha, pp.118-121.
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This albeit rough correspondence of textual analysis, collation and scribal stints must, I
think, give rise to a suspicion that Homily 3 in its present form might be a compilation of
previously distinct texts. Since no other copy of Homily 3, or of any part of Homily 3, is extant,
such a suspicion cannot easily be dispelled or confirmed. However, a spelling feature which in C
occurs only in Homily 3 indicates that most of the piece was copied from one exemplar. This
feature consists in the ie spellings listed in the next chapter (below, p.89). In Hand A's stint, fols
25-33, ie spellings occur throughout what I have analyzed as the first part of the homily, in the
passage that links the first part with the Three Utterances' exemplum (‘gehiere!, line 161) and in
the exemplum itself ('siendon/-an’, lines 166 and 168; 'hiere’, pronoun dat. fem. sg., lines 171,
183 and 187). In the first sentence of the final part of the homily, written by Hand C on fols 35-
40r, is the spelling ‘awiergedra’ (line 208), along with ‘ztiewed' (line 223) and ‘hiera’ (pronoun
gen. pl., lines 219 and 244). The ie spellings suggest that Homily 3 was copied from one
manuscript exemplar, but there is still the possibility that Homily 3 draws on more than one
homily from the same exemplar, and that Hands A, B and C collaborated to make a composite
piece. It is not significant that the short passage in the style of a prayer (lines 199-207) has no ie
spellings (only two words, 'fynd’ at line 201 and ‘afyrsige’ at line 204, could possiblybk ;pelt with
je), but the passage does stand out from the "Three Utterances' and the heaven and hell parts of
the homily either side of it; it is also compositionally effective, supplying aptly a pause before the
declamatory final part.® Itis interesting that the conclusion of the passage is a version of a
passage in the conclusion of Homily 1 (Homily 1, lines 325-6). The analogue (Homily 3, lines
205-7) begins at ‘on heofona rices', the words Hand B enclosed in a bird bracket on fol.34v, and
is completed in the first four lines of fol.35r, in a hand which cannot be identified with Hands A,
B or C, but whose letter forms connect it with Hand A (see above, p.48). It is a strange
coincidence that the end of a page occurs at the same point in both analogous passages.

Differences in the thickness of the membrane of each of the leaves in the gathering, fols

33-35, suggest that each scribe drew on his own supply of membrane for his contribution to the

gathering (see above, pp.7-8). The similarity in the appearance of punctures in the membrane,

8Wack and Wright, 'A New Latin Source', p.196, fn.31, comment on the passage that ‘the praise
of God and the Trinity which concludes the angels' speech to the just soul ... may well be the
__homilist's elaboration’, , . o o , _
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noted in section 1 of this chapter, suggests that pricking of fols 33 and 35 was done at the same
time, but the difference in the line of punctures suggests that the two leaves were not pricked

together.

There need be no doubt that Homilies 4 and 5 were already unitary texts when copied for
inclusion in C, because copies of both are extant among the Blickling Homilies and another copy
of Homily 5 is in the Vercelli Book. The Vercelli and Blickling manuscripts are both earlier than
C. Itis evident, too, that Homilies 4 and 5 were intended to follow Homily 3, and that their
copying belongs with the copying of Homily 3 to the final stage of compilation. Thus the end of
Homily 3 and the beginning of Homily 4 are in Hand C's gathering, fols 36-41. A difficulty here
is that the leaves of the gathering, along with fols 42-81, are smaller, by about 10mm. in height
and width, than fols 2-35. The difference in the size of the leaves could be explained if it were
postulated that C was compiled around existing gatherings of different size. Of the extant
gatherings following fols 36-41, it can only be those containing the text of Homily 5 that can be
postulated to have already existed, since the text of Homily 4 is begun by Hand C in the first
smaller gathering, fols 36-41, and continued by Hand B in the gatherings, fols 42-52 and fols 53-
61, the first of which is linked to the gathering, fols 36-41, by the use of ornamental brackets (see
above,p.59). Yet ornamental brackets of the same form are used by Hand B during his copying
of Homily 5, on fols 77v-79r, a point strongly in favour of Homily § having been copied after
Homily 4. If fols 36-81 were made to conform to the dimensions of leaves containing a homily
that had been copied some time earlier, those leaves niay be assumed to have been lost without
trace. It is simpler to suppose that fols 36-81 are smaller than fols 2-35 either because of a
mistake in measurement or because it had been convenient to use membrane which could not be
cut and folded to the exact size of fols 2-35.

The only indication of loss from C within fols 25-81 is at the end of the gathering, fols 53-
61, where Homily 4 ends imperfectly with the words 'a on ealra'.? It may be that Hand B thought
it unnecessary to complete the closing formula of the homily, perhaps following the example of
Hand C, who omitted the ‘Amen’ from the end of Homily 3, which concludes with the words ‘a in

ealra worulda woruld abuten znde'. But it equally may be that Hand B began a new gathering

.. 9This is the point where Ker, Catalogue, p.409, notes loss ‘perhaps after quire 8'.
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with the end of the concluding formula of Homily 4. Theiis a gap in the present binding
between fols 61 and 62, and though this gap is not wide enough even for one gathering of the
thickness of Hand B's other gatherings in fols 42-81, it is possible that the gap was wider before
the repair of the present binding (which I propose above , p.24) and that loss occurred in modern
times.

Homily 1 comprises two distinct texts, a translation from Visio Pauli on fols 3-11 and a
homily, the first half, approximately, of which is an address of the soul to the body, on fols 2v
and 12-17r, line 5. Healey has presented the case for regarding Homily 1 as a deliberate
composite, rather than assuming, with Willard, that the Visio Pauli material was at some point
misbound within the soul and body piece.19 Whether one can be so generous as Healey when she
says that the combination of texts is 'an intelligent piece of compilation art' is partly a matter of
subjective opinion.!! It may seem a fundamentally bad idea to interrupt the address of the soul to
the body with such a lengthy digression as the Visio Pauli material provides, but I agree with
Healey that the texts were combined deliberately. I shall attempt to expand her argument.

Because in the gathering, fols 3-11, the leaves are the same size as fols 2 and 12-17, and
because the width of the margins, which is about the same as in the rest of C (except, of course,
for the trimmed gathering, fols 18-24), does not suggest that the leaves have been trimmed, it is
intrinsically likely that the Visio Pauli material was copied in order to be included in C. Willard
did not question the likelihood, nor is there cause in what follows to question it.

The opening of the soul's address to the sinful body ends in the middle of the seventeenth
line on fol.2v (Homily 1, line 9). Fols 12-16, with the continuation of the address on fols 12-14r,
all have nineteen lines. The remaining three and a half lines on fol.2v can be seen to have been
added, in that they extend into the side margins, with the last line in the lower margin of fol 3r

(Homily 1, lines 10-12).!2 Though the condition of fol.2v is too poor to allow palpable

10Healey, OF Vision of St. Paul, pp.4-6; Rudolph Willard, 'The Address of the Soul to the Body',
Publications of the Modern Language Association, 50 (1935), 957-83 (p.958), states his
assumption that 'the manuscript must have come apart and been rebound, with the result that a
whole quire [fols 3-11] has got misplaced'. Ker, Catalogue, p.410, follows Willard on this point.
Healey, OF Vision St. Paul, p.6. In a review article in Speculum, 50 (1980), 580-1, Paul E.
Szarmach criticizes this judgement of Healey's on the grounds that it is not backed up by 'literary
proof and discussion of the Soul and Body text',

12The writing in the left-hand and lower margins is very, in places completely, faded, and has
not been retouched. For detail, see Commentary. Willard, ‘The Address of the Soul', pp.958-9,
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confirmation, it must be that two and a half lines of the original text have been erased to
accon'\:odate the addition. Part of the erased text may be assumed to have contained the first part
of that restatement of the soul's address whose conclusion is at the beginning of fol.12r (Homily
1, line 210). None of the restatements which punctuate the address of both sinful and righteous
souls is exactly like another, and it cannot be conjectured exactly how long the partly erased one
was, but it certainiy cannot have filled two and a half manuscript lines.!3 The added text may be
an expansion of what has been lost from the end of the soul's speech at Homily 1, line 9. This
paﬁ of the sinful soul's address is represented in an abbreviated redaction of text from Homily 1,
which makes up part of the composite homily, Assmann XIV.!4 Compare Homily 1, lines 7-12,
with the following: 'Hwi noldestu gelyfan pinum drihtene pe was ahangen for us 7 us alysde
fram helle wite' (Assmann XIV, lines 80-1). Specification of the crucifixion and mention of hell
in this passage are also in the added text, and both passages possibly, therefore, reflect the same
lost text.

The added passage on fols 2v-3r brings to a halt the opening of the address of the soul to
the body, so that the text can digress to the complaints by sun, earth and angels about sinful man
that constitute the narrative of the opening of the Visio Pauli material (Homily 1, lines13-63).
The rest of the Visio Pauli excerpt describes the fate of the good and evil souls when they leave
the body, and can therefore be understood as background which complements the address of the
soul when it returns to the body. The Visio Pauli material ends with a particular sinful soul,
which has just left its body and which 'drihten’ addresses angrily (Homily 1, lines 206-9). Itis
this soul who is made to take up the address to the body in the sentence (Homily 1, line 210) that
effects the transition from Visio to address.!3 There is nothing in the address of the soul to the

body in the rest of Homily 1 to contradict this timing of the address immediately after death.16

took this 'connective matter’ to have been added some time later than and independently of what

he believed to have been the mis-assembly of C.

13Compare Homily 1, lines 2185, 222, 236, 242, 246, 250, 260.

14Bruno Assmann, ed., Angelstchsische Homilien und Heiligenleben, Bibliothek der

angelslichsischen Prosa, 3 (Kassel, 1889; repr. with a Supplementary Introduction by Peter

Clemoes, Darmstadt, 1964), pp.164-9.

137 hio hine danne gegretad ds synfullan mannes. [fol.12r] sawl. 7 dus cwzd'. Willard, 'The

Address of the Soul', p.959, took the connection to be 'sheer coincidence'.

16For the timing of the address in this and other OE texts, see Healey, OF Vison of St.Paul,
pp.45-8.
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That part of the transitional sentence which is on fol.11v may be assumed to represent, though
not necessarily to reproduce, that part of the restatement of the soul's address which was erased
from fol.2v.17
The passage, Homily 1, lines 207-9, immediately preceding the transitional sentence may
be compared with the corresponding passage in the Latin Visio:
... 1 drihten hir to cwz9.
‘nu get du wenst bzt du sige on wyrolde. swa swa du iu were. Ac eower @lc. 1ihd on
odrum 7 deer is synna.'
et dixit deus: Adhuc reputas in seculum permanere? si hunus quisque uestrum illic
peccans caelat et abscondit peccatum suum proximo suo; uero non absconditur
quicquam.18
The correspondence of the passages I have underlined is clear. It is no less obvious that
the OE 'Ac eower lc ... synna' is based on the Latin (italics indicate verbal correspondence), but
here the brevity of the OE contrasts with the preceding comprehensive rendering of the Latin,
The ending, '7 dzr is synna', is particularly terse and involves ambiguity in that either the
location 'on wyrdlde' or the fact that one 'lihd on odrum' could be indicated by 'd=r'. In thelatin
the possibility of concealing sin in the world is contrasted with the impossibility of doing so

before God's throne. The OE alters the sense of the Latin. The sense of OE 'lihd' is 'deceives,

17Healey, ibid., p.72, gives a passage from the Latin Visio, mentioning ‘angelus anime
peccatricis’, in parallel to the part of the transitional sentence on fol.11v, but ibid., p.5, she notes
that the latter is not in the Latin. As Healey notes, ibid., p.5, fn. 12, Anna Maria Luiselli Fadda,
‘Una Inedita Traduzione Anglosassone della Visio Pauli (MS. Junius 85, ff.3r-11v)', Studi
Medievali, 15 (1974), 482-95 (p.483), noted the similarity of the transitional sentence to other
restatements of the address of the soul.

18M R. James, ed., Apocrypha Anecdota, Texts and Studies, vol.2, no.3 (Cambridge. 1893), p.20,
lines 1-4. The Latin Visio proceeds with the judgement of the now silenced soul. Apart from the
manuscript which provided the text of James's edition (Paris, Bibliotheque nationale, Nouv. acq.
Lat. 1631, an eighth-century manuscript, probably from Fleury: see ibid., p.2), there is only one
other Latin witness to that portion of the Long Latin Version which is witnessed by the OE
translation in C. This ninth-century manuscript (St.Gall, Stadtbibliothek (Bibliotheca Vadiana)
Codex 317) has been edited by Theodore Silverstein in his Visio Sancti Pauli. The History of the
Apocalypse in Latin together with Nine Texts (London, 1935), pp.131-47. The cited text is ibid.,
p.135, lines 1-3. Silverstein's monograph is still, as far as I know, the most recent essential study
of the Western (including Anglo-Saxon, ibid., pp.7-11) textual tradition of the Visio. See also
and for further bibliography, Healey, OF Vision of St.Paul, pp.19-26. Silverstein, in a review
article, Medium Aevum, 50 (1981), 120-2, approves Healey's work and adds useful comment. For
an extensive bibliography of the Visio Pauli see James H. Charlesworth, et al., The New
Testament Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha: a guide to the publications with excurses on

___apocalypses (Metuchen, New Jersey and London, 1987), pp.289-94 and 307-9.



67

lies', but it seems 'lihd on' can have the sense ‘make a false charge against'.!® Thus ‘eower zlc
1ihd on odrum' may be rendered ‘you make false charges, one against another', and the OE may
be read as implicitly contrasting the expectation of getting away with falsehood in wortdly
disputes with the impossibility of being falsely charged before the throne of God.2% If 'lihd on'
carries a sense of actually making accusation, it may be that this sense scemed appropriate to lead
into the address of the soul to the body, with further contrast between false accusation in the
world and the truth of the charges against the sinful body.

However one reads the transition from Visio Pauli to soul's address, it cannot be argued
that the link is well made, but I see no textual grounds to argue that a link was not intended.

At the juncture of the interrupted address and the beginning of the Visio material, there is
no attempt to make an explicit link. The added text on fols 2v-3r merely truncates the address
text and the Visio material is introduced at the top of fol.3r with a short passage, not in the
Latin, in homiletic style, '7. ma&n 0a leofestan. hit s®gd her on disum halgum gewrite. pat...'
(Homily 1, line 13). Though the address and the Visio texts are not actually run together (as they
are at the end of the Visio material), the homiletic introduction of the Visio material precludes
argument on textual grounds against the view that the texts were brought together intentionally.

The textual indjcati'ons that the scribe of fols 3-11, Hand B, knew that the end of his stint
was meant to provide a link with the address are supported by the observable evidence of the
manuscript. The gathering, fols 3-11, is made up of four bifolia and a singleton, fol.11.2! The
membrane of all the leaves is of the same distinctive quality, the appearance of Hand B's writing
and of his ink throughout the gathering is uniform, and there is nothing to suggest that fol.11 has
been added to a pre-existing quaternion. The gathering was ruled for sixteen lines, but on fol.11
Hand B ignored the (still visible) ruling and reduced the number of written lines to fifieen. He
was left with a part line on fol.11v ('dzs synfullan mannes', Homily 1, line 210), which he

enclosed in a bracket,and thereby avoided leaving a line half empty before the full page, fol.12r.

19BTSupp. s.v. 'leogan’,

20See Healey, OF Vision of St.Paul, p.82, for a slightly different reading of the passage.

21 As Healey, ibid., p.6, fn. 15, points out, Ker, Catalogue, p.411, mistakenly counts fol.3 as the
. .singleton. .. .. . U L
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Because fol.11 is a singleton, the possibility must be considered that it was once the
second leaf of a bifolium whose first leaf has been removed from before fol.3, where the stub of
fol.11 is visible. The speech of the sun at the beginning of the Visio material in C occurs near
the beginning of the Long Latin Version, and it is possible that a lost leaf bore text drawn from
the opening of the Visio,2? though it seems unlikely that the putative removed leaf bore text
which so ended that the text on the leaf, fol.3, began neatly with a homiletic introduction of
further text. However, there is the possibility that text was erased at the top of fol.3r to
aoconll‘odate the homiletic introduction. The top two lines of fol.3r are as follows:

7. m. hit szgd her on disum halgum ge

write. bt sunna is sprecende
The first line is retouched and also shows blurring of ink which might suggest that the surface
has been roughened by erasure. But fol.3r is in poor condition, being especially worn around the
outside edges, and some ends of lines and the bottom two lines are also retouched and blurred, as
is some of the writing within the page. The cross strokes of the two 'd's are turned at either end,
the form used by both Hand B and the hand that added the text on fols 2v-3r. In the second line,
only 'sunna is' (except for blurred 'i') certainly belong to Hand B's original copy. 'write' and the
large abbreviated 'pa&t' may have been carefully retouched. Because of the poor condition of
fol.3r, the only point that can be taken to suggest that the text has been fitted in over erasure
before 'sunna’ is that the latter word begins hard up to precéing 'bat'23 As far as I have been
able to see, it cannot be decided whether or not Hand B's copy of Visio Pauli material originally
began on a lost leaf before fol.3. But the question does not affect the point that the Visio material
was intentionally combined with the soul and body homily. It can be argued that a decision to
begin with the sun's speech was an afterthought, and that the first leaf of a quinion was removed
at the moment of compilation. This is a likely possibility, since it might be thought that Hand B,
knowing he needed nine leaves for his stint, would have included t‘hc extra leaf within the

quaternion, rather than placing it at the end.

22That the beginning of the OE does not coincide with the beginning of the Latin seems to have
led Healey, ibid., p.6, to believe that a leaf has been lost.

23The question is complicated by the appearance that 'sprecende’ is over erasure: see

... Commentary to line 14, where reference to a photographic reproduction of fol.3r is given.
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Although it cannot be claimed that the combination of texts was expertly executed, there
is no reason to doubt that the combination was intentional. Moreover, because Hand B knew that
his stint, fols 3-11 (with or without an original leaf before fol.3) was to end on fol.11v in a link
with text on fol. 121,24 it follows that the Visio Pauli material was copied for the single purpose of
expanding the soul and body portion of Homily 1.

It seems reasonable to suppose that whoever wrote the added text on fols 2v-3r and the
additions to Hand B's work on fols 3-6r is the same person whose idea it was to add the Visio
Pauli material. I disagree with Healey's assumption that Hand A is identical with this compiler,
whom she, too, supposes to be the writer of the additions,25 because I cannot see that the
identification can be supported on palaeogra;gl‘zcal grounds (se¢ above, pp.49-50). I think that the
compiler is identical with neither Hand A, B nor C, but is a fourth member of the scriptorium
staff. This person I refer to as the 'reviser' of Homily 1, rather than the 'compiler’, since the latter
term might imply that he was responsible for supervising the compilation of C as a whole, and
this, though likely, cannot be shown.

The extent of the reviser's role in the production of the Visio Pauli material in Homily 1
should be considered carefully before assessing the significance of the tekt in C for the textual
tradition of the Visio Pauli.26 1 offer a few remarks on this point.

In the next chapter it is noted that instances of yo spellings, which are scattered
throughout C, are frequent only in the Visio Pauli portion of Homily 1 (see below, pp.85f). Itis
also noted that in the work of the reviser of Homily 1, yo spcllings are almost regular (nine

instances, beside one y spelling). Amongst other possibilities it raises,2” this spelling evidence

24This is the point where Ker, Catalogue, p.409, records loss after his 'quire 2'. Of course, in
my opinion there is no loss here.

25Healey, OE Vision of St.Paul, p.5.

26 A comprehensive study of the Visio in Anglo-Saxon literature is yet to be accomplished.
Healey's chapter, 'The Old English Tradition of the Vison of St.Paul', ibid., pp.41-57, is broadly
concerned with themes and motifs that derive more or less directly from the Visio itself, but
includes notice of genuine Visio material in OE.

27For example, one could speculate that the reviser came to the C scriptorium from some centre
where yo spellings were traditional, bringing with him an OE Visio Pauli, which had been either
translated or copied at this centre, and which served as the exemplar for the Visio text in Homily
1; bringing with him, too, the yo spelling habit, which was having a slight influence on Hands A,
Band C. Since he did revise, it is safe, I think, to basc speculatmn on the 1dea that the reviser

-~ had a senior position in the scriptorium,
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suggests that the reviser may have draughted the Visio material before he had Hand B make the
copy in fols 3-11.

Compared with the Long Latin Version. the Visio material in Homily 1 is much
abbreviated: it represents less than half of the corresponding portion of the Latin text in James's
edition.28 Tt may be that the reviser,when he was preparing an exemplar for Hand B to copy, was

responsible for at least some omission of source material.2?

It may be rash to go so far as to suggest that the reviser translated from the Latin, either
from a full or, what is more likely, from an already a-bbrcviated version, but it does not
necessarily follow from his apparent lack of skill as a compiler of homilies that he lacked
competence as a translator. This begs the question, "how competent is the translation? For
example, did the reviser revise fols 3r-6r having realized the inadequacy of his translation when
he saw Hand B's fair copy? Such questions cannot be pursued here. One textual question
concerning the reviser's additions on fols 3r-6r should be briefly considered, however.

Healey proposes that the reviser corrected the text with reference to another, ‘better copy
of the Vision',39 but there is no reason to invoke a second exemplar. Most of the additions could
have been invented by the reviser. There are only two points where an addition corresponds to
the Latin, and these could as well have been drawn from the original exemplar, with reference to
which the reviser could have corrected Hand B's copy. The two additions are '7 wiccacrzftas'
(Homily 1, line 25), corresponding to Latin ‘maleficia’,3! and the repetition of 'gast' (Homily 1,
line 75) corresponding to repeated 'spiritus’ in the Latin.32 The reviser's addition of 'ge dzges.
ge nihtes' (Homily 1, line 66) is over an erasure and could have been substituted for some other

phrase corresponding to the Latin 'indeficienter omnibus diebus uite uestrae'.33

28James, Apocrypha Anecdota, p.12, line § - p. 20, line 3. In James's edition the text is divided

into fifty-one sections; the OE is drawn from sections 4-17.

29Close comparish of the OE text with James's edition shows much reworking besides mere

omission. [ am strongly inclined to believe that the reviser was not res:c‘msible for all the

additions, substitutions and rearrangement involved in the production of the OE text.

30Healey, OF Vision of St.Paul, pp.6 and 29.

31James, Apocrypha Anecdota, p. 13, line 4; James, The Apocryphal New Testament (Oxford,

1924), p.528, line 2, translates 'maleficia’ as ‘witchcrafts',

32pid., p.15, line 6.

33James, Apocrypha Anecdota, p.13, line 34. For Healey's example, OF Vision of St. Paul, p.30,

of the addition of 'dine’ before *halgan stowe' at Homily 1, line 32, to correspond with Latin
'sanctum locum tuum’ (James, Apocrypha Anecdota, p.13, line 9), sec Commentary to line 32.
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The fact that fols 3-11 are not included in the run of filled letters on fols 12-16 (and
probably fol.17) and 25-70r suggests that the gathering was a later addition. However, as we
have seen in the preceding section (above, pp.58-9), Hand B's bracket on fol.11v is closely related
in design and execution to other brackets in C and this a good indication that the addition of fols
3-11 was not far separated in time from other acts in the compilation process. Moreover, neither
recto nor verso of fol.2 shows filling of letters, and it may be that the filling was done by a scribe
(either Hand A or C, say) who had fols 12, etc., to hand, while, say, Hand B was occupied with
the addition of fols 3-11 at the end, marked by what is now fol.2, of the rest of the collection, or
while the reviser was working with fols 2-11.

There is a fairly sound palaeographical indication of time lapse between Hand A's copying
of fols 2 and 12-16 and his copying of fols 25-33. In the latter gathering his use of certain
alternative letter forms (f, r, s and st ligature: see above, pp.46-7) is more developed than in the
former. Another indication of separate occasions is the difference in appearance between the
punctures in fols 12-16 and those in fol.33 (see above, p.55), suggesting that the pricking
instrument Hand A had to hand when he prepared fol.33 was not the one he used for fols 12-16.
Thus it appears that the compilation of C was arrested after the copying of the soul and body
homily on fols 2v and 12-17r, and completed, a little later, by the addition of fols 25ff. and the
insertion of fols 3-11.

The addition of the gathering, fols 18-24, is distinguished from the addition of fols 3-11
and 25-81 by the fact that the leaves of fols 18-24 had to be trimmed to match the size of the rest
of the leaves in MS 85. The recopying and erasure of ends of lines on the rectos has been
described in the preceding section (see above, pp.57-8). There are two possible explanations for
the trimming of fol; 18-24. Either the scribe, Hand B, made a mistake in measuremeht when
preparing the gathering, or the gathering was not originally intended for inclusion in C.
Evidence in support of the first possibility is that the leaves were originally cut too wide by
exactly the width of the outer page margins: on the versos the writing begins hard up to the edges
of the leaves. Thus Hand B could have confused the measurement for the width of a bifolium

(fols 19-24 are bifolia) with the measurement for the width between the margins at the outer
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scribe needed at first. He would then have to assess how many leaves were required for his task,
and how many lines per page, before he ruled his margins. Moreover, the fact that the rewritten
end line at the foot of fol. 19r has been partly trimmed off, and written once again, suggests that
the leaves had to be trimmed for height as well as for width. It is possible, but mly credible,
that Hand B quite mistook the bifolium measurements, but it seems safer to assume that fols 18-
24 had to be trimmed because they were not originally intended for inclusion in C.

The gathering, fols 18-24, is distinguished further in that it contains the only homily in C
to have been given a title, ‘Dominica I in Quadragessima'.34 Also there is a difference in
appearance of the filling of letters in fols 18-24 from the filling in fols 12-16 (and 17) and 25-70r
(see above, p.53). The form of the brackets used to enclose rewritten letters seems to have
contributed to the design of the ornamental brackets on fols 36-52 and 77v-79r, and this suggests
that the addition of the Zlfrician homily belongs to that stage of compilation to which fols 3-11
and 25-81 belong. It will be remembered that the quality of the membrane of fols 18-24 is
closely comparable to that of fols 3-11, and there is the suggestion that Hand B drew on the same
stock of membrane for both gatherings. Thus Hand B may have copied the Zlfrician homily
only shortly before copying the Visio Pauli material, which task may have preceded the copying
by Hand B of fols 42-81, for which membrane of inferior quality was used.

The gathering, fols 18-24, is made up of three bifolia, with fol.18 a singleton. Half of the
r;ecto and all the verso of fol.24 were left blank. P.R. Robinson has identified fols 18-24 as a
'booklet’.33 The gathering fulfils three of the nine criteria she lists for identifying a booklet
within a larger collection.3¢ Two criteria are that it contains a complete text and that it was
originally of different dimensions from the rest of the manuscript. The third criterion is that ‘the
last page (or pages) of a booklet may have been left blank because the text did not fill the
booklet', and here questions arise. Fol.18 is a singleton, and since it is unlikely that a gathering

for which bifolia were available would have been begun with a singleton, it may be supposed that

34This is the day for which Zlfric composed the piece. Godden, £lfics’s Catholic Homilies. The
Second Series, p.60.

35Robinson, 'Self-Contained Units', p.238. 'Booklet' is Robinson's term for a 'structurally
independent production containing a single work or a number of short works'; the booklet 'may
consist of several quires and these may be either large or small in dimension ... Nowadays a
booklet is usually in a collection with other booklets' (ibid., pp.231 and 232).

36Criteria 1, 2 and 9 in Robinson's list, ibid., pp.232-3.
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fol. 18 was the first leaf of a bifolium the other blank leaf of which, after the mostly blank fol.24,
was removed when C was compiled. If the booklet was to contain only Homily 2, not a lengthy
text, it might be expected that Hand B would have contrived to fit the text within a quarternion
by leaving the recto of the first leaf blank. One hesitates to accept the possibility that the
proposed booklet contained homilies preceding Homily 2, because it seems inconvenient to make
a homily titled for the first Sunday in the Lenten season of the Church year the final item in a
booklet. Another of Robinson's criteria is that ‘outer pages may be soiled or rubbed'. Fol.24v
does appear dirty in comparison with the other leaves of the gathering, but since the singleton,
fol. 18, invites postulation of the existence of an original blank leaf after fol.24, the criterion is
difficult to apply. None of the leaves of C is in anything like pristine condition, and some leaves
may be more soiled than others because dirt has got in more easily between than within
gatherings. Thus fol.25r, the first of a gathering and containing the beginning of Homily 3, is
more discoloured than other leaves in the gathering until fol.32v, the last leaf. The text on
fol.32v ends in the middle of the 'Three Utterances' exemplum in Homily 3, and discolouring of
fol.32v cannot indicate the end of a booklet. Fol.36r, the first of a gathering, is more discoloured
than following leaves and, again, fol.36r contains the continuation of text from fol.35r.

The possibility cannot be discounted that fols 18-24 had had a brief life as part of a
booklet before being included in C, but the alternative possibility can be proposed that Homiliy 2
was copied with the intention of making the piece the first in a collection of homilies for Lent,
and that this project was abandoned when it was decided instead to extend the existing collection,
which ended with the soul and body homily.

Robinson proposed that C is' a collection of four homily booklets',37 but she did not
specify the other three or argue for their identification as booklets, and I proceed according to the
view that fols 3-11, 18-24 and 25-81 represent a single, final stage in the compilation of C, and
that fols 3-11 and 25-81 were copied with the intention of adding them to a former stage of

compilation, represented by fols 2 and 12-17.3% That the compilation was complete is indicated

31bid., p.238.

38] do not mean to undermine Robinson's general proposition, ibid., p.235-6, that it may have
been the practice to keep a collection of homiletic booklets loose in a wrapper rather than sewn
into a binding'. For an example of a manuscript containing possible booklets, besides Robinson's
examples, see W. Schipper, 'A Composite Old English Homiliary from Ely: Cambr. Univ. Libr.
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by the fact that fol.81 contains the last eleven lines of Homily 5 on its recto, with the rest of the
leaf left blank. The leaf is a singleton and probably had to be added to the gathering, fols 72-81,
when Hand B found that the singleton, fol.77, which he had already included in the gathering,
had not been sufficient provision. The remains of the former stage of compilation are still to be
considered.

The soul and body homily ends in the fifth line of fol. 17r. The rest of fol.17 is taken up
with three charms and the beginning of a fourth. The first charm is begun in the fifth line of
fol.17r, immediately after the end of the homily, and the whole of fol.17 is written in a hand
which cannot be identified with any of the other hands of C. The incomplete text of the fourth
charm indicates loss after fol.17. There is a gap in the present binding after fol. 17, but this does
not necessarily indicate that loss occurred in modern times. The gap is due to the spine having
broken open along its whole height. The gatherings in the volume, MS 85, were bound so tightly
at the spine that there is spring in the leaves, and the volume does not close flat. If the volume
had been in a shelf between other volumes, strain would heve been exerted on the spine, and it
secems that the spine thus broke at its weakest point. The membrane of fol.17 is thick, the
stoutest membrane in MS 85, and this may have contributed to making the point between the
gatherings, fols 12-17 and fols 18-24, the weakest point in the spine. The volume is so full that it
is most unlikely that a gathering has been lost since the repair to the present binding, though the
loss of a leaf cannot be ruled out, and loss could have occurred at any time before the repair.

The gathering, fols 12-17, is made up of a central bifolium with two singletons on each
side. Itis a possibility that there had been an outer bifolium (so that the gathering was an
improvised quarternion) whose second leaf bore the continuation of the fourth charm, and which
was removed when the collection was enlarged and the Visio Pauli material added. But this
would mean that the first half of the bifolium had intervened between fols 2v and 12r, and I have
argued above that only the two and a half lines erased from fol.2v are missing from the soul and
body address. In the abbreviated version of the address text found in Assmann XIV, the text

moves from the point at which the lines were erased on fol.2v directly to a point several sentences

MS Ii. 1. 33", Transactions of the Cambridge Bibliographical Society, 8 (1981-5 (1983)), 285-98
(p-289).
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into the address text on fol.12r,3% and there is therefore no suggestion that a full leaf of address
text has been lost from the homily in C.40 A more attractive possibility is that fol.2, which
cannot be said ever to have been conjoint with either fols 16 or 17 (see above, p.7), had been the
first leaf of a bifolium whose second leaf followed fol. 17 and contained the rest of the fourth
charm. When fols 3-11 were added this bifolium would heve been removed, and the leaf with the
continuation of the charm would then have been cut off, leaving fol.2 with enough of a stub to be
sewn on to the outside of the gathering, fols 3-11. Fol. 2 remains problematic, but in order to
have survived I think it must have been attached to fols. 3-11. If it had belonged to a gathering
which preceded an original gathering, fols 12-17, the only way in which I can sce it could have
survived when the rest of the gathering was lost is if it had been used as a binding-leaf when the
putative Greek psalter was bound with C. But then why was fol.1 used as a binding-leaf rather
than another leaf from the lost gathering?

Robinson's booklet' articles?! are important generally in that they emphasize that texts
were not always copied with the end in view of making a bound codex.4? Thus the collection up
to fol.17 need not be thought of as having been bound before it was extended, and though C
seems to represent a completed collection it need not be assumed that completion was necessarily
followed by provision of a hard binding. It can be proposed that C remained unbound until,
some time in the twelfth century after the manuscript to which fol.1 had belonged had been
scrapped, it was found that C could be conveniently used to fill a binding whose primary purpose
may have been to preserve a fragment of a Greek psalter. The one or more gatherings containing

the text of at least one homily may have already become separated from fols 2ff. by this time, or

39Homily 1, line 220; Assmann, Angelsdchsischen Homilien, p.167, lines 81-2: 'Gehyr nu earma
lichama bu eart deofles hus forpan bu deofles willan worhtest',

40K er, Catalogue, p.410, states that 'a leaf or more is missing between ff.2 and 12', but on what
grounds he does not say.

41p R. Robinson, 'Self-Contained Units' and "The "Booklet": a Self-Contained Unit in Composite
Manuscripts', in Codicologica, 3, ed. A. Gruys and J.P. Gumbert, Litterae Textuales (Leiden,
1980), pp.46-69.

42The principal contemporary term for a manuscript kept in a membrane cover is 'in
pergameno'; 'in quarterno’ may have the same meaning; the terms 'quarternus’ and 'libellus may
have been used to refer to ‘booklets": see Robinson, ‘The "Booklet™, pp.52-3. As Barbara C. Raw,
"The Construction of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Junius 11', ASE, 13 (1984), 187-207 (p.199),
noted, there are examples of manuscripts described as 'in pargameno' (sic) in a fragmentary
catalogue of ¢.1170, from Christ Church, Canterbury, edited by M.R. James, The Ancient
Libraries of Canterbury and Dover (Cambridge, 1903), pp.7-12.
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separation may have occurred at the time of binding. Because the lost binding-leaf contained an
OE text, it may be assumed (yet tentatively) that the binding was made in England, but the codex
may have been taken to France in the late twelfth or early thirteenth century, when the title on

fol.1 may have been added.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SPELLING

I am uncertain about the value of phonology-based language analysis for the late tenth-
and early eleventh-century homiletic manuscripts, and I therefore note some spelling features
with the question in mind 'might the feature be a spelling convention that was traditional at
certain centres and more or less familiar at others?' rather than questions concerning the relation
of spelling features to regional dialect.! One is acutely aware of the need for a comprehensive
study of the spelling habits and conventions that make LWS a recognizable literary dialect.

A spelling feature which occurs with a high degree of regularity throughout C is the use of
& before n in words which in LWS would be spelt with an e. The feature is limited to words
where n is followed by another consonant, except that 'men' is the usual spelling for the

nominative and accusative plural and dative singular of 'man'. The distribution of the feature is

as follows.
Fragment, perhaps Hand B, fol.2r
2 men, ®nglas; 5 &nde.
Homily 1, Hand A, fols 2v and 12-16
267ff. mzn 9x beside 1 Men; 230ff. ngl- 4x; 253 adzncen and 305 gedanced
and 316 gedencean; 315 geandod; 324 onwended.
unattributed, fol.17r, lines 1-§ °

327 ®nde (the feature is not occasioned in Charms, same hand, fol.17r, line 5 = 17v).

1Cp. Scragg's comments, Vercelli Homilies, p.Ixxi.
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Hand B, fols 3-11

20 gewzndan beside 93 gewendon; 26 mzn; 48ff. engel, &ngl-27x and 120, 133

heahzngla, -¢; 49 gebrengad; 83, 92 gesende and 192 gesazndan; 87 lendene; 138

onfengnes beside 197 onfengon.

reviser, fols 2v-6r

56, 61 znglas, -an.
Homily 2, Hand B, fols 18-24

2ff. lengtenlic- 4x; 29 bigengum; 30 geglengde; 56, 58 awznt; 83 gewandad; 89,
126 mznn and 178 man (all dative singular), 141 meniscnesse, menniscnyss; 150, 157
scenctan, scentan; 182 @nglum; beside 80, 81 onfeng, -on.
Homily 3, Hand A, fols 25-33

1ff. mzn 7x and 71 wifm®n beside 113, 127 men; 3 acennedan (MS -endan) and
63 acznned;, 9 ondfznge and 56 ondfencge, 87 &ndedxg, 88,103 mznnisclice (MS -ilce)

and mznniscean beside 61 manniscum; 92 bancead beside 125 gedence; beside 80, 81

onfeng, -on.

Hand B, fol.34

(the feature is not occasioned)

unattributed, fol.35r, lines 1-4

207 @nglum.

Hand C, fols 35r lire 4 40r

216ff. ®nd-5x and 281 ungexndedan; 223 ongemznged and 309 gemangede;
246ff. @ngl-3x and 309 heahzngla; 252 ungeswencedu; 253 unawzndedlic; 277, 299
sendad, sended and 299 asended beside 282 gesende.
Homily 4, Hand C, fols 40v-41

1 man; 27 mannisce.

Hahd B, fols 42-61

54,229 =nde and 93 gezmndede and 233 ®ndedeg; 90ff. engel, &ngl- 3x beside

88 englas; 104ff. m®n 4x beside 81 men; 124 acznnede; 172 beszncte beside 88
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besencton; 192 idelhznde; 218ff. gedancean 3x beside 36 bence; 244ff. wlzenc- 3x; 260
onwanded beside 259 gewendon; beside 93, 176 onfeng.
Homily S, Hand B, fols 62-81r

23 woruldmzn and 25ff. man 4x; 24 manniscum; 32 2ndebyrdnesse and 240, 315
znde beside 93 endebyrdnesse; 41 dzncean; 76, 188 xnglum, -as; 148 onfzng beside
219, 308 onfeng; 190 gesznde; 263,267 leng; 279 geswanced.

It may be that the feature should be regarded as being applicable in words where LWS
would have e before ni plus a consonant, but the verb ‘fremman’, along with its nominal
derivative ‘fremmeras’, is regularly spelt with e, and examples of other words are very few:
Homily 1, Hand A, fols 12-16

300 fremmeras.

Hand B, fols 3-11

28 fremda, fremdan and 166 afremdod; beside 171 stemne.

Homily 2, Hand B, fols 18-24

24 gefremme; 60 stzmne beside 59 stemne.
Homily 3, Hand C, fols 35r, line 4 -40r

239 unwzmman,

Homily 4, Hand B, fols 42-61
174 gefremman.
Homily §, Hand B, fols 62-81r

23 fremmad; 37ff. nemne 3x.2

It may be noted that in C the word for ‘voice' is more often 'stefn’ than it is 'stemn’. In the
work of Hand A in Homily 3 (fols 25-33) the word is spelt with g at lines 164 and 165.
Otherwise it is spelt with e: |
Homily 1, Hand B, fols 3-11

37ff. stefen 4x and 115fF stefna 3x.

2nemne’ may not be a LWS word form: see Campbell, OEG, para.484 and Hogg, GOE,
para.7.91.1.
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Homily 3, Hand C, fols 35r, line 4 - 40r

289 stefn and 311 stefnum.
Homily 4, Hand B, fols 42-61

231 stefne.

Homily S, Hand B, fols 62-81r

76f%. stefne 3x.

Words with -en- and -em- in LWS which have not attracted the s spelling are as follows:
Homily 1, Hand B, fols 3-11

60, 62 denian and denode; 208 wenst.

Homily 2, Hand B, fols18-24

52 gecweme; 71 wenst; 74, 76 renscuras; 176 Oenian.
Homily 3, Hand C, fols 35r, line 4 -40r

218 orwene.

Homily 4, Hand B, fols 42-61

34,259 wenan and 36 wen and 74,227 wenad and 201 wenstu; 80 gecwemran
and 140 cweman; 122 denian; 220 renas.
Homily §, Hand B, fols 42-61

43 weninga.

It may be confidently postulated that the spelling & before n plus a consonant, where LWS
would have e, was habitual with all the hands of C. The overall ratio of # and e spellings is s
152x to e 20x (plus one a spelling, ‘'manniscum, Hand A, Homily 3, line 61). In the work of
Hand A the ratio is & 36x to e 5x, and in the work of Hand B & 97x to e 14x, both approximately
seven to one, while Hand C's work shows the ratio & 19x to e 1x.

The spelling # before a nasal consonant has been noted and commented on with regard to
several manuscripts, but it has not been possible to associate the feature with any partiéular
centre or centres, Or to locate it in any particular region. When the feature occurs in early
manuscripts it is taken to represent an early stage of i-mutation of Germanic a before a nasal, a

sound change which generally came to be represented by e A view that in later OE manuscripts

..3Campbell, OEG, para.193(d), and Hogg, GOE, para.5.78. .
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the @ spelling is to be associated with an Early Middle English dialect in the region of Essex was
challenged by C. and K. Sisam on the grounds that the spelling occurs in OE manuscripts written
at a range of locations, and no comments or studies have subsequently emerged to refine the
Sisams' view that the spelling 'was not confined to OE manuscripts from South-Eastern districts,
and that it was at least tolerated over a wide area of Southern England'.* The point cannot be
clarified until an assessment of the manuscript evidence is undertaken with due regard to the
effects of the circulation of texts and the possible movement of scribes in the ecclesiastical
network. Here I consider briefly a few manuscripts which exhibit the feature, in order to suggest
the level of discernment which I believe will probably be required for the assessment of the
spelling evidence of later OE manuscripts.

The text that prompted the Sisams' investigation of the spelling is the gloss to the
Athanasian Creed in the Salisbury Psalter. The gloss was written ‘by the scribe of the Latin
(c.975), presumably at Shaftesbury'.5 Since the gloss is independent of other glosses of the
Creed, they could not show whether the scribe copied the gloss or translated the Latin himself.$
They describe the scribe's use of the spelling as 'almost consistent'. However, the spelling is
limited to the words 'acenned’ (5x) and 'mannisc-' (3x), these beside 'gescendedan’ and
'‘gewende’, and therefore the text is witness only to an apparently regular use of s before nn-,

Campbell notes that there are instances of the spelling in the twelfth-century manuscript,
Hatton 116, which contains a collection of homilies.” Two of the homilies are edited by
Assmann (homilies III and IV) and a look through Assmann's collation with other copies of his
homily III shows that the spellings are more regular in another twelfth-century manuscript,
CCCC 303, and in homily IV (not in CCCC 303) the spellings are not at all conspicuous.® In
homily III, for example, at lines 30, 43 and 114, CCCC 303 has ‘acennednesse’ while Hatton 116

has "-enn-', and at line 95 CCCC 303 has ‘ungewzmmed' where Hatton 116 has '-emm-'.

4C. Sisam and K. Sisam, eds, The Salisbury Psalter, EETS, 242 (London, 1959), pp.13-14.
SIbid., p.12; cp. Ker, Catalogue, p. 451, 'perhaps from Sherbourne'.

6C. and K. Sisam, Salisbury Psalter, p.46; the Creed is Hymn XV, pp.305-8.

TCampbell, OEG, p.75, fn.2. Hatton 116 is Ker, Catalogue, n0.333. The manuscript contains
glosses by the tremulous scribe of Worcester, and its homily collection is similar to those in other
Worcester manuscripts, Hatton 115 and CCCC 178. Palacographical evidence also points to the
West of England, according to Ker.

8 Assmann, Angelsachsischen Homilien und Heiligenleben. CCCC 303 is Ker, Catalogue, n0.57:
the palacography of the manuscript links it with Rochester and Canterbury.
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A manuscript of the eleventh century which exhibits s spellings is CCCC 201. Ker dates
the manuscript to 's.xi med." and it is therefore roughly contemporary with C.? In this case we
are fortunate that Raith, in his edition of English versions of the Apollonius legend, notes all the
instances in the OE Apollonius in CCCC 201 and surveys the manuscript for instances in other
texts, all of which were written by the Apollonius scribe.!? On Raith's showing the distribution
of & spellings is not closely comparable to the distribution of the feature in C.. In the Apollonius
text, the ratio is & 34x to e 23x. The high proportion, compared with C, of e spellings seems to
be due to a selective application of & spellings rather than to a generally weaker tendency to
employ (or preserve) them. Thus, for example, the CCCC201 scribe appears regularly to spell
the verbs ‘wandan’ and 'sendan’ and their derivatives with e, but the noun 'ende’ and its verbal
derivatives are regularly spelt with e; parts of the verb 'acznnan’ are regularly spelt with s, while
* 'men’ and ‘mennisc-' are spelt regularly with e; 'engl-' ("angel’) is the regular spelling, and so is '-
penc-'(think’).!! In C e is usual for all these words. Not only does Raith survey all the work of
the CCCC 201 scribe, but he notes the Spellings in other manuscripts where there is overlap of
content with CCCC 201: these are always e. On the evidence of the g spellings, the CCCC 201
scribe seems to have been an unusually careful speller.12

One manuscript which may be specially mentioned here, because it uniquely contains a
full copy of the Latin charm whose first few words are also preserved (albeit with error) at the
end of C's fol.17, is BL Harley 585. The manuscript contains, in OE translation, Herbarium
Apulei and Medecina de Quadrupedibus along with the collection of charms titled Lacnunga by

Cockayne. 13 Ker dates the bulk of the manuscript to 's.x/xi' and two added sections to the first

9CCCC 201 is Ker, Catalogue, n0.49. Its contents connect it with Wulfstan, but its origin is
obscure.

10Josef Raith, ed., Die alt- und mittelenglischen Apollonius-Bruchstiicke (Munich, 1956), p.9.

The scribe is Ker's Hand (1), the principal scribe of his Part B.

11Ker's comment that the work of his Hand (1) shows ‘s regularly for WS e before a covered

nasal' is therefore inaccurate. Note, too, that the  spellings in CCCC 201 extend to such words

as 'pznig' and ‘wznian',

12Dorothy Whitelock, ed., Sermo Lupi ad Anglos(London, 1939; revised edition, Exeter, 1976),

pp.37-44, discusses the = spelling, along with other spelling features, as it occurs in CCCC 201

and other manuscripts connected with Wulfstan. For comments on the feature and for more

manuscripts showing it, see Hogg, GOE, para.5.78. See also Ker, Catalogue, p.xxxvi and

Healey, OF Vision of St. Paul, p.33.

13T.0. Cockayne, Leechdoms, Wortcunning and Starcraft of Early England, 3 vols (London,
1864-6); Herbarium and Mee}a/cma are edited ibid., I, pp.2-373, Lacnunga is ibid., 111, pp.2-80,
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half of the eleventh century.!4 In Lacnunga, s spellings preponderate over e spellings ina
proportion 95 to 26.15 All Leonhardi's examples are with n, mostly in words where a consonant
follows the n but including ‘mzn’ and the words 'pznig' and 'henep' (hemp’). The latter part of
Lacnunga (fols 179, line 11 -193) is one of the later additions, and here I count twenty-three &
spellings to two e spellings, all before n plus a consonant (no such spellings with m are
occasioned). I have not attempted a mkvey of the feature in the Herbarium and Medecina texts,
but it is clear from Cockayne's edition that s spellings are frequent in Harley 585 (Cockayne's
'H') against e spellings in Cockayne's base text (from BL, Cotton Vitellius C. iii, his V"), and that
the spellings occur in the later addition (the table of contents, fols 115-29) as well as in the body
of the text. 16 The s spellings in Harley 585 are often shared by the other manuscript in
Cockayne's collation, Hatton 76 (his 'B").!7

Since the degree of regularity of w spellings in Harley 585 and C is comparable, the
question is raised whether the two manuscripts, bearing in mind that Ker dates Harley 585 earlier
than C, are comparable palaeographically. Judging from the facsimiles of pages at the beginning
and end of Grattan and Singer's edition of Lacnunga, the script of Harley 585 is not closely
comparable to that of C,!8 except that the tongue of e always tends to join with any suitable
following letters. Head strokes of g and t also have a tendency to join with following letters, but
not with a. Though there are examples of ege combination, the head stroke of g does not usually

project to the right of the down stroke and combination is thereby inhibited. In the facsimile of a

14Harley 585 is Ker, Catalogue, no. 231; its origin is obscure; Ker does not distinguish hands;
the later additions he gives as fols 115-29 and 179, line 11 -193. Cp. J.H.G. Grattan and C.
Singer, Anglo-Saxon Magic and Med (cine, Wellcome Historical Medical Museum Publications,
ns.3 (London, 1952), p.208: ‘whether the bulk of Harley 585, viz. ff.1-114b and 130-90b, is the
work of one scribe or more, cannot be stated with certainty',

15The count is by Giinther Leonhardi, ed., Kleinere angelsichsische Denkméler, I, Bibliothek
der angelsachsischen Prosa, 6 (Hamburg, 1905), pp.163-4. The count does not include the gloss
to the Lorica of Gildas, where the feature is occasioned infrequently: the Lorica gloss has
'znglas' beside 'heahenglas’ and 'strengy’, ‘lendenu’ (2x), ‘c@mppum' and ‘czmpan'(2x) beside
‘compwerodes'. Lorica is edited separately by Leonhardi, ibid., pp.175ff., and is entry no.
LXVII in the edition of Lacnunga by Grattan and Singer, Anglo-Saxon Magic and Med/cine,
pp-131-47,

16Harley 585's copy begins within Herbarium, Cockayne, Leechdoms, 1, p.93.

17Cockayne's B is Ker, Catalogue, no.328, Part B, s.xi med.; it contains glosses by the tremulous
Worcester scribe.

130ne of the facsimiles is from the later addition to Lacnunga, the text is Latin but letter forms
are insular and the script seems to be similar to that in the bulk of the manuscript. Harley 585,
fols182v-183r, are reproduced in George Hardwin Brown, 'Solving the "Solve" Riddle in BL, MS
Harley 585', Viator, 18 (1987), 45-51 (p.51). .



84

page from the later additon, however, head stroke of g does tend to project to the right of the
down stroke.!?

Healey has noted another spelling feature which occurs in both Harley 585 and C: yo for
LWS e0.2% In Harley 585, the examples seem to be very few in the Herbarium and Medcina
texts: all I see in Cockayne's collation are two instances of 'hyo', both in Herbarium.2! The next
examples occur in the Lorica gloss (within Lacnunga) where there are three yo spellings, and
then there are seven examples in the rest of Lacnunga, including one within the later addition,
fols 179-193: all these examples are cited by Healey.

Healey notes three manuscripts, besides C and Harley 585, which have yo spellings.
Since Healey's edition, a study of one of these,22 Yale University, MS Beinecke 578,23 containing
fragments of the 'West Saxon Gospels', has been published.2¢ The manuscript survives only as
binding strips and an endleaf, in a fourteenth-century psalter, but it is of particular interest in the
present context because of the appearance of a high degree of regularity in the use of yo
spellings. Liuzza gives all the examples: '(be)twyox, dyofel, hyofenan, hyora, byo, cnyowum,
hryofla, syocnesse, syo, twyonedan', these beside one eo spelling, 'eode’.2* Palacographically,
Beinecke 578 has in common with C the use of tongue of e in combinations, on which feature
Liuzza comments that 'e is low, but the projecting tongue combines with following letters
whenever possible, even the back of d'; he regards this feature as a 'misuse of e ligatures'.26 The

back of d is horizontal, within the line, a form unlike any form in C. In the facsimile published

19Ker, Catalogue, p.306, comments that in Harley 585 'high e ligatures [are] usual’. Ker
comments on e ligatures, ibid., p.xxxiii. In the facsimiles, the e of such ligatures is not much
higher than low e.

20Healey, OF Vision of St Paul, p.37.

21Cockayne, Leechdoms, 1, pp.94 and 268.

22The other two are CCCC 162, Ker, Catalogue, n0.38, where the yo spellings are in additions to
an carly eleventh-century homily collection, and the mid-twelfth-century psalter from
Canterbury, Cambridge, Trinity College, R. 17. 1., Ker, Catalogue, no.91. Ker, Catalogue,
p.xxxvii, notes, along with Harley 585, the manuscript of the Parker Chronicle, CCCC 173, as
having yo spellings 'in alterations', but I have not found any examples in the facsimile, Robin
Flower and Hugh Smith, eds, The Parker Chronicle and Laws, EETS, 208 (London,1941), nor
are any noted in the highly detailed language description in Janet M. Bately,ed., The Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle. A Collaborative Edition. Volume 3. MS A (Cambridge, 1986), pp.cxxvii ff.
2Ker, Catalogue, no.1.

24R oy Michael Liuzza, "'The Yale Fragments of the West Saxon Gospels', ASE, 17 (1988), 67-82.
25Jbid., p.75; 'eode’ is noted from line 5 of Liuzza's transcript of the recto of the endleaf, ibid.,
p.8lL

26]bid., pp.73 and 74.
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with Liuzza's study (Plate VI) it can be seen that cross stroke of g combines with following e and
i, cross stroke of t with following 0 and e. The angular open-tailed g is of the same form as that
written regularly by C's Hand C. Ker dates Beinecke 578 to 's.xi' and on palacographical
grounds Liuzza suggests the first half of the century. The origin of the manuscript remains
obscure.

In C, yo spellings are most striking in fols 3-11 of Homily 1 (the text of Healey's edition).
Here there are thirty-four examples (not including those in the hand of the reviser), while the rest
of C shows a total of twenty-three examples. The distribution of yo spellings in C, along with
eo, y, and io spellings of the words cited, is as follows.
Fragment, perhaps Hand B, fol.2r

1 syo.
Homily 1, Hand A, fols 2v and 12-16

323 lyofe.

unattributed, and Charms, fol.17

(The feature is not occasioned).

Hand B, fols 3-11

16 lyoman; 42 underdyoded; 52 wyorcum and 182 wyorc beside 49ff. wyrc 5x; 70
nyowelnessa; 79 gyodan beside 156 geodest and 183 geode and 149 eode; 105 dyostrum
and 192 dyostru; 111ff. dyofl- 5x; 114ff. hyo 8x beside 118ff. heo 5x and 134 hio 5x (all
Jeminine singular), 122ff. yordan 5x beside 98ff. eordan 3x and 22, 131 yrde; 132, 180 syo
(‘be"); 143, 182 syo (demonstrative) beside 22, 184, 204 seo; 134 nyorxnewanges; 143
tryogode; 166 byo beside 132 beo;, 194 gehyorde (heard’) beside 119ff. gehyrde 4x; 164
mildhyorta and 203 mildhyortnysse beside 77 mildheortnesse and 73 hyrtan and 75
hathyrtnyssa.

reviser, fols 2v-6r

23, 31, 34 syo (demonstrative), 24 yorde and 37 yordan and 52 yordlic beside 34
yrpe; 27,40 hyora; 63 hryowsian.

Homily 2, Hand B, fols 18-24

120 wyofode (‘altar’); 156 geryordodon beside 20, 149 gereord-.
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Homily 3, Hand A, fols 25-33
165 hyo beside 44ff. heo 7x; 166 dyostre.
Hand B, fol.34; unattributed, fol35, lines1-4

None; not occasioned.
Hand C, fols 35r, line 4-40r

251 syo beside 225ff. sco 7x; 273 adyostrad and 296 8yostro beside 216, 269

deostra and 250 gedeostrad.
Homily 4, Hand C, fols 40v-41

29 tyodigean beside 2 teodung- and 8, 17 teodan.

Hand B, fols 42-61

49, 52 syo (demonstrative) beside 60,218 seo; 53 hyo, 161 hyortan beside 160
hyrte and 102ff. mildheortnesse 3x.

Homily 5, Hand B, fols 62-81r

136, 270 syo (demonstrative) beside 300 seo; 174 twyonum beside 238 betweonum;
216fI. hyortan 4x beside 152 hyrtan; 233 mildhyortnesse beside 100 mildhyrt and 115ff.
-heort- 4x; 251 hyorde (flock").

Healey provides a phonological analysis of the feature as it occurs in fols 3-11, noting that
it is not limited to any one condition but ranges freely wherever eo [short or long] would
normally appear',?” and similarly the examples in the rest of C cannot be tied to any particular
words or groups of words.

In the small sample provided by the hand of the reviser in fols 3-6r, the yo spelling is
regular, except for ‘yrpe', otherwise ‘yord-', at Homily 1, line 34. That the reviser's additions are
to the only text in C (the Visio Pauli translation in fols 3-11) in which yo spellings can be
described as frequent is an interesting coincidence (see above, pp.69-70). In the rest of the work
of the scribe of this text, Hand B, yo spellings cannot be said to be markedly more frequent than
in the work of Hands A and C. In fols 3-11, Hand B's e and y spellings in words where the

reviser has yo have been noted when there is overlap, but it may be noted further that for the

reviser's ‘hyora'(2x) Hand B regularly has 'hyra' (9x) and once 'here' (line 28). For the reviser's

- 2Healey, OE Vision of St Paul, pp.36 and 32 and 34. -
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‘hryowsian', Hand B has 'hrywsunge' (line 192), 'hrywe' (4x) and ‘hrewe’ (line 39).28 Only in fols
3-11 are eo spellings in a minority: eo 19x, y 21x (not including 'hyrde’, ‘shepherd’, 3x), io 5x
(hio', 'she’), e 2x, yo 34x.

In Hand B's copy of the Zlfrician Homily 2 we find eo 46x (including ‘heora’ at line 128,
the only instance of the word) beside y 7x, io 2x (line 114 'sio’ feminine demonstrative and line
182 'hio’ plural pronoun) yo 2x. The y spellings in C, where the copy of Homily 2 in CUL, Gg.
3. 28., which provides Godden's base text and is considered to be closest to Zlfric,2? has eo, are
line 74 ‘wyrce', line 100 ‘tylunge’, line 119 *fyrdling’, line 160 'genysodon’ and line 2 ‘scylan’
(present indicative plural). In the latter case it seems that LWS had also the spelling 'sculon’, the
usual form in Wulfstan's work, but eo is usual in £lfrician texts.30 In four of five instances of
present indicative singular 'sceal, scealt' in the homily (so spelt in CUL, Gg. 3. 28.), C has 'scyl'.
Two y spellings in C where CUL, Gg. 3. 28. has u are line 5 ‘wyrbian’ and line 50 'awyrda’
(imperative singular). Here the u spelling seems to be usual in Zlfric's work, while eo is usual in
Waulfstanian texts.3! I have not counted C's 'hyrde’ for ‘scephyrde’ in CUL, Gg. 3. 28. at line
137.32 Atline 127, C has 'forleost' where CUL, Gg. 3. 28. has 'forlyst',

Hand B's stint in Homily 4 shows the ratio eo 79x to y 37x (not including ‘hyra’, which is
regular, 16x beside 'here' at line 105) with two examples of io at lines 68 and 75: ‘massepriostas’
beside '-pryst-' 6x and '-preost-' 4x, and yo 3x. At lines 88, 117 and 167 Hand B has corrected
his original ew spelling to eow in words 'cneowe', 'deowdom’ and deow’ (cp. 'niogan’, with ‘o’
added at line 205).

In Homily 5, Hand B's work shows the ratio eo 45x, y 32x, io 1x (line 294 'sio’ 'be"), yo
9x; e appears twice: 'dewdom’ at line 15 (beside 'deow-' 4x) and 'ztewde’ at line 85.

Hand B's work on fol.34, in Homily 3, has only eo spellings: 'heora’, 'geornlice’, 'heortan’
at lines 189, 197, 203.

In the rest of Homily 3 eo spellings preponderate heavily: Hand A's stint has eo 73x beside

y 3x (line 23 ‘wyrcean' beside ‘weorc-' 4x, and lines 70, 110 ‘ztywed', ‘ztywde’), e 1x (line 78

28Cp. 'mteowode’, line 71, ‘ywede', 'ztywede', lines 51, 68, 'ztewdon’, line 124.
29Godden, £lfric's Catholic Homilies. Second Series, p.xliii.

30Hogg, GOE, para.5.67.

31Jbid,, para.5.184.

32For such LWS y spellings, see ibid., paras 5.24. and 5.84.
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xtewde'), yo 2x. Hand C' stint has eo 41x, y 12x (line 238 ‘wyrcum’, lines 251, 305 'geywed',
'etywed', line 279 ‘ahwyrfan', and 'hyra' 8x), io 5x (all 'hiora"), i 1x (line 307 brihtnes’ beside
line 246 'breohtnes’) and yo 3x.

Hand C's stint in Homily 4 has eo 8x and y 2x (line 27 ‘hyra’ and line 28 ‘wyrcead’) and yo
Ix. ,

Besides the single yo spelling, Hand A's stint in Homily 1 shows only eo and io spellings,
in a nearly equal ratio, eo 19x to io 24x.33

In C, then, the commonest alternative to LWS eo is y, but y spellings are frequent only in
Hand B's stint, fols 42-81r, that is Homily 5 and most of Homily 4, and in the same scribe's stint,
fols 3-11, while in his copy of the one text that surely originated in LWS spelling, the Zlfrician
Homily 2, y spellings are infrequent.

In the work of Hands A and C in Homily 3 y spellings are few.

There are no y spellings in Hand A's stint in Homily 1, where io is the marginally
dominant alternative to eo, but limited to words 'hio' (feminine pronoun, once plural at line 303),
'hiora', 'sio’ (demonstrative) beside 'sco', 'biod' beside beo-', 'diofol' beside 'deofol, deofl-' and
'gesionne’.34

Hand A's stint in Homily 3 has no io spellings, while Hand C's stint in the same homily
shows io only in 'hiora’ beside the slightly more usual 'hyra’ and one instance of 'heora’ at line
215. Hand C also writes the genitive plural pronoun as 'hiera’ at lines 219 and 244. which is the
regular spelling of this word by Hand A in Homily 3.

In the work of Hand B io spellings are few and are limited to the words 'hio' (feminine
pronoun in Homily 1, plural pronoun in Homily 2, line 182) and 'sio’ (feminine demonstrative at
Homily 2, line 114, 'be’ at Homily 5, line 294).

'fhe fact that yo spellings occur in all texts in C and in the work of all hands makes it

likely that the C scribes introduced the feature into their copies, even though, overall, the feature

33A word of varying frequency which always has eo and has been left out of the counts (for
which I cannot claim absolute accuracy) is heofon-"; two common words of varying frequency
which have also been left out are 'beop' and beon’, but here Hand A's work, Homily 1, line 304,
has 'biod’.

34gesionne’ occurs at a point of textual difficulty, for which see Homily 1, Commentary to line
248.
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can by no means be described as a confirmed spelling habit, and therefore stands in contrast to
the s spellings considered previously. However, substantiation of the likelihood that the yo
spellings are to be connected with the C scriptorium is suggested by their almost regular
occurrence in the reviser's additions to that part of Homily 1 which has frequent yo spellings (see
above, pp.69-70).

ie spellings, characteristic of West Saxon language written before the evolution of LWS,33
occur only in Homily 3 and are as follows.
Homily 3, Hand A, fols 25-33

18 aliesde; 27, 40, 66, 126 (2x), 133 hiera, -e (genitive plural pronoun); 34 gehieren
and 161 gehiere; 39 tienfealde; 42 nichstan; 44, 171, 183, 187 hiere (genitive feminine
singular pronoun), 97, 166, 168 siendan; 118 piestra.

Hand B, fol.34

None.

Hand C, fols 35r, line 4 -fol.40r

208 awiergedra; 219, 244 hiera (genitive plural pronoun), 223 xtiewed. |

A common word which only once appears in its LWS spelling is 'self-'36 The example in
LWS spelling, 'sylfum’, is in the ZElfrician Homily 2, line 101, where it occurs beside nine
instances of 'self-". The frequency of the word in other texts, where the spelling is always e, is as
follows.

Homily 1, Hand A, 3x; Hand B, 1x.

Homily 3, Hand A, 11x; Hand C, 1x.

Homily 4, Hand C, 3x; Hand B, 8x.

Homily S, Hand B, 14x.

35Campbell, OEG, para.201; Hogg, GOE, paras 5.82-84.
36Campbell, OEG, paras 325-6, Hogg, GOE, para.5.171, fn.2.
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PART TWO. TEXT

INTRODUCTION

The primary aim of the present edition is to enable consideration of questions concerning
the use of the manuscript, the principal question being, was C actually used for preaching?
Though other points are necessarily considered (especially for the Visio Pauli material in Homily
1, where dialogue with the commentary in Healey's edition is required) the Commentaries to each
homily are focussed on the question of the deliverability of the texts: could the homilies be
fluently read aloud and consistently understood by both reader and listener? Overall, so many
difficulties arise that it seems impossible to answer this question affirmatively, but I suspect that
close study would produce similar results for perhaps the majority of copies of homilies.
Scholarship has not squarely addressed the question of deliverability of homilies! and this edition
represents an appeal for consideration of this culturally vital point, though it cannot offer any
conclusions.

The commonest sort of correction in C is the superscript addition of letters by the copyist,
but there are a few instances when a hand other than the copyist's has made an alteration. These
are all minor alterations, however, and what I have found to be difficult readings (those discussed
in the Commentaries) are passed by. In Homily 1 one addition by the reviser of the Visio Pauli
material supplies an otherwise grammatically deficient reading,2 but attempts to correct are
otherwise scarcely in evidence. In Homily 4, the text with perhaps the most difficulties, the
additional punctuation suggests that a reader has tried to improve the deliverability of the text.
One may postulate that this reader read' the homily, recognized that it was particularly difficult,

but believed that it could be serviceable if read carefully with sufficient pauses.

1Mary Clayton, Homiliaries and Preaching in Anglo-Saxon England, Peritia, 4 (1985), 207-42,
provides an approach to the question.
. 2The reviser suppies a main clause at Homily 1, lines 48-9.
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Besides the deliverability of the texts, the usefulness of C as a collection for preaching is
also in question. Only Homily 2 has a title, for the first Sunday in Lent, and one would expect
that titles would be required for any reasonably well organized collection of homilies that was to
be used for preaching. Homily 3 is clearly a Lenten piece (se¢ lines 18-223). The copy of Homily
4 in the Blickling manuscript is titled for the third Sunday in Lent, but its content (concerning
tithes and priestly responsibilities) is not specifically suitable for Lenten preaching, and the
statement at lines 4-5, ‘bt nu nealece 8a dagas bzt we sculan ... ure wastmas. gesamnian', is
particularly inappropriate for a Lenten sermon. In the laws the tithe of young animals is payable
'be Pentecosten' and of crops either 'be emnihte’ or 'be ealra halgena messan'4 The homily to
which Fragment is likely to have belonged is titled for a day in the Church year in two of the six
manuscripts in which it is extant.. In CCCC 302 the long version is for Rogationtide, and the
short version is 'quando uolueris' or for the fifth and seventh Sundays after Epiphany in CCCC
302 and BL, Cotton Faustina A. ix.5 Assmann XIV, which draws on part of Homily 1, is also in
CCCC 302 and Faustina A.ix, where it is '‘quando uolueris' or for the fourth and sixth Sundays
after Epiphany. Homily 5 is for St Martin's day, 11th November. Thus Fragment and Homilies
1, 2 and 3 may be regarded as possibly following the order of the Church year, but there is a gap
of several months before Homily 5, and perhaps Homily 4, would be needed. However, though
Homily 4 begins in Hand C's gathering, fols 3641, after the end of Homily 3, there is possible
loss of an indeterminate amount of text before Homily 5, and the collection may therefore, if
Homily 4 was for Lent, have included homilies that would have bridged the gap between Lent

and St Martin's day.

3Noted, Willard, Two Apocrypha, p.35.

4The tithing laws are extant first as II Edgar 3, and are repeated in the laws of Zthelred and
Cnut; F. Licbermann, ed., Die Gesetze der Angelsachsen, 3 vols (Halle, 1903-16), I, p.196; see
also A.J. Robertson, ed. and trans., The Laws of the Kings of England from Edmund to Henry I,
(Cambridge, 1925), pp.420-1, where references to tithing in the laws are listed in the Index. The
laws are also in Roger Flower, ed., Wulfstan's Canons of Edgar, EETS, 266 (London, 1972),
p.13.

SKer, Catalogue, no.56, arts 33 and 12, no.153, art.6.

6Jbid., n0.56, art.11, no.153, art5.
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Fragment, fol.2r

These concluding few lines of a homily have been printed from C by Szarmach, who gives
spelling and reading variants from the six other manuscripts which contain copies of the text.”

In all six the passage concludes copies of the same homily. The manuscripts are CCCC 421,
CCCC 302, B, Cotton Faustina A.ix and Bodley 343 as well as the Vercelli and Blickling
manuscripts, where the homily is numbers X and IX respectively.® Blickling IX is fragmentary
and has only the less distinctive part of the coxfll\usion, ‘crist wunab ... amen.' The homily is
drawn upon for a composite in the Bodleian manuscript, Hatton 113 and 114.° CCCC 302 hasa
copy of the latter half of the homily as a separate piece, as well as a full text. Cotton Faustina A.
ix has only the shorter text.19 The homily has a source, Sermo de Misericordia, in common with
Homily 2.1

Homily 1, fols 2v-17r, line §

Previous editions have separated the homily in fols 2v and 12 -17r from the Visio Pauli
material in fols 3-11.

Fols 2v and 12-17r have been edited by Fadda, Nuove Omilie, Omelia VIIL, pp.163 -73.
Approximately half of the homily has been printed by Willard, 'The Address of the Soul to the
Body', pp.961-3.

* Fols 3-11 have been edited by Healey, OF Vision of St Paul, pp.63-73.12

These editions are referred to in the manuscript notes and the Commentary by author's
name.

The Visio Pauli text is found only in C. Some version of the homily on fols 2v and 12-17r

was used for the composite homily Assmann XIV, 13 extant in two manuscripts, BL,Cotton

7Paul E. Szarmach, 'MS Junius 85 f.2r and Napier 49", English Language Notes, 14 (1977), 241-

6 (pp.242-3).

8The homily is often thought of as "Napier XLIX': A.S. Napier, ed., Wulfstan. Sammlung der ihm
zugeschrichenen Homilien nebst Untersuchungen uber ihre Echtheit (Berlin, 1883; rept. Dublin,

1967), pp.250-65.

9D.G. Scragg, ed., The Vercelli Homilies and Related Texts, EETS, 300 (Oxford, 1992), pp.191-

5, discusses the manuscript relations.

10Gee fn.5, above.

11Gee fn.22, below.

12Healey's edition supercedes that by Anna Maria Luiselli Fadda, 'Una Inedita Traduzione

Anglosassone della Visio Pauli (MS Junius 85, ff.3r -11v)', Studi Medievali, 15 (1974), 482-95
(pp.486-94).

13 Assmann, Angelséchsische Homilien und Heiligenleben, pp.164-9. . .. .. .
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Faustina A.ix and CCCC 302. The material used is the soul and body address and the ' god
xImihtig us lzrad ... diofol us lzrad’ passage (Homily 1, lines 1-12 and 210-287; Assmann XTIV,
lines 76-112). The material is abbreviated, but there seem to be some additions: Assmann XIV,
lines 86-7, 90-3, 94-6, 105-6, 107. Aside from lines 86-7, a mention in the address of the Last
Judgement, all these probable additions concern church attendance. Homily 1, lines 313-6, also
appear little changed at Assmann XIV, lines 116-19. Assmann XIV, lines 7-76 are redacted in
abbreviated form from a copy of Blickling Homily VIIL,}4 and Assmann XIV, lines 130-9, are
drawn from a copy of Vercelli Homily X V.15

The Visio Pauli text has not been connected with any known Latin Version of the Visio. 16
Wright has noted a Latin text of the 'god zImihtig us lzrad ... diofol us 1zrad ...’ passage.1”
Charms, fol. 17r, line § -17v

The charms have been printed by Cockayne,!® whose edition (from a transcript forwarded
by a friend'!) is corrected in the manuscript notes. The first three charms are extant only in C,
but the incomplete fourth charm is extant in full in Lacnunga, BL, Harley 585.20 In Harley 585,
the opening is 'Christus super marmoream sedebat petrus tristis ante eum stabat manum ad
maxillum tenebat et interrogebat eum dominus ...' The text in C, 'Sanctus petrus supra

marmoream', must therefore have introduced a garbled reading.

MRichard Morris, ed., The Blickling Homilies, EETS, 58, 63, 73 (London, 1874,1876, 1880),
pp.97-105.

13Scragg, Vercelli Homilies, p.260, lines 184-199. For these and other manuscript relations of
Assmann XTIV, see ibid., pp.250-2 and Scragg, Corpus of Vernacular Homilies', pp.245-6. For
the source and analogues of a short passage in the Blickling VIII part of Assmann XIV see
Charles D. Wright, 'The Pledge of the Soul: a Judgement Theme in Old English Homiletic
Literature and Cynewulf's Elene’, Neuphilologische Mitteilungen, 91 (1990), 23-30.

16See Healey, OE Vision of St Paul, pp.26-8; see above p.66, fn.16. Since the publication of the
bibliography, Charlesworth, New Testament Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, articles relating to
the insular tradition of the Visio are M.E. Dwyer, 'An Unpublished Redaction of the Visio Pauli',
Manuscripta, 121-38, and Charles D. Wright, Some Evidence for an Irish Origin of Redaction
X1 of the Visio Pauli', Manuscripta, 34 (1990), 34-44: the latter article revises the former.
17Charles D. Wright, 'Docet Deus, Docet Diabolus: a Hiberno-Latin Theme in an Old English
Body-and-Soul Homily', Notes and Queries, 232 (1987), 451-3.

18Cockayne, Leechdoms, 1, pp.392-4.

191bid., p.392, fn.3.

20/bid., 111, p.64; Grattan and Singer, Anglo-Saxon Magic and Medecine, p.186.
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Homily 2, fols 18-24
Homily 2 is Homily VII, for the first Sunday in Lent, in the Second Series of ZElfric's

Catholic Homilies?! Godden's edition is relied upon for textual collation with other copies when

these are referred to in the Commentary.

Lines 43-105 are drawn from a Latin source, Sermo de Misericordia.?
Homily 3, fols 25-40r

Fadda's edition, Nuove Omelie, Omelia I, pp.7-31, is referred to in the manuscript notes
and Commentary by author's name. Willard printed lines 152-203 parallel with other texts of the
"Three Utterances' exemplum.23

Wack and Wright have discovered a copy of the Latin source - for the 'drastically
abbreviated version' of the Three Utterances’ exemplum at lines 162-198 (with the Latin incipit at
line 158).24 As Fadda first noted, the motif of food and drink for the soul at ljnes 123-5 and 139-
145 has a recognizable Latin source.2> Though comparison of the body's and the soul's food and
drink might provide a useful homiletic motif, I have come across only one other occurrence of it,
in Blickling Homily V: 'swa we bonne pa gastlican lare unwzrlice ne sceolan anforlztan, pe ure
saul bigleofap 7 feded bid; swa se lichoma buton mete 7 drence leofian ne mzg, swa bonne seo
saul, gif heo ne bid mid Godes worde feded gastlice hungre 7 purste heo bid cwelmed'.26 Cross
identified a Latin source for the Doomsday passage at lines 258-296.27

It should be noted that, just as the homilist cites Latin incipits for the "Three Utterances'
exemplum and the Doomsday passage, the Latin at lines 58-60 probably also indicates direct
reference to a source. Here a gospel citation (John 15:4) is followed by an exegetical question on

Christ's birth. The "Three Utterances' and Doomsday passages are both quite long, between thirty

21Godden, .£lfric's Catholic Homilies. Second Series, pp.60-66.
22Wolfgang Becker, ‘The Latin Manuscript Sources of the Old English Translation of the
Sermon Remedia Peccatorum', Medium Aevum, 45 (1976), 145-52; J.E. Cross, 'A Sermo de

Misericordia in Old English Prose', Anglia, 108 (1990), 429-40, edits the sermon from Sahsbury
Cathedral, MS 179.

23Willard, Two Apocrypha, pp.39-57.

24Wack and Wright, 'A New Source for the "Three Uterances exemplum', p.188.

25Fadda, Nuove Omelie, pp.2-3; see further Wright, 'Docet Deus, Docet Diabolus', p.453, fn. 14,
and Wack and Wright, ‘A New Source for the "Three Utterances" exemplum', p.202 and fn.57.
26Morris, Blickling Homilies, p.57, lines 8-12.

27J E. Cross, 'A Doomsday Passage in an Old English Sermon for Lent', Anglia, 100 (1982), 103-
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and forty lines of the edited text, and the present unidentified source material may be of similar
extent, and may then include a passage of which there are verbal echoes in Blickling Homily I,
for the Annunciation. Compare Homily 3, lines 78-9 and 84-6 with the following from Blickling
I: 'Wel pat eac gedafénab pat he to eorban astige purh pa clznan leomu pare halgan fzmnan
pat we pe gearor wiston pzt he is ordfruma 7 lareow ealre cla?nnesse'.23 The Latin at lines 100-
102 does not exactly quote the gospel (Matt. 23:37-40), and may also indicate a non-scriptural
Latin source. Wright has noted, not with reference to Homily 3, a source, the Questions of
Banholorﬂew, for the notion, stated at line 51, that angels were created from fire and water.2’
Homily 4, fols 40v-61

Homily 4 is Blickling Homily IV. In the Blickling collection the piece is titled for the
third Sunday in Lent.30 In the manuscript notes and Commentary, the Blickling manuscript is
given the sigel B, after Scragg, ‘Corpus of Vernacular Homilies'. None of the text is extant in
any other manuscript.

The source of the tithing portion of the homily, lines 4-49 and 193-276, is the sermon De
reddendis decimis' by Caesarius of Arles.3! Willard printed the tithing text parallel to the
source.32 Two brief passages, lines 57-8 (pzt god ... dura") and 86-98, draw on some version of

Visio Pauli33 Lines 182-5 have the scriptural commonplace, Matt.16:19 and 18:18, which is the

28Morris, Blickling Homilies, p.13, lines 19-22. Mary Clayton, The Cult of the Virgin Mary in

Anglo-Saxon England (Cambridge, 1990), pp.222-30, discusses the Blickling homily and its

main Latin source, noting (p.229) that the end of the homily, including the passage I have

quoted, is not in the source she identifies.

29Charles D. Wright, 'Apocryphal Lore and Insular Tradition in St Gall, Stiftsbibliothek MS

908', in Préinséas Ni Chathdin and Michael Richter, eds, Jrland und die Christenheit.

Bibelstudien und Mission (Stuttgart, 1987), pp.124-45 (p.138).

30Morris, Blickling Homilies, pp.39-53, line 2 and 195 and 53, lines 2ff. Page 195 of Morris's

edition contains his Homily XVI, which is actually part of Homily IV. The text is on a singleton

which had been misbound, but is now fol.30 of the rebound manuscript. See D.G. Scragg, 'The

Homilies of the Blickling Manuscript', in Michael Lapidge and Helmut Gneuss, eds, Learning

and Literature in Anglo-Saxon England. Studies Presented to Peter Clemoes on the occasion of

his Sixty-Fifth Birthday (Cambridge, 1985), pp.299-316 (p.301).

31Sermo XXXIH in G. Morin, ed., Sancti Caesarii Arelatensis sermones, Corpus Christianorum

Seria Latina, 103 (Turnholt, 1953), pp.143-7.

32Rudolph Willard, ‘The Blickling-Junius Tithing Homily and Caesarius of Arles', in T.A. Kirby

and H.B. Woolf, eds, Philologica: The Malone Anniversary Studies (Baltimore,1949), pp.65-78

(pp.72-8).

33Cp. James, Apocrypha Anecdota, p.24, lines 25-8 and pp. 29, line31 - 30, line 14, and

Silverstein, Visio Sancti Pauli, pp.138 and 142. Max Forster, ‘Zu den Blickling Homilies',
Archiv fiir das Studium der neueren Sprachen und Literaturen, 91 (1893), 179-206 (pp.183-5),

- first noted the source, - :: v .
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only recognizable biblical reference outside the tithing portion. Lines 70-72 may be compared
with the following from the so-~called Poenitentiale Pseudo-Ecgberti (corresponding passages
underlined):

se halga apostol Paulus lzred @lcum massepreoste be godes folce to lareowe bid gesett

pat heora nan ne wandige for nanes mannes ege ne for lufe ne for nanum sceatte, pat hy

ne bodian zlcon men hwzt him sy to donne 7 hwzt to forganne, gif hy sylfe wyllad bt

heom beo beborhgen on domesdzg beforan gode sylfum.34

Two points arising from a recent discussion by Milton McC. Gatch of Homily 4/Blickling
Homily IV may be mentioned. First, Gatch is troubled by the use of the the word 'godspel’ (line
7) in the phrase 'us crist selfa bebead on dysum godspelle’, when only Caesarius's text can be
meant.33 But this use of the word may be compared with instances in Homilies 1 and 3 where
*godspel' is not used of scripture. At Homily 1, line 293, '... cwd se halga man. be dis godspel
wrat', the OE homilist apparently invokes a non-scriptural source. At Homily 3, lines 128-9,
'swa ic @r szde on bissum halchum godspelle', the word seems to refer to the homily generally,
though it is not clear to what point in the text the clause refers. At Homily 3, line 164, '7 hit is
cweden on disum godspelle', the word seems to refer to the ‘Three Utterances' exemplum. Thus
Gatch may be right to suggest that the Homily 4 homilist thought of "a gospel” in the sense of a
text that is being adapted for delivery to a congregation'.36 Second, Gatch regards the piece as
mixing 'address to laity and to clergy’,37 but only once are the clergy directly addressed in the

homily.3® I read it that the portion of the homily which treats priestly reponsibilities supports

34Joseph Raith, ed., Die altenglischen Version des Halitgar'schen Bussbuches (sog. Poenitentiale
Pseudo-Ecgberti), Bibliothek der angelsachsischen Prosa, 13 (Hamburg, 1933), pp.44-5. Raith's
base text is Junius 121. The Poenitentiale is found only in manuscripts of 'Wulfstan's
Commonplace Book', for which see Dorothy Bethurum, ‘Wulfstan's Commonplace Book',
Publications of the Modern Language Association, 57 (1972), 916-29 and Hans Sauer, 'Zur
Uberlieferung und Anlage von Erzbischoff Wulfstan's Handbuch', Deutsches Archiv fiir
Erforschung des Mittelalters, 36 (1980), 341-84.
35Milton McC. Gatch, "The Unknowable Audience of the Blickling Homilies', ASE, 18 (1989),
99-115 (pp.103 and 105).
36/bid., p.103.
37bid,, p.105.
38At lines 152-3; in the Blickling text variant (Morris, Blickling Homilies, p.47, lines 22-4) the
passage is not in the second person plural: ‘7 gif pa lareowas bis nelleb fastlice Godes folce

- bebeodan, ponne beob hi wip God swype scyldige'.
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exhortation of the laity to give tithes by indicating that the duties of the priest are by no means a
light burden and that their spiritual role in society is worth paying for.
Homily S, fols 62-81r

Homily 5 is extant in two other copies, in the Vercelli and Blickling manuscripts, for
which the sigla, A and B respectively, are adopted in the manuscript notes and Commentary, the
sigla being those in Scragg, 'Corpus of Vernacular Homilies' 39

The source is the Vita Sancti Martini and Epistola tertia ad Bassulam by Sulpicius
Severus,*? but an indication that the OE probably drew on an already abbreviated Latin redaction
of Sulpicius's work is the Latin citation at line 157: the Latin and the OE text, lines 158-62, it
introduces are not in Sulpicius.4!

Manuscript pointing and capitalization is retained in the edition.*2 An essential aim of
the edition of the texts is to allow the modern reader to put him/herself in the position of a
contemporary reader. Thus it is an obvious requirement that the manuscript pointing is retained.
The normal mark is the medial point. It often marks clauses, though it marks phrases and single
words, too. Sometimes it is absent when a grammatical and sense pause is obviously required,
and thus, although pointing is frequent in C (relative, say, to the sparse pointing in the Blickling
manuscript), it cannot be relied upon to make for an easy read where a modern reader is
concerned. The texts are therefore printed sentence by sentence, each sentence spatially
distinguished on the page, a paragraph to every sentence. When it is uncertain whether a
sentence should include more than one main clause, usually because of the presence of a
conjunction, usually '7' or 'ac', the limits of a sentence are decided according to sense. As well as

permitting faithfulness to the manuscript without loss of readability, this method of presenting

3%Morris, Blickling Homilies, pp.211-227 (Homily XVIII); Scragg, Vercelli Homilies, pp.291-
308 (Homily XVIII), includes collation with C and Blickling, and largely supercedes Paul E.
Szarmach, ed., Vercelli Homilies LX -XX]II (Toronto, 1981), pp.57-67.

40Scragg, ibid., prints the pertinent parts of Sulpicius's work.

41patrick H. Zettel, '£lfric's hagiographic sources and the Latin legendary preserved in BL MS
Cotton Nero E. i + CCCC MS 9 and other manuscripts' (unpublished dissertation, Oxford
University, 1979), pp.129-30, lists Latin biographical material for St Martin, from which it
appears that no such Vifa as the OE homily may witness is extant.

420n matters of punctuation see especially Bruce Mitchell, "The Dangers of Disguise: Old
English Texts in Modern Punctuation', Review of English Studies, n.s. 31 (1980), 385-413;
Katherine O'Brien O'Keeffe, Visible Song: Transitional Literacy in Old English Verse

. (Cambridge, 1990). v e e
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OE prose also has the advuﬁge of visualizing an aspect of the composer's style. It is also easier
to locate particular passages.

The pointing in C is applied in a manner that does not vary greatly from text to text or
from hand to hand, except in Homily 2. The author of Homily 2, Zlfric, scems to have devoted
considerable attention to punctuation: Godden is able to present an easily readable text by
retaining punctuation from CUL Gg. 3. 28., the Second Series manuscript closest to ZElfric.43
Homily 2 is the only piece in C to have frequent use of the punctus versus (printed ';), as well as
one instance of a punctus elevatus (printed "', line 72), and this, along with the similarly
relatively frequent use of capital letters, may be regarded as having been copied from an
exemplar which also had retained Zlfrician punctuation and capitalization.

I have added inverted commas to passages of direct speech simply because a modern
reader is entitled to expect them. This is a fixed convention, whereas other punctuation is, in
English anyway, always to some degree a matter of writer preference.

I have not supplied a glossary, but the texts may be read with the aid of BT and BT Supp.
wherever necessary, and wherever I have found that lexical difficulties have remained after
consultation, these are considered in the Commentaries.

[] Square brackets indicate uncertain readings, omissions supplied from other
manuscripts, editorial additions of letters out of view in the binding, probably modern
superscripts and the occasional irresist tble emendation, All instances of square brackets are
commented on in the manuscript notes and further in the Commentary when more space is
needed. Where it has seemed unsafe to supply faded or destroyed (as in Homily 5, fols 72-81)
letters, a maximum number of lost letters is indicated by the the number of colons (:) in the
square brackets.

v This sign is used in the manuscript notes to indicate letters added, usually
superscript, sometimes at end lines, and usually by the copyist. Whenever added letters are not

certainly by the copyist, comment follows the lemma.

43Rudolph Willard, "The Punctuation and Capitalization of £lfric's Homily for the First Sunday
in Lent', The University of Texas Studies in English, 29 (1950), 1-32, collates the punctuation
and capitalization of Homily 2 from its manuscript copies.
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() Round brackets indicate contemporary additions. In Homily 1, fols 3-11, they
indicate the reviser's additions. In Homily 2, they indicate the rewritten letters on rectos
occasioned by the trimming of the gathering. Pointing is not reproduced when it is associated
with rewritten end lines, because it seems that points were used to mark letters to be erased and it
is not possible to be certain in every case whether points belong to the text or to this marking that
preceded erasure. Not only are there points, probably associated with the trimming, at end lines
but sometimes it may be that the wpﬁa reproduced such points when rewriting. Atline 9, the
rewritten pointing, is regarded as being certainly textual, because it is within the rewritten text.
In Homily 4 round brackets indicate additions, subsequent to copying, in a reddish ink, most
frequently of the punctus versus (or of a ‘comma’ to an existing medial point) and often of the

prefix 'ge-',
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FRAGMENT

song. 7 godes lof 7 [82s heh]stan cynincges [hereness] 7 syo birhtness. da[ra] ha[ligra] 7 da
sodfaéstan scin{ad swa] sinna 7 men rixad swa Znglas. on héofonum 7 [we] watron dider
gehatene. 7 geladode. to dam halgan ham 7 to dam cynelican fridestole; per drihten. crist.

winad. 7 rixad mid halgum sawlum; a in ealra worulda woruld. sodlice bitan &nde?~AMEN //

Letters in square brackets are either supplied or uncertain, due to wear at end lines.
4 a)] written with an ascender. 5§ worulda] 'a’ written with an ascender.
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HOMILY 1
Qv Men da leofestan we geléornodon on godcundum gewritum bzt &ghwylces monnes
sawul. @fier pisse weorulde scyl gesecegan eft dane lic[:::::::::::] pissum wordum

3 zrest bus sprecap 7 cwed bas synfullan monnes sawle,
‘gehyrstu earma senfulla lichoma. ic cyrre to de to dan bt ic d¢ werge. 7 bine
ungeleafulnesse gesecge.
6 ‘forhwon earma lichoma lufodesdu pone feond. dxt was se diofol.
‘forhwon lyfdest du. bam [::} bé forlarde purh synne lustas. 7 forhwon earma
lichoma noldest bu. gelyfan [:::::]m alysende gode ®Imihtigum. se for dinum

9  Jdingum manigfeald wite prowode.'

e brm gefastnod. his fet 7 his hand [::::::::]ge nzglum 7 durh §[:] 8[::::]nge he [::] //
12 [:]ide of hyll[::::::Jlys[::)

3 top 7. mzn da leofestan. hit segd hér on disum halgum gewrite. pat sunna is

sprecende ofer manna bearnum. (7 dus) cwedende.
15 'drihten god ®Imihtig. hu lange scyl ic 16cian ofer manna unrihtdzda;
‘ac forlet me (drihten) pat ic gehyde lyoman mines magnes. pat hi agyten.

bt du eart 4na sod god.'

18 da andswerede drihten. ([::::::::::]) 7 Sus cwedende. bat

1 -'ge'leornodon] sece Commentary. bet] retouched as abbreviated form, but space
for two letters following. 2 dane] cross-stroke of & missing MS. 2-12 For
missing letters, see Commentary. 4 gehyrstu] retoucher 'gi-'. senfulla] Fadda
emends to 'synfulla’, despite Willard's note that 'sen-' is probably the original
spelling: the '¢' can be discerned under ultra-violet light.

§ 'ge'secge. 6 for'h'won. 'se'. 7 '7'] squeezed in on line.

13 7] inleft margin. 14 sprecende] see Commentary.

15 dribten] 'd' in left margin, 18 an'd'swerede. For missing letters see
Commentary,
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24

27

30

33
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‘ealle gesihde mine eagun geseod. 7 ealle gehernesse. mine éaran gehéred. Ac
min gedyld onbit. 08 bzt hi gewaindan. 7 hrywe don. hyra synna. 7 gif hi nyllad.
ic heom (ge)deme. on dam heardest dome."

7 seo yrde cegde to drihtne. ofer manna bearnum. 7 dus (was) cwedende.

'drihten god // zImihtig. ofer ealle ges[c]fta ic eam gesceded. (cwd syo
yorde) 7 bar{e]nda manna forhealdnessa. (pat is) unrihth#med. 7 morddeda. 7
stala. 7 mane adas. 7 lyblac. (7 wiccacr[z]ftas) 7 untidzétas. 7 oferdruncennesse.
7 (tielnyssa 7) ealle da yfel. de man gedod.

'se feder arist ofer his sunu. 7 se sunu ofer his feeder. ([pt] is hyora zgher
oderne oferhogab) 7 se fremda ofer dane fremdan. swa bzt here anra gehwylc.
oderne beswiced.

'se feeder astihd ofer his sunu reste. bt he da besmited. 7 se sunu hemd. wid
his fader life. (syo synne gestigad to hylle) 7 mid dyllicum manigfealdum
léahtrum. hi besmitad (drihten dine) halgan stéwe. on dzm beod. brihta
onszgdnyssa on dinum halgan // naman.

‘7 min magen.' (cwab syo yrpe) '7 mine wastmas. fordem ic heom unwillum
gegerwige. Ac forlzt me drihten ®Imihtig. pat ic gebrece maegen minra wastma.
pat du hige swa to de gecyrre.'

da was gewdrden drihtenes stéfen (to dzre yordan. 7) dus cwedende.

'ne mag &nig man. his synna wid me ged[ig]lian.' (cwad drihten) 'ac das ealle
ic wat. ac min haligdom onbit. hwader hi gecyrran willan. 7 hréwe don. 7 gif hi
nyllad geswican (hyora misdzda.) sodlice ic heom gedeme. on dzm heardestan

déme.’

23 ges[c]=fta] 'gesexfia’ MS; retoucher emends 'e' to 'c'.
24 bezr{e]nda] 'bxzmenda’' MS; Healey's emendation. pst is] see Commentary.

25 wiccacr[z]ftas) ‘wiccacrftas' MS; retouched to read '~creflas’. 7 untidstas) *7'
in left margin. 27 [peet] supplied (so Healey); one letter space before 'is', at outside
edge of page.

31 syo] Healey *7 syo', but traces preceding 'syo' are of one of the reviser's insertion
markers, not of '7'. drihten (dine)] see Commentary.

(to dzere yordan. 7)] 'dre’ retouched to read 'dm"; 'yordan' at beginning of line
over erasure, '7' squeezed in, 38 ged[ig]lian] 'gedwelian’ MS; Healey's
emendation,
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(7) geseod nu mzn da leofestan. bzt zghwilc gesczft is gode underdyoded. 7
pzt mznnisce cyn de naifre hyra gebeda. ne geswicad. (dara manna sawla.
becumad [:::]o paradisam) //

Nu donne’' cwd sanctus. paulus ‘ic laire manna béarn. pzt hi ne geswican
(on) callum tidum. dazges 7 nihtes. (pat hi) drihten bletiende. 7 (wuldrian. 7)
ealra swidest. 8anne sunne to setle ginge. fordzm 3e on dzre tide ealles folces
Znglas. wera. 7 wifa. farad to drihtne. hi to gebiddanne. 7 hi[ge] (panne urum
drihtne)gebrengad. manna wyrc. swa hwat swa 4nra gehwilc bid wyrcende fram
arne merigen. ud afen.

"Eac swylce ic geseah' cw=d sanctus paulus. ‘on da tid de sunne. hige. ywede.
pet ealle &nglas coman. to drihtne. mid §zm wyorcum. 8¢ 4nra gehwylc (yordlic
man;) on dzre nihte was wyrcende.'

(7) ba was gewérden drihtenes stefen. (to sancte paule. 7 dus) // cwedende.

‘hwanon coman ge ure nglas.’

(7) hi da andsweredan drihtne. (8a &nglas 7) cwaédan.

‘we cdman. fram dzm mannum. 8¢ on de geléfdon. 7 dinne naman. cegdon.

Ac middangeardes gelsan hige éarme gedydon. swa bzt hige anne dzg. on eallum

* hyran life. hige wél ne dydon. (da éarman lichaman.)

'Ac tohwan (drihten) scylan we d¢nian swa synfullum mannum.'
drihtnes stéfen 3a was geworden. to (pam znglan® dus cwedende)
‘dcarf is et ge heom dénian. od dxt hige. gecyrran. 7 hrywe don. 7 gif hige.

(hryowsia[n]) nyllad. ic heom gedéme. on dam heardestan déme.'

44 [:::]o paradisam] Healey supplies 'into’ and reads 'parudisum’.

45 Nu] 'N'in left margin. 48 hi[ge] 'ge’ erased, at end line; see Commentary.
(drihtne)] 'd' in margin, 't' squeezed in on line, ‘ne' superscript; Healey, "riht" over
erased "him",' is probably right, though I see no trace.

52 (yordlic)] cross stroke of 'd' not visible. 56 hi] Healey reads 'hige’ with 'ge’
erased; some roughening of membrane surface after 'hi', just enough space for ‘ge'.
(0a =nglas)] '8’ lacks its cross stroke; faded traces of 's' at outside edge of leaf. 60
Ac] 'A' in left margin,

(pam gnglan)] ' altered from 'h', has a cross stroke; ‘am @nglan' over erasure: so
Healey; top of original '’ visible over'g’. 63 (hryowsia[n])] 'n' supplied: one letter
space between 'a’ and outer edge of leaf.
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Ongytad ni manna béamn. fordem swa hwat swa fram ds bid gedon. gédes
0dde yfeles. eall pxt fram &nglum // gode bid geszd. (7) fordan bletsiad. (eow) 7
gebiddad eow. to drihtne. (ge deges. ge nihtes.)

'pa zfter dan’' cw2d paulus. 'mé genam. drihtenes ®ngel. 7 cwd

"(ge)folga me. 7 ic de @tywe. arleasra stéwa. pzt du ongyte. (paulus.)
hwider hige beod geledde. danne hige fordférende beod.™

7 se &ngel hine (8a) geledde (paulus.) on nyowelnessa. dzr hylware waron.
7 he him dzr &teowode. on hwilce. stowe. arléasrasawla. geledde beod. danne
hi of dzm lichaman ut (ge)ganged.

7 paulus dzr geseah. ondryslic weald. dara mznaga gista. 8¢ manna hyrtan
beswicad.

pat is tzlnessa gast 7 forhealdnyssa.(gast) 7 hathyrtnyssa.(gast) 7
leasunga.(gast 7 ofermodignyssa gast. 7 eadbylhnyssa. gast. [::]ngsum. yrra. gast
7 xwergednyssa gast.) 7 da(s) watron buton alcere. // mildheortnesse.

(ealla) hyra loccas waéron swide. gemanigfealded. 7 fyrene spéarcan. of hyran
mudan. Gt gyodan,

paulus 8aahsode. dane zngel. 7 cwzd

‘wealdend. hwat syndan das.'

se zngel him andswerede. 7 cwad. (to pale)

'8is syndon (da gastas) da d¢ beod gesaénde. to arleasra manna sawlum. on tide
hyra fordfore.'

paulus da eft I6code. on heafh]nesse. 7 he dzr geseah, odre znglas. dara
ansyne scinan swa swa sunne.

hyra lendene. waéran mid gyldenum gyrdelsum begyrded. 7 palmtwigu on

hyran handum hi hzfdon. 7 mycele. mandwearnyssa. hige waron gefyllede.

66 (ge dzges. ge nihtes)] 'ge dages. ge ni' over erasure at end line, ‘htes’ in
margin. 67 pa] b’ in left margin. 68 7] in left margin. 75 7 for healdnyssa] ‘7'
in left margin. 7 leasunga) 7' in left margin. 76 [::]ngsum] sec Commentary.

80 paulus] 'p' has extended descender in left margin.

85 healh]nesse] Healey 'heannesse’; a doubtful reading: an ink blot where ascender
of second 'h' may have been written.
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93

96

99

1
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7 paulus da ahsode dane angel. // 8¢ hine lzdde hwzt da watron on swa

mycelre fegernesse,
se &ngel him andswerede. 7 cwz9d.
‘dis syndon sodfzstnyssa znglas. da beod gesende to sodfzstre sawlum donne
hige of lichaman 1t ganged 8e hyra hiht. on drihten gesetton. 7 to him gewendon'
7 paulus da cwzd to 0=m &ngle de hine ledde.

‘wealdend. ic wolde geséon sodfestra. 7 synfulra sawla of lichaman. Ut

gangende.’
se zngel him to cwa9.
"loca of heofonum on eordan.'

7 paulus da l6code. 7 he geseah alne middangeard. don gelicost de hit niht
ware.

7 paulus. his was da swide wundriende. 7 he cwad. to dzm xngle. //

‘wealdend is dis eall. manna mycelnyssa.'

se zngel him andswerede. 7 cwad

'dis syndon da ¢ singad. fram arne merigen 0d zfen.’

7 paulus. da eft locode. 7 he geseah ealne middangéard. on dyostrum gesetted.
7 sume sodfzste sawle of lichaman ut gangende.

7 hire 8a ongaén coman. da goédan gastas. 7 he geseah hi wépende. 7 hige
cwzdon

‘eala 6u sawul. hu du s nu beflihst. fordan de du gewrohtest. godes willan on
éordan.’

7 sc &ngel de dare sawle hyrde on worulde was. cegde to dzm dyoflum. 7

cwzd

‘cyrrad on bzcling scimigende. fordan. de ge ne mihton da sdwle beswican.
da da hyo on lichaman wes.'

94 7]in left margin. 95 w'e'aldend. 99 7 paulus] ‘7 in left margin. 101 ‘he’.
104 s'i'ngad.
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7 da =fter. // dan da gebyrede hit. bt paulus. gehyrde stefna on héofonum
héanyssum. cwedende.

'gebringad da sawle to is. fordon de heo gewrdhte godes willan on eordan

b=t hyo geléfe. 7 ongyte bt se is s0d god 8e heo lufode.'

7 mid di de heo was ingangende on héofonum, paulus. gehyrde dusend &ngla.

7 heahzngla cygendra, 7 cwedendra.

‘gewerlice do du gbde sawul. 7 wes Sugestrangod. 7 ealle we de efenlice
gefeod fordan de du gewrdhtest godes willan on yordan.'

7 hi da geleddon to drihtnes. gesihde. 7 michahel. 7 eall zngla werod.
gefeollan da to fotscamele. drihtnes fotum, 7 hi gebzdon. 7 hi ztewdon da sdwle
drihtne dus cwedende //

'dis is ealra god. se 0¢ gewrohte. to his anlicnyssa.'

7 se &ngel de dare sawle hyrde was. cégde to drihtne. 7 cwad

'gemime. drihten hire gewinnes. da dz ic de zlce dege gebrohte. geld hire ni
zfter dinum dome.'

7 da was gewdrden drihtenes stéfen cwedende.

‘swa he me ne geinrotsode. on yrdan. ne ic him na ne geunrotsige. 7 swa hio
was miltsigende swa ic hire ni. beo miltsigende. 7 syo hige. nd geséald michahele
dam héahzngle.'

7 he hige l2de o[n] nyorxnewanges geféan. pat hio dzr syod domesdzy. Zfre
ma nu mid eallum halgum.

7 paulus. da gehyrde xfter 8an. dusend. dusendo @ngle. lofigendra. 7 god. //

wuldrigenda. 7 hérigenda. 7 cwedenda

115 dan] Healey "™da" over erasure in original hand'; '’ a little blurred, but erasure
doubtful.

123 hi] space for two or three letters following, but no sure trace of erasure: so
Healey. 124 hi gebsedon) space for two letters after 'hi"; Healey reads ‘hige' with
‘ge’ erased, but I see no sure trace of erasure,

131 geunro't'sode. 134 o[n] nyorxnewanges)] 'onyorxnewanges', MS.

sy] space for one or two letters following: perhaps 'o' erased as Healey's reading; see
Commentary.
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'Riht eart du drihten. 7 rihte synden dine domes. fordan nis hida onfengnes.
beforan de. ac du forgylst 4nra gehwilcum fter his gewrihtum.'

7 se ngel d¢ lzdde paulus. him to cwad

"l6ca of diine'

7 paulus da l6code on yordan. 7 he geseah. sumes arléases mannes sdwule. of
lichaman. utgdngende. 7 syo. tryogode. drihten. dzges 7 nihtes. 7 hio was
cwedende. bzt hyo nin dinc elles ne cude. on dissum middangearde. buten éten.

7 drincen. 7 heo éac was cwedende.

'hwylc astiged to hylwarum. 7 eft 8anan astiged. pzt he us asecge hwylce da
domas dzar sigen.’

7 paulus. dalécode. 7 cwad

'ic ge//seah on dzre tide de hire sawul of hire lichaman eode. ealle hire synna.
7 hire yfel. beforan hire licgean. 7 on dare tide 8¢ hco sweolt. swa yfcl ddm be hire
weas geworden. swa hire selfre ware selre. bzt heo nZfre geboren ne wurde.!

7 dzr xtsomne coman. 6a halgan &nglas. 7 da godan gastas. ac da haligan
gistas. nan gewéald on dara sawle nZfdon. ac da yfelan gastas. hige leddon da
sawle. 7 cwzdon.

'Eala du éarme sawul. 16ca to dinum. lichaman. 7 ongyt din hus danon du Ut
geodest. fordan de on domesdzg. du scylt eft to dinum lichaman gehwyrfan, 7
dine synna onfén.'

Se zngel de dara // sawle hyrde was on worulde. cegde to dzre sawle. 7
cwzd.

'ic cam din ®ngel. 7 ic eardode on de da hwile de du on worulde waére. 7 zlce
dzge dine wyrc gode ic brohte. swa hwazt. swa 8u wyrcende watre fram @me
meregen 0d afen.

‘7 gif ic geweald hzfde. donne ne denode ic de. xnigen dzge. Acse
mildhyorta drihten. 7 se sodfzsta déma. us bebead. bzt we eow denian 0d pat de

ge gehwyrfan. 7 hrywe dén.

138 Riht] R'in left margin. 142 7 paulus]'7' in left margin. 152 hal'i'gan.
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‘ac du forlure dinre hrywe tid. 7 fordan ic byo afr&mdod todxg fram d¢. 7 du
bist asciden fram me todzg. to d2m écan witum.'

"7 zfter dissum' cwad sanctus paulus. 'ic gehyrde on heofonum heanyssum,
@ngla stéfna // cwedende.

""awyrpad da earman sawle. bt hyo wite hwylc se god is 3¢ hyo his beboden."™

7 paulus. gehyrde dusend dusenda @ngla ealle anre stemne. cygendre.

Tcwydendre.
‘wa O¢ du earme sawul. for 8em wyrcum ¢ du ofer yordan. gewrohtest.

'hwat hzfstu to andsweriganne. dinum drihtne. ponne du cymst. pzt du hine

gebidde.'
7 Ozre sawle &ngel cygde da. 7 he cwzd.

'wepad ealle mid me mine da léofan frynd. bzt deos sawle reste habbe. mid

me.

7 da ®nglas him andsweredan. 7 cwatdan.

‘ac syo hige anumen. of ire mundwiste. for&n Oe mid fulnesse. hyo was
ingangende.'

7 &fter dan. syo sawul wzs // gebroht beforan gode. se 8¢ hige wrohte. to his
anlicnesse. 7 hire &ngel hire beforan geode. cwedende.

‘drihten god zImihtig. dis is seo sawle. ic de gebrohte hire wyorc. da de hio

gewrohte. dages 7 nihtes.
‘geld hire nu. zfier dinum déme.’
7 drihten se sodfzsta déma. hire to cwad.
‘hwar syndan dine wastmas. for eallum d&m gédum. de ic de geséalde.
"Ic 1ét scinan mine sunnan ofer d¢. eall swa ofer dane sodfzstan. 7 ic
gegearwode 0. yordan wasmas. emne swa dzm gédan. 7 8zs du ware me

undancful. 7 fordzm du syge ni anumen héonan. // 7 du sy geseald. on dyofla

171 7 cwydendre] '7' in left margin. 174 bonne] '’ has a cross stroke.
182 wes // gebroht] ‘was ge // gebroht', MS. 188 for] '2'-shaped 'r’, at end line.
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192  hand. 7 hi 8¢ geszndan. on da utran dyostru. 7 dzr bid wop. 7 hrywsunge. 7
toda gristbitung. 7 du dzr gewunige. 4 0d domesdzg.’
7 eft paulus gehyorde. ngla stéfna. dus cwedende.
195 'Sodfast eardu drihten. 7 rihte syndan dine démas.’
7 eft paulus. locode on yordan. 7 he cwad.
'ic geséah odre sdwle. of lichaman Gt gangende. 7 twa dyofla hire onféngon. 7
198  hyo was swide srlice wépende. 7 cwedende
**gemiltsa me drihten. fordam de ic eam geseald disum twim dyoflum. 8a me
[ly  gel2#da[d]. on dara stdwe d¢ ic // n2fre ar on ns."
201 7 se lyfigenda drihten hire andswyrede. 7 cwzd
'Eala 8u arleasa sawul. hwat gedydest du dzt du waire geseald. Sysum twam
dyoflum. da syndan butan lcere mildhyortnysse’
204 Seo sawul him geandswyrede. 7 cwd
'ne gesyngode ic n&fre. drihten.'
7 se lyfigenda drihten. da geweard. swide yrre fordan d¢ hyo gecwzd. dzt hio

207  n&fre ne syngode 7 drihten hir to cwad.

‘nu get du wénst paxt du sige on wyrolde. swa swa du iu ware. Ac eower zlc.
1ihd on odrum 7 dr is synna.'
210 7 hio hine danne gegretad dzs synfullan mannes. // sawl. 7 dus cwed.
‘gehyrstu hearda lichoma. pu ungeleaffulla. scéawa on me. to hwylcere susle
du eart toweard.
213 'Ic 3¢ eft onfo. 7 pu me. 7 wit donne butu sculon béon birnende in dzm écan
fyre!
7 hio panne gyt bus clypab. 7 cweb.
216 ‘geherstu forworhta lichoma. forhwan laérde be deofol to helle. butan pzt bu

fela yfela dydest.

193 d=r] 'd' lacks cross stroke. 197 twa] followed by 'dyof’, cancelled at end line.
200 geledad] 'geledad’ MS, both 'd's being very short. 202 Eala] E' in left
margin. 204 Seo]'S'in left margin. 205 gesyngode) erasure between 'g' and 'o’;
possible 'n' discernible. 209 7] in left margin, 210 hin'e’. dzs synfullan
mannes] in bracket. 211 hwylcere]between 'h' and 'w, Yy' cancelled.



3¢

219

222

v

225

228

231

234

237

240

110

‘forhwon noldest du forwordena 7 eac forwyrhta. gehéran 8a godcundan lare.
pe pé 1Zrdon to godes rice. 7 bu noldest gecerran to him.

‘ac pu éarma lichoma pu eart déofles hus. fordan du deofles willen worhtest.

'bu wakre. yrres hyrde. 7 oferhydig.'

ponne cweb sco sawl.

‘w4 me fordzm ic pa awirgedan. pinc. mid de lufode.

‘wa me fordam ic da téweardan // pingc ne gemunde.

‘wa me fordzm. be ic me helle wite ne ondréd.

‘wa me fordam be ic heofona rice ne lafode.

‘wa me fordzm be ic gepafode. ealle da yfel be pu dydest. forpon ic nu for
dinum gewyrhtum eom cwylmed. 7 for pinum yfelum dzdum. ic eom on helle wite
bescofen.

'Ic waes godes dohter. 7 @ngla swistor gescapen; 7 bu me hafest forworht. bt
ic eam deofles béarn. 7 deoflum gelic.

‘forpon ic e wrége. 7 be ofercyme mid werginesse. forpzm pu me
forworhtest. 7 awergedne gedydest.'

ponne man da léofestan. ungelice sio gode 7 seo clatne sawl grét bone
lichaman sioddan hio him ofalzd bip.

hio hine eft secep. 7 panne him bus to cwed.

‘gehyrstu eadiga lichama. 7 pu un//synnig. ic com to de topan bat ic pe.
hyrige. 7 bine geselignesse. be secge.

‘geherstu goda lichoma. 7 pu geleaffulla pu ware godes brytta. fordon pu
godes willan worhtest.

'bu bt géorne beeodest. dagum 7 neahtum'

hio donne. eft seo gode sawl him pus to cwzd

216 forwo'r'hta. 218 geheran] Fadda sees 'i' added to give 'gehieran’, but her 'i'
seems to be an inkspot. 228 eom cwylmed] after 'com’, 'cyw' (Willard and Fadda
'cyl) erased. 230 godes] 'g' altered from 't'. 232 weerginesse] Napier thought the
i' retouched; perhaps, but could be 'e' erased and altered to 'i' by copyist. 242
cwz0] Fadda 'cwed', but "' written as abbreviation for Latin ‘et'.
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‘geherstu gesliga lichoma. wel pe wel pe. fordam pu pinum feonde deofle ne
geherdest se be woélde forléran. purh synne lustas. Ac du gytswidor ongzte 7
heolde. pa godcundan ldre ba é¢ labedon to bam upplican rice. on héofonas.’

hio hine danne gyt. herzb sio clzne sawl ponne lichoman.

‘gehérstu gebletsoda. lichoma. sceawa on me to hwilcum setle pu eart toweard.

*7 bin med // is in me fagere gesionne. bzt bu most simble éces éardes brican
in blisse.'

7 hio hine donne get gretep 7 to cwyd.

‘wel be goda lichoma. forpam pu me hafast medomne gedon. pzt ic eam mire
manegum sidum bara micelra goda. de nis zniges mannes mupes gemet. bzt bzt
asecgan mage. ne neniges mannes mod. pat hit adzncen cunne. hwilce pa
geféan éaron pe god gegarwod hafad eallum dam mannum be hine ixer on wurulde
lufiad. 7 lufian willad.

'bu eart halig lichoma. 7 wastmbérende. 7 bu eart godes hus. fordzm be god
wunab on pam 7 eardad de his bebodu fylgiap. 7 healdap.

'du ware. bat scearpuste. scyrsex. forpon 8u cudest. synna pe fram //
acéorfan.’

7 hio ponne get cwed seo sawl

'gehersdu min se 1éofesta lichoma. ic was godes dohter. 7 @ngla swystor. 7 pu
m[e] hafast gemedemod monegum sipum. 7 for dinum gewyrhtum. ic com in
heofona rice. par is leoht. 7 éce lif. 7 unaspringenlic gefea.

‘fordon ic gelomlice cume to pe mid miclum geléafan, 7 mid sibbe pat ic pe.
dancas do. 7 secge. 7 ic pe bletsie. 7 pu bist gebletsad mid me. 7 ic mid de¢ 4 in

écnesse.’

244 gyt]space for two letters following: Willard and Fadda see erasure, but I see no
trace. ongate] Fadda gives retouched reading ‘ongete’, but ‘a’ of ‘&' clearly visible.
246 dann'e’. bonne]sic MS. 248 me] followed by erasure of one letter, possibly
'g' (so Fadda). 251 pzet] followed by erasure of one letter. 253 na'ni'ges. 257
fylgiap] Fadda ‘fylgiad'. 262 mle] ‘¢’ omitted MS. 263 leoht.] followed by erased
lgl‘
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panne. mzn da leofestan. glewlice s is to ongitanne pas word d¢ mon us mid

grétan wile. godes odde yfeles. tiren zrgewyrhtum.
Eac gehycgen we. hwaderne lareaw. we wyllen habban.
God xlmihtig us lzred // 7 1adad to héofona rice.
diofol us la¥rad 7 wile forlaran. 7 eac forlaédan to helle witum.
God xlmihtig us ciged to heofona rice.
deofol us 1adad to wite 7 beswicep to déabe.
God zImihtig us l2rad. waccan. 7 gebedu.
diofol. 1s lzrad. sl&p. 7 slecnesse.
God zlmihtig. us larap. faéstan.
diofol us 12rad. oferfylle. 7 untidaétas.
God &lmihtig us lzrad. rummodnesse.
diofol us l®rap gitsunga,
God almihtig us 12rad cla&nnesse.
diofol us lzrap derne geligro.
God zImihtig us lzrad lipnesse 7 gefeohtsumnesse.
diofol us l®rad. yrre. 7 unrotnesse.
God ®Imihtig us lzrad eadmodnesse.
diofol us lzrad ofermetto.
God zlmihtig us lzrad. sibbe 7 wynsum//nesse.

diofol us 12£rad. unsibbe. 7 wrohte.

Uton we donne tilian mzn da leofestan. bzt we pas word on gemynde habban.

7 in singalum gebedum. bidden we godes ®Imihtiges mildheortnesse Zrest forpam

pas dagas pisse worulde syndan swipe mid sare geswancte. 7 gedréfede.

Ac uton we nu gedon geet we zfter bisse weorolde in helle ece witu browian ne

durfen.

267 pas] Willard ‘pa’. 270 heofona] Fadda gives ¢’ superscript. 272 h'c'ofona.
274 God]'G'in left margin. 275 slep] Fadda'slew'. 282 7] elongated, perhaps

added, as Fadda reads. gefeohts'u'mnesse. 285 diofol] 'd' in left margin.
oferm'e'tto. 286 wynsumnesse] Fadda 'win-', 287 wrohte] after 'w’, o'

- cancelled. 289 mildheortnesse] -nnesse' MS, mid-line.
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‘bt weron ba mzn' cwzd se halga man. pe dis godspel writ. 7 sette. ‘bzt ne
meag zgher ge seo fegernes he]ofona rices. ne seo grimnes. helle wites. ne da
uneadmodnessa from hyra synnum. acerran.'

Swa sanctus paulus se apostol. reahte. 7 szde // 7 pas word cwab.

usque ad uesperum. tempus omne in secula.

'bt gelimped on d2m nixtum tidum bisse worulde. pzt beop pa mzn be hie
selfe willad herian. 7 oder feogan. 7 onscunian. 7 beop oferdrinceras 7
unrihthzmed fremmeras. 7 ealra manna éahta him underdeoded. for leasum
tihtlum. 7 for leasungum nyde genymad. 7 bt get mare yfel bid hiora suna. 7
hiora dohtra. 7 hiora man unrihtlice him to &htum nimad.

*7 hie beod gitseras. godes. 7 hiora selfra. 7 beod ahafene on ofermette. 7 hio
biod yrsiende earmum mannum,;

'das dinc hie dod. 7 pissum gelice. fordam pe hic ne gedxncep pane miclan //
domesdzg.’

pas word sanctus paulus szgde. 7 reahte.

Mzn da leofestan. ponne magan we on disse weorolde oncnawan bi we hie of
bocum magan areccan. fordam cumad gelomlice on disse middangearde. 7 on
manna cynn. mistlicu 7 uncuplicu pinge.

dzt is bonne uncupe adla gelome. swanced 2ghwaber. ge min. ge pa pinc
be hie sculon biglibban

forpan. Mzn da leofestan. s is swipe mycel nyddearf. paz[t] we glewlice.
ongiten pas scortnesse pisse worulde. 7 pa ecnesse dare toweardan lifes.

pzt ne bid nefre gexndod. ne synfullum dat éce wite. ne dam sépfastum. bat
ece lif.

291 gedon) Fadda 'n’' 'espunto’, but 'n' is in form of capital N and is filled. dzt]
Fadda 'p=t’; followed by erasure of two letters. 294 h{e]ofona] superscript '¢',
marked with inverted 'v', probably modern. gr'i'mnes. 297 omne] ‘omnen’ MS.
298 bzt gelimped] abbreviated pat’ in left margin. 299 f'e’ogan. 310 pi'n'ge.
311 gelome) possible erased 'm' after 'ge’, at end line. p'i'nc. 313 pe|t] b’ MS.
314 'to'weardan.
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Ealla das dinc. Mzn da leofestan. uton we geornlice. gedaincean. 7 eal ure
/ bv 318  lif. 7 ure// beawas uton we simle to dam beteran gecyrran. pzt we purh dzt godes
lufan. 7 mid lichoman. clznnesse. 7 sawle drefnesse we us sceawien 7 gecéosen
pone ecean god on heofonum. 7 we ne beon mid dam synfullum wit[nod]e innan
321  helle. ac bat we motan béon, mid gode 7 mid his halgum @nglum inne dam ecan
rice. bar nzfre. lyofe. ne todzlad. ne lade ne gemetad.
witodlice pa man. be bis willap gefyllan. mid clenum dedum. pzt we nu
324  gehyrdan. beforan us secgan 7 12éran hie panne nzfre ne beod. onwainded. fram
Nr  dam. écean gefean heofona rices. // wuldres. ac hie métan féran. 7 becuman in dat
upplice wuldor. 7 paer brican. mid his gecorenum znglum; a in ealra wurulda
327  wuruld; abuton a&nde; amen

317 d'i'nc. gedancean] 'ge’ very faint, at end line: Fadda 'erased’, but ‘ure’ at end
next line is retouched and had been also probably faint. 320 wit[nod]e] ‘witodne'
MS. 321 ac]'a’ with ascender.
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HOMILY 1. COMMENTARY

Most of the writing on fol. 2v has been retouched. This includes superscript letters (and
*7' in line 7) and it is impossible to state with confidence where the copyist was responsible or
which additions were made after copying. Accents are also uncertain: of the three shown (there
may also be one on the first syllable of 'lustas’, (line 7) only that on ‘forl&rde’ is unretouched;
others may be lost.
2 ecegan eft dane lic These letters are not retouched, and seem to have been added by the
reviser of fols 2v-6r. 'lic' is written in the gutter margin and the first half of the next lin¢ is
illegible. Willard reports ‘7' ‘at about two letters distance to the left of "pissum™: I am not sure
about this '7', but a possible reading is '...lichaman 7 mid pissum...'
3 sawle This nominative singular form occurs also in the Visio Pauli material, at lines 177
and 184. See Healey's note to her line 147 for discussion of these and other instances of the
form; she notes, too, the nominative singular forms 'synne' used by the reviser at line 31, and
‘synna’ at line 209, as well as the probably nominative singular form 'hrywsunge' at line 192.
7 bem [::] Willard reports that Napier believed the missing letters are 'de’, and of course the
relative particle is to be expected here.
8 gelyfan [::::]lm  Willard supplies '[on ba]m'; '[on pz]m' is also possible, of course.
10-12 god gefaste...lys[::] 'god' is not retouched. The whole passage was added by the
reviser of fols 2v-6r. Willard, who saw more letters than I can make out, supplies the following,
partly conjectured, reading:
god gefaste .xxxx. dage[s?] [t]os[o]mne 7 zfter dam fxstene he self w[zs on] rode
gefzstnod his fet 7 his hand ... ge nzglum 7 durh 3[a] 8[row]unge he us [w]olde of hylle
[witum?] alysan
Willard notes: 'the conjectured letters of "3a drowunge ... wolde of helle[sic}witum" are Napier's,

the rest mine'. 'rode’ is perhaps discernible when it is expected, and there is a possible 's' two

letter spaces to the left of the word, with two further letter spaces before the edge of the leaf, just
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space for ‘wa'. If the line below was also begun hard up to the edge of the leaf, there is a possible
maximum of eight letter spaces before 'ge nzglum', as I indicate in the text.

The reviser's bringing together of Christ's fast and the crucifixion reflects, of course, the
Church calendar, not the gospel narrative.
14 sprecende This word is written twice. The appearance is that the second half of the
second manuscript line and two or three letters at the beginning of the third manuscript line must
have been erased. 'sprecende’ appears over the possible erasure in the second line, but only the
retoucher's ink is visible; the reviser of fols 2v-6r has also written the word, beginning in the left
margin and extending into . . . the blank space in the third line, with final ‘¢’ written over o’ of
‘ofer': the whole word (of which 's' has been lost in the binding) has been cancelled. Some of the
copyist's original text , a very few words , has been lost from the second and third manuscript
lines, but what this might have been remains a matter for speculation. For a possible explanation
of how the reading arose, see note to line 46, below. For the possibility that the passage ' 7 man
... gewrite pa&t’ (line 13) has been added over erasure, see above, p.68. There is a good
photographic reproduction of fol.3r in Old English Newsletter,11.1 (Fall, 1977), p.15. This
reproduction also shows the reviser's added text at the foot of fol.3r, as well as the ends of added
lines that extend into the gutter margin of fol.2v.
18 drihten ([:::::::::]) 7 dus  Interlinear traces of letters over about a ten-letter space are
scarcely detectable: Healey reads 'dar’ as the first three (I see possiblc"éa:‘) and supplies the
conjectured reading 'dzre sunnan'.
20 hi gewzndan Healey 'hige wendan': the ‘hige' spelling of the 3rd person plural pronoun
occurs certainly for the first time at line 36. I prefer 'hi' here, in keeping with 'hi nyllad' in the
present line, and with the occurrence of ‘gewendon’ with a similar sense at line 93.
24 forhealdnessa. unrihthsemed (peetis) Healey notes that the added abbreviated 'pt’ is
'probably over erased' '7'; aside from the context of the list of sins, some blurring of the letter and
the fact that there is space for '7' between the point and ‘unrihth@med' are grounds for the
probability; 'is' is superscript. Healey considers that the reviser regarded ‘forhealdnessa’ (which
translates Latin ‘fornicationes’) as meaning sins in general, and that for this reason he added bt

- is', introducing the list of particular sins. However she adduces evidence that the stem ‘forheald-'
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occurs (except for an instance in Beowulf) when sexual sin is meant, and the reviser's added ‘pat
is' (replacing '7") could as well indicate that the reviser regarded 'forhealdnessa' as meaning much
the same as 'unrihthzmed' (Latin 'adulteria").

30 sunu for genitive 'suna': see note to line 115, below.

32 (drihten dine) Healey gives only 'dine' as reviser's addition, with 'drihten’ added ‘over
erasure in original hand'; ‘dine', extending into the right hand margin, is certainly the reviser's,
but 'drihten’ is uncertain: some blurring of the ink suggests that part of the word, at least, was
written over erasure, but the word could as well have been added by the reviser. It seems likely
that the reviser added ‘drihten dine' over erased 'dine’. Cp. Healey's reference (p.30) to the

reading in her discussion of the reviser's additions.

d=m in error for 'da&re’, agreeing with 'stowe', feminine plural.

46 (p=t hi) drihten bletiende. 7 (wuldrian. 7) Latin 'benedicite dominum deum
incessabiliter’. Healey emends by eliminating the first *7' (see her note to her lines 34-5), but
another possible explanation for this awkward re%ng is that the reviser intended ‘bletiende. 7' to
be deleted and replaced by his clausal construction. The construction, verb of ceasing
(‘geswican', line 45) plus present participle, is 'not common’, but not unknown, in OE: see
Mitchell, OF Syntax, I, para.979. The translator, it will be observed, makes free use of the
construction, verb 'to be' plus present participle.

It may be that the peculiar case of 'sprecende’ (see note to line 14, above) is to be
explained similarly: the reviser adds 'sprecende’ in the margin, leaving a preceding rejected
reading to be erased later, which it is, 'sprecende’ then being written in the line, and the reviser's
marginal additon cancelled. The rejected reading may have been marked for deletion
(‘expunged':the usual method being to mark the words for deletion with a subscript point) in the
case of 'sprecende’, but in the present case the reviser may have omitted to do so. A difficulty
with this explanation for 'sprecende’ is that the reviser seems to have erased two or three letters in
the third line to make room for his addition: why then did he not erase the text in the second

line? The answer could be that he did not wish to spend the time.
48 hi[ge] Healey assumes that the reviser is responsible for the erasure of 'ge’, because he

. makes an addition at this point in the text, but such an assumption is not safe. It could be that
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the erasure occurred before the reviser made his addition, when ‘hige' was followed by
‘gebrazngad’. This erasure would then be comparable to *hi gebadon' (line 124, Healey, line 102),
where there is a possible ersaure after 'hi', and where repeated 'ge' may have seemed infelicitous,
as Healey herself implies in her comment on this instance. The form 'hige' is retained before a
‘ge-' prefix at line 62, but note that there is a point between pronoun and verb in this case. The
copyist, Hand B, may have occasionally corrected the probably strange form of the pronoun as he
worked. Another possible erasure of 'ge’ of 'hige' is at line 123. The spelling ‘hige' is used for
the accusative feminine pronoun as well as for nominative and accusative plural. At lines 134,
153 and 182, where the accusative feminine pronoun ‘hige' precedes a verb, the verbs do not have
‘ge-' prefixes.

52-3 anra gehwylc (yordlic man;) The reviser would perhaps have been more correct to add
'yordlicra manna', in the genitive. Cp. the same construction, but with a pronoun, at line 28, and
see Healey's note to this line (her line 17) for further examples of this construction with a
pronoun. An example with both pronoun and noun is below, Homily 3, line 235, 'hyra anra
gehwilc dara manna’.

73 memnaga A peculiar spelling, for 'maniga (manigra)', as Healey notes. Although Healey is
right in saying that no other low stress words (""pone, ponne, hwanon™) in the text are spelt with
‘2", the copyist, Hand B, writes 'b&nne / dznne' at Homily 2, line 88 and Homily 4, lines 107 and
192. However, all other instances of the word (in Hand B's stint in Homily 4 and Hand A's in
Homily 1) have the spelling 'man-', with two instances of ‘mon-' (one in each stint).

76 [:]ngsum. yrra. gast Cp. Healey's note (her line 65). Fadda read '7 angsume ...", perhaps
assuming the point before ‘yrra' was the trace of an 'e’. Healey read '7 [::::]gsum'. The back of
possible 'a’ and all of 'n’ are clearly visible. Between the edge of the leaf and probable ‘angsum'
there is space for one letter.

81-3 hwset syndan das ... dis syndon For neuter singular 'dis' (see also lines 92 and 104) with
a plural verb and complement, see Mitchell, OF Syntax, 1, para.342, and compare the same use

of ‘pat’ at ibid., paras 323-5.
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92 snglas. dabeod 'da'is better read as a relative pronoun (Latin 'angeli ... qui’). If read as
a demonstrative, the antecedent of the relative 'de hyra' at line 93 would be syntactically
ambiguous, either angels ('da’) or souls (hige").

102 eall. manna mycelnyssa 'mycelnyssa' can hardly be, as it looks, genitive plural, and
must be cither nominative singular or (partitive) genitive singular. Healey (see her note to her
line 84) prefers the former. For ‘eall' plus genitive, see Mitchell, OF Syntax, 1, para. 455.

104 singad for 'syngiad'; cp. 'syngode’, line 207, and see Healey's note to her line 85.

107 da godan gastas Mention of evil spirits (= '32zm dyoflum’ at line 111), as in the Latin,is
required here for the sense of the narrative in lines 107-14. It is the evil spirits who should weep
and address the soul. See Healey's note, where she supplies '... 7 8a yfelan gastas, ac da yfelan
gastas nan geweald on dara sawle nzfdon ...", conjectured from the example of lines 152-3.

115 heofonum for genitive 'heofona’. Healey notes the possibility that '-um’ may reflect the
use of an open a in an exemplar. Open-headed a is not necessarily a very early form (see Ker,
Catalogue, p.xxviii), but another possibility is that the error reflects square a, a common tenth-
century form (see ibid.). The same error occurs at line 168, and cp. 'sunu’, line 30, for genitive
'suna’ and 'eagun’, line 19, for 'eagan'.

121 gewerlice =Latin ‘viriliter', Healey notes an instance (without the 'ge' prefix) of ‘werlice’

spelt with ‘&' (see her note to her line 99). There is also a possibility that the reading arose from

confusion with ‘warlice', 'prudently’,
121-2 efenlice gefeod Latin 'congaudebimus'.
128 gewinnes. dad= ‘'0a Oz for 'dxs d¢' or ‘0zt after gen. neut. sg. 'gewinnes'. The ending

*-nes’ could perhaps have been perceived by a copyist as the feminine noun ending. Cp. Healey's

note to her line 105.

131 he.. him for ‘heo ... hire' (as Healey emends), although I have not found an instance of

‘(ge)unrotsian’ taking the dative,
132 syo hige. nu geseald Here and at line 180 ('syo hige anumen’) the accusative form of the
feminine pronoun occurs where one would expect the nominative.

134 syod The possible erasure of ‘o' of 'syo' here, as Healey notes, is comparable to the

. erasure of 'ge’ of 'hige’ at line 48 (see note to this line), but again it is not safe to assume with
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Healey that the reviser was responsible for the erasure. It is, however, admittedly more likely

that a reader rather than a copyist would be concerned with this sort of detail, which would only

matter when pronounced.

152 0a godan gastas for '0a yfelan gastas', as Healey notes (Latin 'sancti angeli et maligni’).
168 heofonum for 'heofona’: see note to line 115 above.

170 bwylc se god is de hyo his beboden for Latin 'quia est deus ut contempsit'. Either 'his
beboden' is a corruption of the 3rd person singular of a verb meaning ‘to despise', or a verb
meaning 'to despise' has beem. omitted and "beboden' derives from the accusative plural noun
"beboda/u’. Healey offers an emendation: 'hwylc se god is 8e hyo [hyspte] his bebod[u]'.

177 and 184 sawle See note to line 3 above.

184 sawle, ic Strictly, syntax requires a relative particle ‘3¢’ before 'ic'.

208-10 See above, pp.65-7.

209 synna See note to line 3 above.

210 hine The pronoun, of course, does not refer to its syntactic antecedent 'drihten’, but
anticipates 'lichoma’ at line 211.

246 ponne for pone'.

248 fmgere gesionne. bt ... If, as it appears, 'gesionne’ is an inflected infinitive, preceding
'to’ has been omitted: for the strict regularity of 'to’ with the inflected infinitive, see Mitchell, OF
Syntax, paras 921 and 935. The redacted version of the soul and body text in Assmann XIV (line
99) has 'feger 7 gesyne 7 ...", raising the possibility that 'gesionne’ could be read as an adjective,
with ‘fegere' an adverb.

251 medomne acc. masc. sg., for 'medome’, acc. fem. sg.

mare Fadda considered the comparative of ‘mice!l' difficult and emends to ‘mere’ (illustrious'),
but the emendation does not seem to solve the difficulty of the whole clause bt ic eam mare ...
goda'. The general sense is clear enough, that the body's behaviour has continually increased the
soul's share of heavenly benefits, but a close translation is elusive.

282 gefeohtsumnesse The word occurs uniquely here. A.S. Napier, 'Contributions to Old

English Lexicography', Transactions of the Philological Society (1903-6), 265-358 (pp.293-4),

and thence BTSupp., accepts the word as deriving from 'gefeon’ 'to rejoice’, but since the stem is
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‘gefeoht-' and therefore closer to ‘gefeohtan’ ‘to fight' (a wholly inappropriate meaning here) there

is the possibility that the word has been mispelt.

295 uneadmodnessa Another word which occurs uniquely here, noted only in MCOE. The
prefix 'un-' must carry here its pejorative, not its negative, sense. The word may then be
translated 'humiliations', and included with the preceding phrase 'ne seo grimnes. helle wites":
'nor the ferocity, nor the humiliations of hell's punishments'. The sense fits well with the
description of the overbearing persons in lines 298-306.

299 oder for 'odre', accusative plural.

302 mzn for 'manna’, genitive, in keeping with ‘suna’ and 'dohtra’, whose possessions,'zhta’,
may be understood in following ‘zhtum'.

303 hie beod gitseras. godes. 7 hiora selfra Again a noun seems to be understood after the
genitives: ‘they are misers of god's and their own (things)'.

303-4 hio biod yrsiende earmum mannum Although no doubt these grasping persons would
be enraging to poor people, perhaps the sense is rather that they treat the poor angrily.

308-9 ponne magan we ... areccan I cannot find directly translatable grammatical sense
here: 'oncnawan' seems to require an object, since the clause 'pi ... areccan' does not seem to
constitute its complement. I hesitate to postulate corruption, since sense is expressed: the
expression may be genuinely elliptical, depending on a grammatical ambiguity of 'pi', which may
be here at once pronominal (in instrumental case, complemented by the accusative plural
pronoun ‘hie’) and conjunctival (='because’). The general sense must be that 'through books we
can be forewarned about evils that visit the world'.

311 man for 'man’,accusative plural.

314 dxre for'dzs', to agree with 'lifes', gen. neut. sg.

318-21 Dzt we durh d=t godes lufan ... ac b=t we motan beon This passage does not read
easily. 'pat we ... lufan' may be emended in two ways: either delete ‘we' and '3t to give pat
durh godes lufan’, or emend the noun 'lufan’ to the verb ‘'lufian’ to give ‘p&t we durh dat godes
lufian, 'witil’tl\t genitive 'godes' then having a noun (or noun phrase) understood (see notes to

lines 302 and 303 above), so that we may translate, 'so that thereby we may love what is proper to
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God'. The latter alternative is preferable, since it is the simpler. At line 320 I would emend *7' to
'pat', particularly in order to fit in with 'ac bt ...! at line 321.

322 lyofe presumably = leofe’,

326 7p=rbrucan It seems unusual for 'brucan' to be intransitive, but ¢p. Homily 3, line 206,

where an analagous passage has the same phrase.
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CHARMS

wid wif bearn eacenu;

Maria virgo peperit cristum elizabet sterilis peperit iohannem baptistam; Adiuro te

3 infans si és masculus; Aut fémina. per patrem. et filium. et spiritum sanctum; vt
éxeas. et recédas et ultra. éi non noceas néque insipientiam illi facias. amen;
Videns dominus flentes soréres lazari ad monumentum lacrimatus est coram iudéis

[TTv 6 etclamabat lazare ueni foras et prodiit; ligtis // ménibus. et pedibus qui fuerat
quatridudnus mortuus; Writ dis on wéxe de nafre ne com to nanen wyrce. 7 bind
under hire swidran fot;~

9 Wid gestice.
wrid cristes mel. 7 sing. drywe dzrdn. dis. 7 pater noster; longinus miles lancea
ponxit. dominum et restitit sanguis. et recessit dolor; |

12 Wid uncudum swyle.
sing on dine lzcefinger. iii. pater noster: 7 writ ymb pat sare. 7 cwed. Fige

diabolus cristus te séquitur. quando nétus est cristus. fugit dolor; 7 eft. iii. pater

15  noster. 7. iii. fuge diabolus;

wid tod éce.

Sanctus pétrus supra mdrméream //

2 cristum) 'xpm' MS. 3 Aut] Cockayne'an'. 6 ligatis] Cockayne 'ligatus’. 10
drywe dzran] Cockayne 'driwe dzron'. 13 iii] Cockayne 'in'. 14 cristus] ‘xpc’
MS. eft. iii.] Cockayne 'zftur’.



(8r

1§v 12

15

18

21

corner of the page.

124

HOMILY 2

DOMINICA I IN QUADRAGESSIMA

MEN DA LEOFESTAN EOW EALLUM IS CUJ (3es) gzrlica ymbryne us
gebringd efne (nu 8a) clenan tid lengtenlices fastenes (on dam we) scylan Gre
gemeleaste 7 forgzged(nyssa. irum) gastlicum scriftum geandettan (7 mid) faestene
7 mid waccum 7 gebedum 7 &lmes(dedum) fram synnum adwéan. bzt we
bealdlice mid (gast)licere blisse da eastarlican mar(sunge) cristes afristes wyrdian
motan (7 dzs) halgan hisles 8igen mid geléafan (under)fén. tre synna to
forgifenesse (7 to ge)scyldnesse deoflicra costunga.

(witodlice) pis feowertigfealde faisten was d(steald) on dzre éaldan gecydnessa.
da da (se) héretoga moysses faste . xl. daga (7 xI. nihta. tosomne) to 8i pat he
moste godes. &. under(fon)

Eft syddan se mafre witega. elias. eall (swa) lang fasten durh godes mihte
(afzste) swa swa se oder gefylde; 7 syddan. he // weard geferod lichamlice on
heofonlicum crate to 8am uplican life. 7 cymd eft he 7 enoh tog®nes antecriste. to
di pat heo ds déofles leasunge mid godes sodfastnesse oferstzlan;

Drihten éac on dzre nywan gecydnessa faste durh his godcundan mihte. xI.
daga. 7 xl. nihta. fram eallum eordlicum bygleofan;

Dus was tre lengtenlic fasten @stéald. ac we ne magon for ure tyddernesse
pyllic fasten durhteon;

Nu is alyfed durh lareowa ealdordom bzt we deghwamlice on dyssere

lzngtenlican tide urne lichaman gereordigan. mid forhafednysse: 7 syfernesse 7

clennysse;

11 Eft] E'in the original left margin. 12 he] in a bracket at the bottom right
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Stunlice fest se l&ngtenlic fasten se 8¢ on disum clanan timan mid galscipe
hine sylfne befyld;

Unrihtlic is bat se cristena man flesclice lustas gefremme on dam timan be he
flesclice mettas forgan scyl;

witod//lice on eallum tidum gedafenad criste(num) mannum bat hi gbde weorc
begin. 7 zlmes(dz)da. 7 swa deah swidost on disum geman(licum) festene;

Se 8¢ on odrum dagum. to sldw. waére to gédnysse. he scyl hurudinga (on)
disum dagum acwician on gédum bigengum

Se 8¢ Zr gledlice mid gédum weorcum hine sclfne geglzngde. him gedafenad
pat he (on) disum dagum geornlicor mid weallendre lufe his gédnysse gecyde;

Ne bib nan fs(ten) gode gecweme. buton se man hine selfne fram leahtrum
forhabbe;

Beod gemyn(dige) dara twégra worda de drihten cwad (on his) godspelle; he
cwzd;

‘forgifad 7 eow bid (for)gifen;

'Sellad 7 eow bid geseald;'

bas (twa) zImessena cyn us synd to beganne (mid) micelre gecnyrdnesse. pat
we odrum man(num) mid inweardre héortan forgifan (gif hi) ehwzr s gebylgdon.
to 8i ot s god (for)gyfnesse do ure synna.

7 uton don dearfum // 7 wanspedigum sume hydde tra goda. pam zlmihtigum
gode to wyrdmynte. 3e hit Gs alende. bt he us mare on dam towéardan forgife;

Mildheortnyss is synna l#cedom; heo alyst is fram dam écean deade. 7 ne
gedafad us bzt we to forwyrde becuman;

Mildheortnys ana gemundad s on 8am myclan dome. gif we on andweardum
life hi 0drum mannum cydad;

Witodlice dam bip dém butan mildheortnysse se 3¢ nu odrum demd buton

mildheortnysse;

28 he scyl hurudinga) blurring suggests on erasure, by copyist. 30 Se]'S'in
original left margin. 41 dearfum] added, not by copyist, at bottom left corner of
page; traces of the original rewritten word, cut through; at bottom right edge of leaf.
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Of rihtwisum gestréonum man sceal £lmessan dzlan swa swa hit awriten is;

Awyrda dinne drihten mid dinum &htum. 7 of dinum frumwastmum. syle
dcarfum,

da zlmessan de of réaflace beod gesealde syndon gode swa gecweme swylce
hwa acwelle odres mannes cild. 7 bringe dam fader bzt heafod to lce;

God bebyt bt man &lmessan wyrce. 7 forbead ficn 7 reaflac;

Se unrihtwisa berepd odre. 7 blissad // hine selfne;

Eft gif se dearfa hine bit (zl)messan. ponne geunrotsad he. 7 awznt his (neb)
aweg. 7 forgyt d=s witegan cwide;

Se de (awant) his neb fram clypiendum dearfan (he self) clypad eft [t]o gode 7
his stemne ne bid (gehe)red;

Ahyld dine éaran to dzs wadlan (béne) pat god eft dine stemne gehyre,

Dzl (of dem) de de god forgzf. 7 dine gbd beod gemznigfealded,

Gif du forgemeleasost to de(lenne) zImessan. god de benymd dinra goda (7
du) belyfst syddan wadla;

God forgifd (ricum) welan genihtsumlice. 7 dam déarfan (on)tihd;

Hwi swa

pat he afandige da rican (durh) his dearfena hafenléaste.

God ge(wrohte) welegan 7 déarfan. 7 wolde bzt se dearfe ware afed Surh done
rican;

God ge(sette) done welegan on his godum.

hwi scyl he (donne) him anum gedhnian bzt heom ban for(gifen) wes;

Gif du talast to dinum geswince// dxt dxt du hafast. 0dde gif du wénst pat
daxre eordan was[tlmas pine synd. ponn cwed se zlmihtiga wealdend to de:

‘efne nu ic de oftéo minne fultum. 7 hafa de bin geswinc;

'Ic oftéo mine rénscuras. 7 ic wyrce 8in land unwzsmbare;

'Gif pat land pin is. se rén is min.

58 [t]o] superscript 't', marked with an inverted 'v' is probably modern.
71 geswince] 'ce’ in a bracket below 'in'. 72 waes[t]mas] superscript 't', marked
with an inverted V!, is probably modern; see Commentary. ponn] sic. 73 p'i'n.
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‘teoh du ford rénscuras gif du miht. 7 gewztera dine &ceras.
'Gif bu mzge d6 b=t sunne scine bt dine &ceras ripian;'
78 Witodlice pat yfele land bt 8u de geahnast. nis din ac is dzs xlmihtigan swa
swa se witega cwzd;
Domini est terra et plenitudo eius.
81 'seo eorde 7 hire gefyllednyss is godes;'
God cwz) eft to de.
‘mine d¢arfan hxbbad ealle ding gif hi me znne habbad;
84 ‘hwat hefstu gif du me nafst;

'‘Pu hiwast swilce du dinum cilde hit sparige. 7 nist hwaem hit gescytt;'

Swa swa se witega cwzd;
87 'On idel swincd se de gold hordad. 7 nat hwam he hit gegaderad,
2\ 'deah din feoh // ne atdrige deah gexndad din lif dznne du lzst wenst.'

swa swa crist self (cwzd) be sumum ricum mann on his god(spelle)

90 He cwzd
'sum welig man was on worul(de) 7 his wastmas genihtsumlice dugon
'(da) sméade se rica 7 cwazd;
93 "Hwzt do ic 1a (nu ic) nzbbe hwar ic mzge ealle mine wast(mas) gegadrian;”
'Eft he cwad
"ic wille ryman minne bertun. 7 mine bercne gedac(nigan) 7 dider gegadrian
96 ealle mine wastmas 7 cwedan to minre sawle; 'Min sawul (3u) hzft fyla géda to
manegra gara (bryce) Gereste nu. 7 ett. 7 drinc. 7 gewist(fulla)™
‘Pa cwzd god to dam rican;
99 "Du stunta (nu to)niht du scylt din lif alztan;
"hwes (beod) donne dine tylunge,”

‘Swa bid se de him (sylfum) goldhordad. 7 nis on gode welig;'

90 He] 'H' in left margin, 91 wsestmas] 't' written over a minim. 96 Gereste]
'G'in left margin. 98 Pa]'P'in leff margin,
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Efne (3u on)drast 3¢ on dam gedale. ne ondrzt (du d¢) to dzlenne. du de nast

hwader du mergenes // gebist;

Cyd mildheortnesse éarmum mannum mid dinum begzte. ne forlzt se.
Zlmihtiga god de se d¢ to dxlere gesette.

be disum cwzd drihten on his godspelle;

‘ne behyde ge eowerne goldhord on eordan. dzr d2r 6m 7 mohdan hit awestad
7 deofas. adelfad. 7 forstelad; Ac hordiad eowerne goldhord. on heofonum. dzr
ne cymd ne 6m ne mohde ne déofas ne adelfad ne ne xtbredad;

'sodlice dzr dzr din gold is dar bid din heorte;’

hu magon we ure hord on heofonum behydon buton durh lmessan;

Swa hwat swa we be anfealdum. godes dearfum for his lufan syllad. he hit us
forgilt be hundfealdum on dam toweardan life;

Gif ealle. men on worulde rice waran donne nzfde sio mildheortnyss nenne
stede bt seo Imesse ure synne lég adwyscte swa swa hit awriten is;

Sicut aqua extinguit ignem ita elemosina // extinguit peccan;

bat is swa swa wa(ter) adwyscd fyt swa adwyscd seo &l(messe) da synna;

Nis nan d¢arfa fram (2Imes)dedum ascyred,

Witodlice sum earm wuduwe nzfde ealra zhta buton (2nne) fyrdling. dane heo
brohte to godes ([w]yofode) on cristes andweardnesse. 7 he hi (8zr)rihte mid his
halgan mude geherede ([7] cwad)

's0d ic eow secge pat deos éarme wuduwe (brohte) maran l1ic donne &nig oder
man on disum. dage. fordan de heo brohte eall paxt heo (hatfde) mid estfullum
mode;'

Eft on odre stowe cwd drihten on his godspelle;

‘Swa (hwa) swa syld anum dyrstigum meann (ceald) water on minum naman.

ne forléost (he his) méde dzre deda;'

103 mergenes] in a bracket at bottom right corner of page. 107 'ge'. 110
sodli'ce’. 114 donne] followed by 'ware', which is cancelled and marked with a
set of three points before and after. 120 ([w]yofode)] ‘W' presumably obscured in
binding. 121 [7] cwd]'7?' prcsumably obscured in bmdmg 122 de'o's.

125 s'to'we. ...
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we
Sodlice ne bid s (to) zlmessan geteald gif /\ dam mannum sellad de heora

neoda habbad. for(dan) de god ne hét us gewelian da hzbbendan. // ac bzt we dam

wadliendum gefultumedon;

We willad gét nne cwide dzre godspellican gerecednesse eow gereccen on
disum ilcan andgyte;

Drihten sprac ymbe his tocyme to dam myclan dome. [7 pus cwad,

'Witodlice mannes bearn cymd on his mazgendrymme. 7 ealle englas samod

mid him to am micclum dome.]

*danpe sit he on domsetle his magendrymnesse 7 beod. gegadrode tforan him
ealle deode. 7 he toscat hi on twa swa swa hyrde toscet scap fram gitum;

'Danne gelogad he da scap on his swidran hand. 7 da gt on his wynstran;’

We willad eow geswutulian nu Zrest gif eower hwylc nyte hwzt mannes bearn
sy. pat is crist self mannes béarn se de is anes madenes sunu dxre eadigan marian
on dxre mzniscnesse. 7 seo manniscnyss bid gesewen on dam ddéme Ponne he self
sit on his domsetle. 7 da rihtwisan on his swidran hand. 7 éa synfullan on his
wynstran,

Ponne cwed crist godes sunu // to dam de on his swidran hand stan(ded)

Venite benedicti patris mei percipite (regnum) quod vobis paratum est ab initio
(mundi)

‘Cumad ge gebletsode to minum fader (7 ge)ahniad St rice de eow gegarwod
wes fram frymde middangeardes;

‘Me (hin)grode. 7 ge me gereordon;

‘Me dyrste (7 ge me) scenctan;

'Ic was cuma. 7 ge me undorfen(gon) on eowrum gesthise;

'Ic waes nacod (7 ge me) scryddon;

'Ic wees geuntrumod. 7 ge me (genéo)sodon;

'Ic wees on cwarterne. 7 ge comon (to me) 7 ge me gefrefrodon;’

128 'we'. hebbendan] 'dan' in a bracket at bottom right corner of page. 133-5
[7 pus ... dome] supplied, see Commentary. 141 Ponne]'P' in left margin. 145

. Venite] 'V in left margin. ‘147 Cumsd] 'C' in left margin. 150 scaen'c'tan.
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bonne andswariad (da) rihtwisan criste 7 cwedad;

156 ‘Drihten (hwzn)ne gesawan we 3¢ hungrigne. 7 we 8¢ ge(ryor)dodon; Odde

durstigne. 7 we de scentan
"(0d3¢) hwznne ware du cuma. 7 we de under(féngon)
159 '‘0Odde hwznne gesawe de untrumne. 0dde (on) cwarterne. 7 we dz
genysodon;'
DPanne and(wyrt) se cyning. dam rihtwisum disum wordum. //
23 v 162 Sod ic eow secge swa linge swa ge dydon anum disum lzstum on minum
naman. ge hit dydon me selfum;'
Donne cwed he eft to dam synfullum 3¢ on his wynstran healfe standad;
165 Discedite a me maledicti in ignem eternum qui preparatus est diabolo et
engelis eius;
'Gewitad fram me awyrgdon in to dam ecan fyre de is gegzrcod dam deofle. 7
168  his awyr[g]dum gastum;
‘Me hingrode. 7 ge¢ me &tes forwyrndon;
'Me dyrste. 7 ge me drincan ne sealdan;
171 'Ic waes cuma. 7 ge me undorfon noldon;
'Ic waes nacod noldon ge me wada tydian;
'Ic waes untrum. 7 on cwarterne. noldon ge me gencosian;'
17_4 bonne andsweriad da unrihtwisan. manfullan;
"la leof hwznne gesawe we de hungrigne 0dde durstigne. o0dde cuman. 0dde
nacodne. 0dde geuntrumodne. od3e on cwarterne. 7 we de noldan denian;'
177 DPanne andwyrtt se cynig. him 7 cwed;
2 ‘Swa lidnge // swa ge forwyrdon anum man of (8isum) littum. 7 noldon him on
minum naman ([t]ydian) Swa lange ge me selfum his (for)wyrndon;'
180 Ponne (farad) da uncystigan. 7 da (unriht)wisan. into écere (cwic)susle mid

deofle. 7 his (awyrgdum) =nglum; 7 da rihtwisan gecyrrad (fram) dam dome into

159 00de] 'Od' in left margin. 168 awyr{g]dum] superscript 'g', marked with an
inverted 'v', is probably modern. 169 7] squeezed in on line,by copyist. 171 I¢] T
inleft margin. 179 Swa]'S'in left margin.
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dam écan life. mid (criste) 7 his gecorenum znglum; Mid dam hio libbad. 7

183  rixiad. onsawle. 7 onlichaman. (4) in ealra worulda woruld amen.:~:~:~

183 a] written with an ascender.
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HOMILY 2. COMMENTARY

Godden's edition, £lfric's Catholic Homilies. Second Series, pp.60-66, is referred to by author's
name, along with line number.

1 ISCUS All other manuscripts have 'is cud pat'. The copyist perhaps failed to rewrite ‘pzt’,
causing the ungrammatical reading. ‘

3-4 7 mid fxstene ... adwean (Godden, lines 4-5) Like C, Bodley 346 and 342, CCCC 198
and CCCC 162 omit ‘us', object of 'adwean’, before ‘mid'.

8 witodlice At the end of the preceding line, ‘wutod' appears to be written by the modern hand
who added superscript arabic numbers at points throughout Homily 2. Superscript '2' precedes
‘wutod'. Perhaps ‘wutod' was still visible and the modern hand retraced the letters, but no other
erased end lines show traces of letters (erasure at end lines is indicated by roughening of the
surface of the membrane). '7' at the end line preceding 7 x1. nihta' seems also to have been
written by the modern hand. For modern additions, see above p.22.

22 Stun'lice . for 'Stuntlice'.

42 on dam toweardan (Godden, line 46) Only CCCC 302 has 'on dam toweardan life"; at
line 113 all manuscripts have 'life’ in the same phrase and in similar context, and cp. lines 45-6,
'on andweardum life', all manuscripts. BT does not give a substantive use of ‘towearda'. There is
potential ambiguity here, since it could be taken that some time in the future is meant, rather
than the after-life. Cp. Homily 4, line 277, 'ge her on wyrolde. ge on dzre toweardan', where the
feminine 'dzre’, agreeing with ‘wyrolde’, indicates that ‘toweardan' is adjectival rather than
nominal. A look through MCOE shows several instances like this in Zlfric's work, but none of a
nominal 'towearda’, the only instance of which I have seen is in a hymn printed by Michael
Korhammer, Die Monastischen Cantica im Mittelalter und ihre altenglischen
Interlinearversionen (Munich, 1976), p.314, where 'on pam toweardan' glosses 'in futuro’. If
there is omission error in the present case, familiarity with the use of adjective 'towearda’ in a

paired phrase referring to present and future could account for its persistence or coincidence in

_the copies. However, if a nominal usage of 'towearda' is strictly ungrammatical, there is a faulty
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reading here, though there is not a failure of sense. On adjectives used as nouns, see Mitchell,
OE Syntax, 1, paras 132-5. Such forms as '3a uncystigan. 7 8a unrihtwisan' at line 180, of
persons, are unexceptional.

72 westmas The superscript addition of 't' is marked with an inverted ‘v’ and is probably
modern (see above, p.22). At line 91, the copyist, Hand B, began to write ‘wasmas’ but altered
the first minim of ‘m'’ to 't'; ¢p. also ‘'unwasmbaere', at line 75. In Homily 4, also written by Hand
B, an added 't in ‘wastmas' at line 189 is marked with an inverted 'v'. The letter 't' is omitted
from a consonant cluster at line 22 above; cp. also 'scntan’, line 157, and ‘sczn’'c'tan’, line 150,
where the superscript is by the copyist. It may be that these spellings reflect the copyist's
pronunciation.

78 pext yfeleland (Godden, line80) Like C, Bodley 340 and 342 and CCCC 162 have ‘'yfele',
while CCCC 198 has 'yfe'. All other manuscripts have the plainly correct 'sylfe’.

105 se de (Godden, linel03) All other manuscripts have a further 'd¢’, ‘you', object of
‘gesette’.In Bodley 340 and 342, CCCC198 and Hatton 114 the word is added.

121-2 [7] cwed sod (Godden, line 120) I cannot agree with Godden that 'sodlice’ was the
original reading for 'sod’, as he indicates in his collation. He discusses the point in his notes to
the homily (p.351), taking it that 'sod' was cut off when the gathering was trimmed and rewritten
on erased 'lice’ at the beginning of the next line. '[7] cwad' has been rewritten and, judging by
the smaller numbers of the other examples of rewritten letters, I do not think that there could
have been space at the end of the original line for 7 cwzd sod'. Neither is there space at the
beginning of the next line for 'lice' where '08' now is, 's' being in the margin. It may be that 'S'
was erased from the margin to be replaced by 's', making more room to rewrite '7 cwad'.
However, it is a minor point which does not involve a difficult reading, nor need it raise doubt
about the place of C in the textual tradition represented by Bodley 340 and 342, CCCC 198 and
CCCC 162.

133-S [7 bus cw=d ... dome] Supplied from Godden, lines 131-3. Hatton 114 has the same

omission, presumably due to homeoteleuton. The omission has not brought about an
unserviceable reading, though Zlfric's text is marred by it, particularly by the loss of mention of

" 'mannes bearn' (line 134), which is explained at lines 139-41.
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159 gesawe for 'gesawe we'; CCCC 198 and CCCC 162 also omit ‘we' here.

178 forwyrdon for 'forwyrndon'; in CCCC 162 the same error has been corrected after
copying. In CCCC 198, CCCC 162, CULI. 4. 6. and CCCC 178 the 'n’ has been omitted from
the same word at its next occurrence (line 179), where in CCCC 162 the copyist this time makes
the correction. The added partial copy of the homily at the end of Bodley 342 has the same error
at line 169. In none of these cases is the context suitable for the verb ‘forweorpan’ in its usual
sense ‘perish’, etc. It is odd that the error is made, in some or all cases independently, at different
points in copies of the same passage, especially when it is considered that the preterite plural of
‘forweorpan' is commonly spelt ‘forwurdon’, as well as ‘forwyrdon' in LWS,

182-3 What look like neums are drawn over 'criste',"his', ‘ge’ of 'gecorenan’ and 'ra’ and ‘wor’ in
‘ealra worulda'. These neum-like marks are in the same ink as a pen trial that follows the end of
the text and cannot therefore be taken to suggest an intoning of the homily conclusion (see above,

p.35).
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HOMILY 3

25¢ Geherad nu man da leofestan. hu us godes béc moniegap. 7 myndigad to ures lifes
clennesse. 7 lichdman 7 sdule. pat is pat we hatbben @rest rihtne geléafan. to
3 pam acznn[e]dan7 bam @Imihtigan gode. fordan butan rihtan geléafan 7 rihtum
dzdum nan man to gode becuman ne mag.
fordan s myndigad godes béc pzt we ure zlmessan sellan earmum mannum 7
6  togodes circean. 7 dzghmeim 2r we to urum gereordum gesitten pat we simle
hwathwega gode to willan gedén.
habbe zghwilc man be his m®de ba god pe god wite pxt he gedon maege. 7
9  seo @Imesse sceal béon symle mid rihte begyten. gif heo gode ondfnge beon sczl.
25v 7 simle to halgum tidum we hie // geornost sellen fordan e hit awriten is on cristes
bocum bzt man mid pzre £lmassan mage his synna adwascean. swa man mag
12  mid waltere fyr adwascean. gif hie mid rihte gestrenede beod.
hu mzg se cristena man beon sopfast 7 clzne 7 gode gecdren gif he nyle godes
)
cyricean secean, halchum dagum. pam pe we freolsian scéolan. 7 bar pa halchan
15  geryno gehyran. 7 to ban halgestan. 7 to ban héhstan tidum to husle gingan.
7 ealle we scéolon anum gode péowian. pam be on heofonum is. 7 ealles
middangeardes wealdend.
18 he us mid his prowunge aliesde of pam heardestan 7 pam grimmestan helle
26~  witum. forpy we nu on pas halchan tide sculan onfén // an ure [:]nd[::]ton cristes
pam halgum gerynum. ond [::]o[:::Jen we him bis feowertiga nihta on clznnessa. 7
21  onforhafdnesse unrihtlices lichaman lustes. pat we mazgen on pa eastertid rihtlice

7 mid clennesse 7 mid hihte becuman to pam halgan hisle érsorhlice.

3 acaznnle]dan) 'acennendan' MS; see Commentary. 4 'ne'. 8 god] Fadda
reports a final v’ erased; space for one letter, but copyist's spacing between words is
often generous. Fadda's 'u' seems to be shine-through of first two minims of
‘middangeardes' on verso. 15 tidum] followed by two or three letter space: possible
erasure. 16 heof'o'num. 18 aliesde] Fadda 'aliesde ond', but her ‘ond' (='7") is
shine-through from recto of abbreviated 'pxt’. 19 and 20 For missing letters see

. Commentary. 20 f'e'owertiga.
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forban manige syndan sodfste weorc. pe man wyrcean scal on pas halgan tid.

eac pbam fastene.

pat synt ure gelyfedan cyricsocna. 7 halga weccean. 7 halige gebédu. 7
#lmaissan. 7 dru[n]cennesse to forginne.

ne he selfa ne he oberne ne bidde dy laés hiera bégra saul burh dzt forloren
wéorpe. forpan be se druncnesse manige synne weced on fultum fyrenlustum. 7 on
unrih//tum geflitum. 7 on gitsungum. be him purh deofles biswicnesse. purh bzt
druncen. bid t6 béren. forpan be he simle wile fram gode atéon. swa fela swa he
mast meg. 7 on pam écum witum gebringan. ealle pa pe his 1drum geheran,

willad.

ac us man simle bebeoded on godes bebodum bzt we genéache ure cyricean

- sécean. 7 par gehieren ra¢dan pa godcundan wérd pe drihten sélfa gescép. ealra

codcundra gesamnunge.

ac beo ge nu gepyldige. pah eow man mid wordum trehege. pat ge ba yflan
word ne forgylden. mid oprum yfelum wordum. And peah man gehere odérne him
on dweorh sprécan panne ne geandswerige he na him mid nane // yfele, panne bid
his saule eft agyfen tienfealde. wastmas on godes gesamnunge.

ac andettad ge eow nu eowra synna. 7 dod hiera sode hréwe banne beod eowra
saula purh bzt gehalede 7 ge findad eft forgyfenesse. eowra synna on pam
nichstan dege.

7 he bid panne orsérh fordan pe he Zr dyde sode hréowsunge his synna. forpan
on pa tid be his saul of his lichaman gewitzt 7 heo bip synfull. panne bip hiere
ealles gelic peah heo. panne wélde hréowe don. forpan heo syppan nader ne meg

ne synnigian ne hréowsian

26 dru[n]cennesse] superscript ‘n', marked with an inverted 'v', is probably
modern. 27 ‘for'loren] ‘for' not added by copyist: 'f' is crossed, unlike the form
used by copyist, and tops of descenders are formed differently. 33 ac] 'a’ written
with a short ascender. 36 tre'he'ge] Fadda prints ‘trege’, thinking that copyist
meant to emend to "trehe’, but no indication that 'ge' should be deleted. 37 And]
‘A’in left margin. 40 ac] ‘a’ written with a short ascender. 43 forpan] Fadda

- fordan’. -
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ac bebeorgan we us nu pa niderlican witu. 7 gegzrwian we Us nu ba
heofoncindan léoht. 7 bisne héofon 7 pas waéter. // 7 bis fyr.

ac we ne magon geseon hwanan hie cumad hider. ac we. magon. scewian
bisne heofon 7 bas water 7 bis fyr her on eorpan. 7 nis on hefonum gesewen nader
ne fyr ne water. ac heofona fyr. 7 heofona water syndan gédes Znglas gewordene.

ac utan nu geearnian bzt we ne becumen. to pam uncudan witum ac bzt we

geféon mid gode zfter pisse wéorulde.

7 forpan drihten him sohte f#mnan innod on to eardianne.

pxt he us purh bzt ztewde pxt we sculan beforan godes gesihde drihtnes
ondfancge on him seluum geséon b2t he was man gewérdan.

forpan we panne nu sculan gode onfon mid s swa he selfa. cwzd;

In me manet[e] et ego in uobis. sed quare deus noster nascendo per

uirgine[m] sic uoluit reformari ad uita. ut quia// [per] mulierem in hunc mundum

intrauerat:

he cwazd drihten be pissum manniscum kynne.

‘wuniap on me. 7 ic on eow’

ac forhwan was drihten acznned. burh femnan innod. batan pat he wélde us
gescyppan to bam ecean life,

forban bzt géara gelamp. purh éuan adames wif pat deap was gangende on
middangeard. 7 ba was bissum middangearde éft hiera hale agyfen. purh marian
pa femnan.

7 cudlice pa drihten py priddan daége of déape ards fram hélwarum. 7 pa
gebzdan him @rest wif t. 7 heom was beboden pat hie irnon. 7 bodedan his
apostolum his @rist 7 he was ®rest fram pam wimmannum tywed.

forpan us @rest dead // purh wifman ongefeoll. 7 ba éft forpan wifman xrest
bododan. 7 cypdan mannum his &rist.

51 ac] 'a’ written with an ascender. gewordene]Fadda '-wurd-'. 52 ac utan] ‘'a’ of
‘ac’ written with an ascender. 58-9 manet[e] 'manet' MS; virgine[m) ‘virgine'

MS; [per] mulierem) 'mulierem' MS: emendations follow Fadda. 66 hele] 'z’ is
written as abbreviated Latin 'et’. 69 h'i'm. to] Fadda omits. 70 w[ilmmannum]

.. superscript 'i', marked with an inverted ‘v, is probably modern.
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ond bt wif bt ®rest deades byrgde. pa was héo éft forpan édwit prowigende.
from hire were. 7 ba scylde be héo bzr dyde. seo hire warb on ecnesse
ongewrecén. 7 hira synna wéron miclum begoten ofer is.

7 ba 1is wiitodlice becom ure drihten purh marian leoma. pzre halchan

f2mnan

pxt was bt drihten com to éorpan purh hie. 7 god ztewde on dam bzt he is

ealra clznnessa frima.

7 bus us onfeng ure drihten purh hine sélfne. bt he wélde bxt we hine

onféngon. on us.

pis word panne tacnap. pat s min onfehp godes. se de rihtlice geherep swa
swa // hine wise gela‘rad.

god us hafad beboden pat we him péowigen on clenan lichaman forban he
was geboren purh pare clenan famnan léoma.

forpan he is larcow zlcere clennesse. 7 ne maig se nzfre wésan cl&€ne se de
nyla his synna geswican. @r his Zndedage.

7 nu mznnisc[licle. we pe crist witen. lufian we hine. forpan simle mid claine
lichaman. 7 mid hluttre gepdnce. banne adilgad he 1s crist fram eallum urum
synnum. 7 we magon geearnian gif we sélfe willap. bt crist eardad an 1s.

pis word banne tacnad pat crist selfa. behealded pa man pa pe tela dod. 7
deofol tihtad bam be on pweorh // pzncead.

7 soblice ba pe crist ne lufiad. hu magan ba cwedan pat hie sien cristene. ac
us gedafna anra gehwilcum pat he s ahebbe on ba séban cristennesse. 7 forlate
ba wéorc pe se earma féond mzn lzra.

hu mzg se man béon cristen. gif he flited wid cristes bebodu.

72 bododan] Fadda -dad-'. h'i's. 73 byrgde] Fadda records superscript 'i' after
'r', but not well formed, could be mistaken touch of the pen; not marked as

Superscript, as superscript 'i's are preceding and following. 73 prow'i'gende. 78
on) Fadda reports erasure of one letter preceding, but no sure trace. 84 h'i'm. 87
er] ‘&' written as abbreviated Lann ‘et’. 88 ma:nmsc[hc]e] ‘manniscilce’, with '¢’

e 4 superscnpt,MS W C
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ac ba de siendan purh god gewérdene. healded ge nu panne godes bebddu.
forpan he is swipe mihtig. pat he eow forgyfe eces lifes reste. swa he séifa was
sprecénde. 7 he cwed

Diliges dominum deum tuum ex toto corde tuo et ex tota anima tua et totis
uiribus tuis. deinde diligis proximum tuum quam [t]e ipsum. qui enim diligit
proximum totam legem impleuit;

he cwd ure // drihten be pissum manniscean cynne.

‘lufiap ge eowerne drihten. god mid ealre eowre heorten. 7 mid ealre eowre
saule. 7 mid ealle maégne. 7 panne @fier pissum. lufiap eowre pa nihstan. swa
eow sélfe. 7 panne witodlice sé pe lafap his panc nihstan panne gefyllad se ®lce
godes 2.

forban he bebéad ®gher ge on paxre ealdan 2. ge on pere niwan 2. baxt we
heolden ures drihtnes bebodu halendes. cristes. 7 pa he us sealde pa niwan &. pa
bebéad hé us on pare . bat we lufedan us betweonum. 7 ba drihten hine ztywde
oft on eor//ban xfter pan pe he up astigen was. pa cwad he be his gingrum

‘ge beop mine discipulo. gif ge cow lufiad eow betweonum.’

7 fordan men pa leofestan weorbiad eow selfe betweonan eow. fordan we
syndan ealra anra leoman. 7 crist is ure héafod. forpan he aérest gescép ure ealra
fader. 7 méder.

7 hé is sdplice 3[t]) gepwatre 1éohtes béarn. 7 ba beod witodlice beostra bearn.
pa 3¢ willad simle stindan on dam maéstum geflitum.

ac gehealden we s pat we sien pzs leohtestan leohtes béarn. nalas biestra
béarn. fordan se man se e ded manige synna se bid piestra béarn. 7 deofla béarn

geciged. 7 baman // pa de d6d gbd. 7 beod xlmesfille. pa beod godes béarn

100 Diliges] D' in left margin. 101 [fle] 'se' MS. 104 heorten] Fadda 'hearten'.
105 =fter] '’ written as abbreviated Latin 'et'. 108 niwan =] 'z’ written as
abbreviated Latin 'et’, 116 3[=t] '3' MS.. 118 ac) 'a' writen with an ascender.
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geciged. 7 8a man ba de d6d god 7 drihtnes willan; panne wuniad péra sdula in
écum wuldre.

7 bare saule méte. bip wutodlice. bt se man héalde drihtnes bebodo pa hwile
de he lifiende sie. 7 8[2t] bid dre siule drinca pt man him géomlice to gode
gebidde. 7 bzt man geléme faste. 7 godes naman gedénce.

7 seo almesse bib hiera synna forgifenes. 7 hiere érganan beod. ba halgan
godes word be men singad. 7 ne secep drihten nan pinc mare fram pam mannum

biitan bzt hie his naman on ®lce wisan wéorpian dages 7 nihtes. swa ic r sade.

an dissum halchan godspélle.

7 we sculan swide georn//lice mid urum sdulum, 7 mid urum lichaman
ahebban bzs heofonlican cyninges naman. forpan us watran of heofonum purh
pane cyning swide faégre gife hider ons@nde. 7 gif we géomlice his niman
begangad. panne beop ire sdula halie gewordene. 7 hiere becymed swibe geféalic
blis fram pam ecean cyninge.

7 ure lichaman. be of éorpan gewordene waran beod aélce dzge fedde fram
pam heofonlican cyninge.

pxs mannes saul bid liflic. 7 cymed fram éordan. se lichama.

fordan he sceal béon. mid eordan féd.

7 bas mannes saul bid godes orodes. 7 heo fordan scéal béon mid codcundum

magenum. 7 mid husle geféded.

7 fordan us is to wilnianne pxt god us ge//fylle mid sodfzstnesse.

hwzt panne we beod mid durste. 7 mid hungre. gewyrde. ac we willad panne
sone drincan 7 étan,

forpan se lichama ne mag nane hwile lyfgean swa déah butan mete. 7 drincan.
swa bas mannes saul ne mzg nane hwile beon butan godcundum weorcum.

ac gegearwien .wc ura saula clennesse. mid lifan. 7 mid eadmodnesse. 7 mid

arfestnesse. 7 mid rammodnesse. 7 mid halignesse. 7 mid smiltnesse 7 mid

121 drihtn'e’s. 124 3[wt]'d' MS. 126 forgifenes] Fadda -ness’. be'0'd. 131
cyn'i'nges. 135 lce] 'a' written as abbreviated Latin ‘et’, 140 'ge'feded]

" superscript not certainly by copyist. * 146 ‘m'i'd lufan.
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gedungennesse. 7 mid [bileJhwitnesse. 7 mid rihtnesse. 7 mid godcundnesse. 7
gepyldmodnesse 7 geswigunge. ponne tis man on dweorh to spréce. 7 mid wéccean
7 mid mildheortnesse. 7 mid sigef[:)stnesse. 7 gemetfestnesse. 7 mid ar//nesse
godcundra beboda.

pis donne is swide gastlic wéorc 7 swide halwendlic. 7 mid pyllicum
maigenum bip dxs mannes saul mid gereordum gefylled.

7 ba mzn be bis eall beop donde. panne beod péra saula bréohtran panne
sunne. panne heo breohtest scined. swa he self was cwedende.

Tunc iusti fulgebunt sicut sol in regno patris eorum. qui habet aures audiendi

audiat.

anima homines. peccatores cum exierat de corpore.

Drihten he cwad

'sodfzste men scinad on hera federrice efne swa sunne on héofonum. 7 panne
nu se man se d¢ &nig andgit habbe ponne gehiere he pisses cwides pearlwisnesse.’

hit // gelimped. banne pzs synfullan mannes siul. g&d of his lichaman. donne

bid héo seofon sidum swéartre. donne se hrafen,
7 hit is cwéden on 8issum godspelle. bt déofla 1edan 8a sdule.
7 panne heo spreced. wépéndre stzfne. to dam déoflum. 7 hyo cweb.
‘micle siendon. ba dyostre pe ge mé. to lzdad.'
7 panne dndsweriad hire da déoflo. 7 hie cwedad
'‘méran. be siendan téweard. in hélle.’
panne cwed seo saul éft
‘micel is 8¢os unrotnes pe ge mé to ledad.
7 banne. andsweriad. hiere pa déofle. 7 hie cwedad.
'maran gewin. 7 mare unblis. bé is gegearwod. on hélle.'

7 panne fier pysum wérdum. hie 12dad pa saule. on helle witu.

148 [bile]hwitnesse] Fadda 'lilie-'; scc Commentary. 149 gepyldmodnesse]
Fadda 'gepylmodnesse’. dweor'n'. 150 sigef[:]stnesse] retoucher "fest-'. 161 se

"' "man] Fadda 'scinan'.""173 s'a'ule;” "
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ond panne bid dzs halgan mannes siul. wutodlice. // panne héo of dam
lichaman. ginged. seofon sidum heo bid béorhtre. panne sinne. 7 ba hilgan
godes Znglas. hie 12dad to paradysum.

7 panne cwyd seo sdul to dam @nglum. pe hie latdad.

*éala mycel is ¢os blis. be ic ongelatdad éam.’

Ond banne dndswergead. hire. pa &nglas. 7 cwedad

‘mare blis pe is on héofonum gegéarwad.’

Ond panne seo siul éft cwed

'micel is pes prym. be we on syndan.’

7 banne. andswérgead. hiere pa #nglas. 7 cwedad

pu cymest. ful Zr to maran, prymme.’

ond banne. cwyd seo sdul. priddan side.

'mycel is pis. léoht pe ic on éam.'

Ond panne. 4ndswergead hiere. pa &nglas. 7 hie cwedad.

'pu gemetst. mare léoht mid gode.'

Ond bénne syngad pa hilgan &nglas swide. gastli[g]ne // sang 7 bérad da
clanan sdwle. to gode on héora f2dmum. 7 hie cwadad to d2re sdwle;

Béatus quem elegisti replebimur;

hie cwedad.

‘eadig eart du sawl du name gode eardunge in dinum hise; 7 we nu gefyllad
mid gode din his.

'din témpl. his hdlig. 7 windorlicre drymnesse;’

Ond hie cwedad eft be dare siwle.

‘eadig eart du sdwl. du gehéolde dines drihtnes bebodu; 7 du dydest géornlice

zfter dines godes willan;'

184 ful] Fadda reprts 'u' formed from an erased letter, but no certain trace of
erasure; 'f' retouched, ‘u' written as 'v'. 187 "c'wedad. 189 gastli[g]ne]
'gastlingne' MS; see Commentary. 193 7 we nu] these words are written again

.. after ‘halig', line 195, then cancelled; cancelled ‘we' has an accent.
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Eala du halige drynnes. fazder. 7 sunu. 7 halig gist // du d¢ &fre waire 7 Zfre
bist. 7 nu eart én 2lmihtig god. untodzledlic; on d¢ we geléfad. 7 hihted. dzt us
ne durfe sceamian. 7 dzt us tre fynd ne gebismrian;

Eala du god zlmihtig; 7 eala du éce drihten; 7 eala du undeadlice scyppend,;
de we bidad. 7 halsiad. mid ealre ure heortan. 7 mid eallum méde. 7 mid eallum
mzgene. dxt du afyrsige fram Us. ealle tre unrihtwisnesse. 7 we geéarnian. dzt
we motan becuman to 8inum rice. 7 mid de rixian on héofona rices // wuldre; 7
pat we mid be moton féran. 7 becuman inne 3zt upplice. wuldor. 7 8zr brican.
mid pinum. gecorenum. @nglum.

And nu man 8a leofestan. ondradan we s dara awiergedra deofla
sweartnesse. 7 hellebrégan. 7 hiora dracona fulnesse. 7 hiora wyrma gredignesse.
7 wildeora rednesse. 7 hiora susla micelnesse. 7 hiora da écean witu.

par bip eagona wop. 7 topa gristbitung. 7 wélera durst.

7 bar beop saula on miclum geflitum. toslitene.

7 par bip. héortan fyrhtu. 7 par bip saula Unrotnesse. 7 prétena drygnesse,

7 par bib singallic cyrm. 7 gelémlic geomrung.

7 bar beob da synfullan saula forgitene. 7 heora éardungstow bip mid déoflum,

7 par bip wite. butan &nde. 7 déostra bitan leohte. 7 cleopung bitan
gehémesse. 7 micel wop. 7 micel géomrung.

7 bar bip &t // éce sar 7 orwéne. bat him xfre ds sir linne. 7 him her
nxfre ne becymeb nznig fréfor. ne nznig help abitan sirlic ande

7 bt beod da arleasan. de simle hiera deades wyscead 7 him n[:] geseald ne
bid na dy hrador.

205 7 mid de rixia'n'] squeezed in, with superscript at end line; written by copyist,
not added as Fadda reports. on heofona rices] bracketed in a drawing of a bird.
205-6 7 bt we mid pe] Fadda reports ‘7' added on erasure and 'p' of 'pe' added;
whole phrase is cramped and shows blurring, could be on erasure; ‘e’ of 'pe’ has

~ tongue extended upwards in form of 9-shaped abbreviation for's’. 218 'dzt']

" added in margin, retouched. 220 nf:] Fadda prints 'na’, but the letter is uncertain.
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7 bzr bip fyrenmere swilce odru s, 7 pat is swibe orméte deopnes. dxs

grand([es) 7 eal yfel ongemanged on 8am grind[e] 7 par nznig god xtiewed bip on
6am gru[nde]

7 br bip sco eorde gode ofergyten.

7 blr] beod ba earman tintrego. 7 hie dzr p[a] wuniegad 4 worulda woruld.

Pis donne [is] synfulra stow 6n to éardianne. 7 hi[era] gebunes dzr donne
béop on bisum wlitum] da forlegeran. 7 ba godwrican. 7 pa o[fer]welgan. pe mid
unrihtnesse him [#r] begéatan, 7 ba gitseras. 7 pa struder[as] 7 da deofas. 7 da
dcodsceadan. 7 da [man]sworan // 7 ba 16geras. 7 pa gramhéortan. 7 pa
lyblzcean. 7 pa de manige galdor cunnon 7 pa de geléme galab. 7 ba unrihtfullan.
7 ba arleasan. 7 ba hitheortan. 7 ba =festegan. 7 ba yfelan. 7 pa ofermodan. 7 pa
de eall yfel wro[h]tan. 7 ba de deofle waron simle gongende on hiora
cardungstowe. Oc hie noldan nznige hreowe don. hyra synna. r hyra fordfore

7 hyra anra gehwilc dara manna. e nyle his synna geswican. donpe onfehp he
pyllicum tintregum.

Swilce on disum bdcum szged. ponne xfter don. pa halgan. 7 pa sodfzstan
mid. criste. mid hyra godum wyrcum.

bzt ponne syndan da unwamman. 7 pa clznan 7 pa rihtwisan. 7 pa gédan //
7 pa mandwaran. 7 ba gecorenan. 7 pba medoman. 7 mildhéortan. 7 pa
gedyldegan. 7 pa getréwan. 7 pa cadmodan. 7 8a dc gode herap on calle tid. 7 pa
rummodan. 7 ba snotran. 7 pa wisan.

7 ba be waron mid swide mycelre godes lufan gefyllede. hie hafdon. mycle
forhzfdnesse. 7 forwyrnednesse. hiera lichaman lustes. 7 hie nu eardiad mid

criste. for hyra godum wéorcum. dr bid léohtes leoht 7 willa das léohtes.

223-30 Bracketed letters on fol.35v are conjectural; manuscript readings at end
lines are obscured by the paper end leaf, which has been pasted on to the inner edge
of fol.35v. Supplied letters agree with those printed by Fadda (without comment)
except that at line 229 Fadda reads 'a’' for my '‘&r'. 230 [man]sworan] 'sworan' in
bracket at bottom right corner of page. 232 ofermodan] Fadda 'oferniodan’. 233
wro[h]tan] superscript 'h', marked with an inverted 'v', is probably modem 239
At the foot of fol.36r a part line is enclosed in an ornamental bracket; this pactlce is

.- continued through to fol.52v.
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7 par bid éce geféa. 7 ber bid &ngla breohtnes. 7 haligra lufu. 7 per bip seo
éce 4r.

7 bar ne bid nenig bréga. néfre gesewen. ne ne gehéred. ac dzr bid blis
butan &nde. 7 iugod butan yldo. //

7 par nafre. niht ne gedéostrad. ac dzr simle. awunad. bzt heofonlice 1éoht.

7 bar ne beod nenige tintréga geywed. ac dzr bid seo éce hZl. 7 syo éce lufu.
swibe ungeswaéncedu.

7 bar bid seo unawandedlic. eadignes. 7 par wuniad his 8a. halgan. on dam
hyhstan wuldre. a in ealra worulda woruld.

7 bonne ne bid us mid gode don mére gewin. gesewen. ne gegearwod. bonne
bysum halgum was. de ic big sécge. Gif we willad ure synna geswican. 7 gode
cadmode béon. swa drihten selfa was sprecende. 7 he cwad.

O fratres dilectissimi quam timendus est dies ille. in quo dominus proposuit
uenire cum flammam ignis. // quod inflammabit in adversarios.

He cwz3d.

‘eala men da léofestan. hu eow is to ondredanne. se deg se d¢ drihten.
oncymed to éow. mid fyres ligam. 7 he donne forbarned. calle his pa
widerwéardan.

7 ponne wepad swide biterlice ealle da de nu dod. unrihtwisnesse.

7 ponne magon elle eordlice man. geséon. ealra cyninga cyning. cumende

ofer héofonas wolcnum. mid his dam miclan drymme.

246 breohtnes] Fadda 'breohtenes'. 248 ba'r' ne] long open r, not copyist's usual
form, squeezed in between '&' and 'n', Fadda reports by a corrector, but ink and hand
look like copyist's; another long open r is at line 253 in the first p&r, written at the
end of a line on fol.37r. 248, 250, 251 ac] ‘'a’ written with an ascender. 253 da.)
between 'da’ and the point an erasure of four letters: first letter appears to have been
an ascender, followed closely by possible tail of 'g', then possible a’ and 'n' (Fadda
reports first two letters 'hg"). Thus it scems that copyist at first wrote ‘dalgan’ and
left space, perhaps, because of damage to surface of membrane, which shows
scraping. 254 a) written with ascender. 259 wuenire) at end line preceding, ‘ueni’
cancelled. 262 7] in left margin.

265 7} in left margin, but remainder of lines on this page begun directly below the

*7. _elle] Fadda ealle’, | 280 gemeru.] Fadda reports an erasure of one letter after

‘gemzru, but I see no trace; Fadda may have been misled by the point and a stain,
283 grystbitung] Fadda 'grist-'. 288 dzr] 'dz' written over 'ne' (Fadda 'na’ or 'ne’,
but tongue of ¢’ visible in bow of '&").

To e al
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7 ponne beod ealle gesczfta. swide onhrerede. beforan him. 7 heofon bid
gefealdan on da tid swa swa béc. 7 sz bid adrigod. 7 ealle gescafta beod
onhrerede. 7 sunne bid gehwyrfed on deostro. 7 mona ne seled. // his leoht. 7
steorran feallad of heofonum. 7 eall héofona matgen bid onhrered.

7 bonne ealle eordan magda geseod. pt micle sigebéacen. bat is seo halige
cristes rod.

7 bonne for dzre rode beorhtnesse. bid eall des middangeard. adyostrad. efne
swa niht. 7 pa synfullan. mzn. beod ablende. 7 ponne forwyrdad.

7 bonne se mycla deg cymed. 7 crist cymed to dam déme. bonne magon da
wérigan gastas. geséon hwone hie @r oferhogodan. 7 his bebodu. héaldan noldan,
7 bonne sendad drihten his 2nglas on feower &ndas dises middangéardes.

7 ponne beod gesamnode. ealle gecorene. da de // nu sod 7 riht willad. 7 fram
hyra synnum ahwyrfan.

7 bonne fram heofones heanessum. 0d cordan gemaru. beod gesamnode.
gbde. on 0a swidran healfe. in done ungeaindedan geféan. 7 blisse.

7 ba synfullan beod gesende on done fyrenan ofn. dzr bid wop. 7 toda
grystbitung. se was gera gegéarwod. deoflum. 7 his ®nglum. 7 hadenum
péodum. dam de ne woldan hyra saule geedniwian. on dam liflican pweale. 7 hie
noldan gelyfan. bzt he watre crist godes sunu.

wa la donne dam synfullum de hyra gebines. bid mid déoflum.

Eala par ponne bid ormetlic sead mid dam deoflum. 7 nZfre da wyrmas. // ne
sweltad d¢ on dam seade wuniad. 7 dr ne bid natfre dara tintrega fyr adwysced.
ne dxr nZfre nenig stefn bid gehered. butan gnornunge 7 par nabbad synfulle

man nznige odre reste butan on helle. 7 nabbad hie n®fre na2nige clennesse.

butan dam cealdan sniwe.

Wa la pam mannum. de dzr sculan béon onbelécene. on dam synfullan seade.

7 hie beod bedzlde fram eallum dam timbre d¢ heom ar behaten was.

7 hie beod gode ofergytene. 7 hie ne becumad nzfre on his gemynde.
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7 hyra méte bid tintrego. 7 hyra eardung bid mid deoflum. 7 bar ne bid nzfre.
/I nznig 1éoht geséwen. buton 8yostro.

seo stow bonne bid gegearwod. dam yflum 7 pam 4rleasum. 7 hit is
gegearwod . dam mannum de hie waéron gefeonde on his dzs nyhstan yfle.

7 he bonne asznded. his pa gecorenan. of dara 4rleasra. midle 7 sznded hie
donne on his ble]m. : bzt is donne to gerecenesse. seo héofonlice gebines.

7 bar donne scinad da s6dfzstan. on hyra faderrice efne swa sunne.

7 hie dzr donne nzfre ne dyrstep. ne ne hingred. ne hie nafre ofer bzt ne
winnad.

ne dar ne bid nzniges fléames fyrhto geméted. ne dzr naéfre nznig man mid
yfele forwyrdad. ne dzr nzfre nznig yfel ztywed. // Ac dzr drihten bid sittende on

dam écean leohte.

7 per bid singallice swide 6rmaztu. brihtnes. 7 par bid simle restedzg =fler
oprum. 7 ber bid simbel fter simble.

7 par beod da clZnan saula. gemaingede wid @ngla préatas. 7 heahzngla. 7
hie ealle cumad to criste. on pam héofonlican wuldre. 7 hie donne onginnad singan
drihtne niwne sang swide unwiderweardlicum stéfnum. 7 pzr donne eardiad nﬁd
gode.

ealle da de him rihtlice hyrdon. Wuniad donne mid criste 8am de nu lyfad. 7

ricsad. mid god fxder. dam sie wuldor. 7 lof. a in ealra worulda. woruld. abuten

2nde.

300 b[e]rn] bearn' MS; see Commentary. 309 b'e’'od. 315 a] written with long
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HOMILY 3. COMMENTARY

2 7lichaman 7 saule Usually in OE ‘both ... and ...' is expressed by ‘(2gper) ge ... ge ...".

The second element can be 'and' instead of 'ge’, but a formulation with ‘and’ (or 'ond’) as the first
element seems most odd. See Mitchell, OF Syntax, 1, paras 1742-7. It seems unlikely that the
influence, even if it were direct from a source, of Latin 'et ... et ...' would have suppressed the OE
expression. There is a possibility that the first ‘7' is a mistaken reflex on the part of a copyist for
‘on’ (or 'an’). This could have occurred at any time, but would have been more likely to happen if
the copyist were used to ‘ond’ being written ‘on', as it is especially in the Tanner manuscript of
the OE Historia Ecclesiastica. The form is discussed by Thomas Miller, ed., The Old English
Version of Bede's Ecclesiastical History of the English People, 2 vols, EETS, 95-6 and 110-11
(1890-8),1, Part I, pp.xxvi-viii, where it is considered to be a probably ‘Mercian provincialism'
(p.xxviii) (cited Mitchell, OE Syntax, 1, para.1232).

3 acenn[e]dan Fadda further emends the manuscript reading, ‘acznnendan', to
‘ancznnedan’, but compare the following variants in other texts: in the two copies of the poem
Soul and Body, where the word is used substantively of Christ, Vercelli has 'se acenneda’ and
Exeter has 'se ancenda’, with 'an’ a superscript addition (Douglas Moffat, ed., The Old English
"Soul and Body' (Wolfeboro, New Hampshire and Woodbridge, Suffolk, 1990), p.52 (line 51); in
Godden, £lfric's Catholic Homilies. Second Series, p.69, line 69, four manuscripts have ‘an-'
and four others 'acennedan’. In the latter case, the word is an adjective describing Christ ‘sunu',
in relation to 'se 2Imihtiga feder', and there need be no doubt that Zlfric intended the meaning
‘only-begotten’. Taking both cases together, the variants raise alternative questions. Was
‘acenneda’ an accepted spelling of the word to mean only-begotten', or could the word thus spelt
carry the sense 'incarnate'? In Homily 3, at line 63, in a passage (lines 54-64, concluded 84-7)
focussing on the virgin birth, the participle ‘acznned' has the sense ‘born', corresponding to Latin
‘nascendo’ at line 58. In the present instance the context does not require the meaning 'only-
begotten’, and indeed the epithet of God, ‘the only-begotten and the almighty', scems odd.

“Whatever the scnse intended here, the variants cited above must make one hesitate to propose
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emendation. The original spelling ‘acenda’ in the Exeter Sou! and Body provides one suggestion

for how the error preserved or made in C (that is, seemingly present for past participle) came

about. Fadda suggests that the ‘n’ of the prefix 'an-' has been transposed.

19 [:]nd[::]ton Willard, Two Apocrypha, p.35, fn. 19, reads ‘andgiton’, noting the poor
legibility. It is difficult to decide whether the first letter is 'a’ or 'o’. The prefix is spelt ‘ond-' at
lines 9 and 56, but the word is 'andgit’ at line 161. The sense of ‘andgit’, '(capacity for)
understanding’, is apt. The ending '-on’, where the ‘o' is almost certain, is presumably for *-an'. a
weak form is attested BT and Supp.

20 [::]o[:::]en Fadda reads and supplies "dw[riglen’; Willard, ibid.,p.35, reads ‘peowigen’,
without comment. I cannot see how Fadda reads initial 'd', unless in confusion with final 'd’ of
preceding ‘ond'; ‘dwarigen’, ‘agree’, does not give good sense. Willard's ‘peowigen’, 'serve’, gives
good sense: the reading is supported by my reading '[::]o...!, and descenders are visible where p'
and 'w' would have been.

pis feowertiga nihta An accusative neuter singular noun to follow 'pis', perhaps ‘fzsten’, may
be missing after 'nihta’, which would then be genitive; for accusative of extent of time sce
Mitchell, OF Syntax, 1, para.1383; thus 'during this forty night's fast'.

27 ne he selfa ne he operne ne bidde The sense is 'may he not drink too much himself or ask
another to do so'. Either the meaning is to be understood in an elliptical expression, as it stands,
or perhaps there is an omission after 'selfa’ of words which would have completed a first clause,
27-8 hiera begra saul ... weorbe For singular of ‘words denoting (parts of) the body or the
human mind or spirit', when more than one person is referred to, see Mitchell, OE Syntax, 1,
paras 87-8.

28 on fultum fyrenlustum The adverbial phrase with a preceding dative pronoun occurs
several times in Janet Bately, ed., The Old English Orosius, EETS, $S.6 (London, 1980), e.g.
p.58, lines 25-6, ‘pa getugon Somnite him on fultum Pirrusan, Epira cyning, pone mzstan feond
Romanum', and there is an example in Miller, Bede's Ecclesiastical History, 1, p.50, lines 13-14,
*hi seaxna peode ... him on fultum gecysdon 7 geladedon', and in the poetry there is one instance

with a preceding noun in Robert J. Menner, ed., The Poetical Dialogues of Solomon and Saturn

. (New York and London, 1941), p.88, lines 134-5, "... se geapa [of obscure meaning], done God
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sended freondum on fultum'. Cp. also Homily §, lines 190-1, ‘martine on fultume beon'. The
phrase 'on fultum fyrenlustum’ is unusual in having the noun after the adverbial phrase, and,
perhaps more remarkably, in that an abstraction, not a person or persons, is involved.

28-30 manige synne ... be him ... bid to boren 'bid' should be plural (beod’). For 'toberan’
BT gives only senses 'to carry off in different directions, to separate’, while here the sense is ‘are
brought to him, produced in him' (see BT, s.v. ‘beran’, sense IT). Accented ‘to’ is probably not to

be read as an affix here.

29-30 purh pxt druncen A better reading may be with '7' before ‘purh’. A noun, masculine
or neuter, 'druncen’ is attested BT.
§5-6 we sculan ... man gewordan I cannot make good sense of this passage; ‘ondfaencg’ is a

masculine noun, here with dative inflection, and cannot therefore be the object of ‘geseon’ as it

stands.

66 hiera hzle ‘hiera if genitive plural, scems to have no antecedent, except Adam and Eve,

but 'their (Adam's and Eve's) salvation was given back to this world' does not make good sense;
alternatively 'hiera’ is an echo of 'pissum manniscum kynne', line 61. Or 'hicra’ could be genitive
feminine singular, referring either to Eve or Mary. Whether singular or plural, the pronoun
makes a difficult reading. The '-ie-' spelling suggests that the pronoun was in the exemplar,
since '-ie-' spellings are only in Homily 3 in C,

68 7pagebmdan '7'is superfluous, interrupting the 'pa ... ba ..." construction begun at pa

drihten ...!

88-9 mid clene lichaman. 7 mid hluttre gepance for 'mid clznum ... mid hluttrum ...", both
nouns being masculine, except that BT notes that 'gepanc’ is sometimes neuter.

89 adilgad In its more usual sense of 'to do away with, blot out', the object of the verb would
be 'sins' not ‘us' as here, but BTSupp, sense (2) cites a gloss where ‘adilgian’ has the same
meaning as 'gefzlsian’, ‘to purify, expiate’ (‘gefelsode 08d¢ adilegode expiauit’), and this must be
the verb's meaning here. The gloss is in the alphabetic glossary in BL, Cotton Cleopatra A. iii.,
Ker, Catalogue, no. 143, s.x med., printed in Thomas Wright, ed., Anglo-Saxon and Old English

Vocabularies, 2 vols; 2nd edition, ed. Richard Paul Willcker (London, 1884), I, p.395.
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94 us gedafenap anra gehwilcum bzt he us ahebbe ... 7 forlete One of two alternative
emendations is required here: either retain 'he’ (='anra gehwilcum') and substitite "hine' for the
second 'us' (as Napier, 'Contributions to OE Lexicography', p.278, tentatively emends), or
substitute ‘we' for ‘he’, and inflect the following verbs 'ahebbe’, ‘forlzte’ for the plural.

111 eft for ‘oft'.

1134 we syndan ealra anra leoman ‘leoman’ is presumably genitive plural (Campbell, OEG,
p.125, fn.2, notes the identical form in Rushworth Gospels, the 'Mercian' part; Eduard Sievers,
An Old English Grammar, 31d edition, translated and edited by Albert S. Cook (Boston, 1903),
p-201, note 4, notes a genitive plural in "-an' of weak nouns, for '~(¢)na', as a form of 'sporadic
occurrence' in LWS). The whole phrase 'ealra anra leoman' I find syntactically intractable. The
nearest analogue I have found is the genitive complement in ‘manige men beod heardre heortan',
in Morris, Blickling Homilies, p.57, line 18 (cited Mitchell, OF Syntax, 1, para.1584).

139 pes mannes saul bid godes orodes Another unusual predicative use of the genitive, in
‘orodes’, but unlike the phrase in the genitive in the preceding note, here the sense is readily
grasped, as a direct translation shows: ‘the soul of man [or more literally ‘the person's soul'] is of
the breath of God'.

142-3 hwet panne we beod ... ac we willad ... etan The syntax of this sentence seems
unusual. 'hwt' should probably be read as the interjection, 'What!...", although the Modern
English interrogative construction 'What (about) when ...?" may be brought to mind. If the latter
were the case, the second part of the sentence, beginning ‘ac ...", would also be a question.
Whether or not the first clause is taken as a question, 'ac’ could be construed as having both
interrogative and negative force: "What! when we are afflicted with thirst and hunger, do we not
then want at once to drink and eat? Mitchell, OF Syntax, 1, para.1646, is 'reluctant to accept the
notion that OE ac can serve as an interrogative particle except in literal glosses' where ‘ahne’
glosses Latin 'nonne' and 'numquid’, and in one of the examples from Vespasian Psalter ‘ah’
alone glosses ‘numquid’ (for the examples, see Bruce Mitchell, ‘Old English ac as an
Interrogative Particle', Neuphilologische Mitteilungen, 78 (1977), 98-100 (p.98), where Mitchell
comments that 'the usage is apparently Anglian'. To Mitchell's examples may be added Assmann

X111, p.162, line 244, 'ac ic hit drihten com’, translating the Latin, which is cited, ‘numquid ego
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sum domine?). It is unsound to press the possibility of an interrogative 'ac' in OE usage on
grounds of the present instahoe, not only because in a homily there is always the possibility that
we may have to do with a direct translation of Latin, but also because the whole sentence can be
translated positively: "What! when we are afflicted by thirst and by hunger, we want then
(nothing) but at once to drink and eat.' However, this translation is somewhat forced, and
‘(nothing) but’ would perhaps be expressed more readily in OE by the phrase 'noht elles buton'
(for an example see BTSupp., s.v. 'nawiht', sense I(b)).

144-5 ...swa deah ... swa... A very unusual syntactic construction of apparently correlative
clauses, which defies literal translation.

148 [bile]hwitnesse ‘-hwitnesse' is clearly legible at the beginning of a line on the recto of the
leaf: other letters at the end of the preceding line are lost due to what seems to be water damage,
except that the first letter, which is retouched, looks like a b'. For the damaged letters Fadda
reads 'lilie~', without comment, but this would make a nonce-word (it has not been included in
MCOE). Supplied bile-' gives a well attested word, apt in meaning ('simplicity, innocence'). BT
distinguishes two adjectives, 'bilehwit' and bilewit', though the meanings given are about the
same. BTSupp., s.v. bilewitness', gives a citation with the spelling '-hwit-', from the copy of the
OE Bede in CUL Kk. 3. 18. (Ker, Catalogue, n0.23, s.xi(2), ‘written at Worcester'), where
bilehwitnysse' (BTSupp. '-nesse') is a variant spelling for bilwit-, bylwyt-, bylywyt-' (Miller,
Bede's Ecclesiastical History, 1, p.62, line 1, variants, ibid., I, p.34). Other occurrences of the
spelling with -h-" are in John C. Pope, ed., Homilies of £lfric. A Supplementary Collection, 2
vols, EETS, 259 and 260 (London, 1967 and 1968), I, pp.556-7, in Homily XVI at lines 226,
229 and 249. In the latter instance, Pope notes in his glossary that bylewit' has been corrected
from 'bylehwite'. Atibid., line257, there is the spelling ‘bylewitnysse’. All these examples are in
Cambridge, Trinity college, B. 15. 34. (Ker, Catalogue, no.86, s.xi med.; Ker, ibid., p.132,
comments that the connexions of script and illumination seem to be with Canterbury).

150 mid arnesse godcundra beboda Fadda emends ‘arnesse’ to ‘arfastnesse’. Since 'ar’ on its
own is a noun it does not attract the nominal suffix '-nes', and some emendation is required.

Although the word 'arfstnesse’ has already been used in this list of virtues at line 147, it is the

. most likely emendation, giving the translation ‘with respect for [literally 'of] divine commands'.
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The fact that ‘ar-' is at the end of fol.32r suggests that the C copyist may have lost his place in

turning the leaf, and that the error occurred in C.
161 pisses cwides pearlwisnesse This phrase, ‘the severity/strictness of this saying', can
hardly refer to the scriptural citation (= Matt., 13:43) at lines 156-7. The homilist seems to have
adapted 'qui habet ... audiat' in his OE rendering to refer forward to the 'Three Utterances'
passage which follows.
189 gastli[glne sang Wack and Wright, ‘A New Source for the "Three Utterances" Exemplum',
p.190, print 'gastligne’ for Fadda ‘gastlingne"”, the manuscript reading, and give the Latin
‘canticum spiritalem’. Willard, Two Apocrypha, p.55, notes '= gastlicne', and cites a note by
Napier, who, though the word has been retouched, was 'pretty sure’ that ‘gastlingne’ is the
manuscript reading. Napier thought 'a’ of 'gastlingne' might be '&', but I do not think so. It
seems likely that an unusual spelling 'gastligne' gave rise to the error in C. Campbell, OEG,
para.452, gives one example of *-lig' for "-lic' Chulig', 'of what sort’) among examples of "-ig' and
*.ih' for "-ic' in Lindisfarne gospels.
193-S eadig eart du sawl ... wundorlicre drymnesse The Latin source text, Wack and
Wright, A New Source for the "Three Utterances" Exemplum', p.190, cites Psalm 64: 5 here:
‘Beatus quem eligisti domine et adsumpsisti, inhabitauit in tabernaculis tuis. Replebimur in
bonis domus tuae; sanctum est templum tuum, mirabile in aequitate'. Homily 3 quotes from this
verse at line 191. As Wack and Wright comment, ibid., p.195, it is ‘likely that the [OE] homilist
has taken the liberty to remodel the verse to accord better with the context', by having the angels
address praise to the soul, rather than sing the psalm verse in praise of God. The homilist was
perhaps encouraged in this revision by the following passage, lines 197-8, which in the Latin
begins 'et beatus es ...', and is addressed, it is to be inferred, to the soul.

Wack and Wright, with Fadda, take 'gode’ at line 193 to refer to the deity, rather than to
be an adjective qualifying 'eardunge’, so that 'du name ... huse' translates ‘you kept for God a
dwelling in your house'. Willard, Two Apocrypha, p.55, prints 'huse' for 'hus' at line 194.

At line 195, Fadda emends 'halig' to *haligre' and takes 'din templ’ to be a second object of
'gefyllad, line 193 (‘we fill ... your temple with his saints ..."), an emendation whose only

advantage is to retain ‘his’, but, with Wack and Wright, 'A New Source for the "Three
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Utterances” exemplum’, p.195, fn.30, following Willard, Two Apocrypha, p.55, it scems better to
read ‘his’ as an error for 'is'. Wack and Wright suggest an emendation to ‘wundorlic in
drymnesse', to correspond with the Latin 'mirabile in aequitate', thereby meeting Fadda's
objection to the dative, but in view of the genitive complements of the verb 'to be' at lines 1134

and 139 noted above, it may be that ‘wundorlicre 3rymnesse' is another such case: ‘your temple is

holy and of wondrous majesty’.

206 d=zrbrucan Cp. homily 1, line 326, and Commentary.

218 orwene A noun 'orwene', 'despair’, is not attested BT or MCOE, the noun ‘orwennes’
being formed from the adjective; without the prefix, of course, the noun ‘wen' and the weak form
‘wena' are common. Either ‘orwene’ is a unique occurrence of a substantive form, or omission
has occurred, e.g. of ‘hie beod' before 'orwene'. The second possibility is likely in view of the fact
that the two dative pronouns ‘him’ in the same line have no immediate antecedent, and would
have to refer back to 'da synfullan saula' at line 215.

222 fyrenmere swilce odru s® ‘A fiery lake like a second sea/another sea' has sense, if 's&' is
taken to be equivalent to Modern English 'the sea', that is the totality of salt water (BT, sense ITI
and cp. line 268 below), but it is possible that the reading is not original. Fadda notes an echo of
Apoc. 21:8 (see also Apoc. 20:13-15), where sinners will be immersed 'in stagno ardenti igne et
sulphure: quod est mors secunda’. The latter clause suggests a possible original reading 'swilce
oder dead', supposing, say, that the homilist had recalled the scriptural allusion. However, a
reading ‘swilce oder dead' would contradict the sense of the preceding sentence, lines 220-1,
where 'da arleasan' wish for death but are not given it.

226 p[ser] beod ba earman tintrego. 7, hie der pa wuniegad ... The passage would read
more easily if instead of ‘pa earman tintrego', ‘the wretched torments', 'earman’ were a noun,
providing an antecedent for pronoun ‘hie’ which otherwise has to refer back several lines either to
'da arleasan’ at line 220, or, perhaps better because more generally, to 'da synfullan saula’ at line
215. Perhaps an abbreviation mark is missing from 'pa’, and the original reading was 'bam

earman tintrego', ‘torments for the wretched'.



154

227 bis donne [is] synfulra stow on to eardienne The syntax seems idiomatic, literally ‘this
then [is] the sinfuls’ place to live in'. 'on to eardienne' is the inflected form of, presumably, the
infinitive 'oneardian’.

230 logeras The word is presumably that with attested spellings (BT and Supp.) 'leogere’,
"legere’, meaning ‘liar’. It may be that the spelling with a back monophthong is an error. Fadda's
emendation loge[be]ras’ is presumably based on the adjective 'logeder’, ‘plotting mischief,
attested in BT s.v. ‘logdor’ only in glosses.

2378 ba halgan. 7 pa sodfestan mid. criste. mid hyra godum wyrcum A verd, e.g.
‘wuniad' or ‘eardiad’, of which 'pa halgan. 7 ba sodfastan’ would be the subject seems to be
missing. Cp. lines 244-5, ‘hie nu eardiad mid criste. for hyra godum weorcum', where ‘for’
instead of the second 'mid’ in the present passage seems preferable. The proximity of the two
nearly identical phrases 'mid criste ... wyrc-/weorcum' raises the possibility that the faulty reading
at lines 237-8 originated in error due to eye skip on the part of a copyist.

245 willa s leohtes Either 'pleasure in, desire for' or perhaps better 'source of the light',

266 ofer heofonas wolcnum ‘heofonas’ for *-¢s';.the Latin source (Cross, ‘A Doomsday
Passage’, p.104) and scripture (Matt. 24: 30) have 'in nubibus coeli'.

281 gode Cross, ibid., p.106, fn. 14, is surely right that (accented) 'gode’ refers to ‘the good',
contrasting with 'pa synfullan', line 282, and not to the deity as Fadda reads.

293 fram eallum dam timbre ‘timbre!, ‘building', seems an unexpected image of heaven, but
it may belong to a compositicnal theme. In the first description of hell, lines 208-236, there
seems to be an attempt to make a figure of hell as dwelling-place: at lines 215 and 227 hell is
‘eardungstow' and 'gebunes', and at line 233 sinners are those who have entertained the devil ‘on
hiora eardungstowe'. This figurative theme occurs again at line 286, ‘wa la donne dam synfullum
de hyra gebunes. bid mid deoflum’. This sentence is drawn from the Latin source (whose
beginning is marked by the Latin citation at lines 258-9) identified by Cross: 'Vae illis hominibus
qui habebunt mansionem cum diabolo' (ibid., p.106). The sentence with ‘timbre’ falls within the
passage which draws on the identified source, but is itself not represented in the Latin. The

sentence can be read as anticipating the sentence at lines 299-300, where God ‘asznded. his pa

gecorenan, of dara arleasra. midle 7 sended hie donne on his b{e]rn ... sco heofonlice
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gebunes', and which renders the identified Latin source, 'separabit Dominus sanctos suos de
medio peccatorum et mittit eos in mansiones coelestes' (ibid., p.107).

298 on his 3s nyhstan yfle A plural possessive pronoun for singular ‘his' might be
expected, to refer back to the subject of the clause. On constructions involving a possessive
pronoun plus a demonstrative, see Mitchell, OF Syntar, 1, paras 103-12. Mitchell distinguishes
three patterns for these constructions, and, if an emendation of 'his' to 'hiera’ is accepted, gives
the closest pattern to the present instance as ‘possessive + demonstrative + noun', (para.106: a
sub-type of his pattern (a)), an example of which is at line 299, 'his pa gecorenan'. In the present
instance, the construction is complicated slightly by the noun, ‘nyhstan’, being genitive with
another noun dependent, but one of Mitchell's examples has a genitive noun, though the
dependent noun precedes the construction: ‘bzt we pa mod abelge ussa para neahstena’ (Miller,
Bede's Ecclesiastical History, 1, p.212, lines 30-1).

300 on hisbfejrn Iemend the manuscript reading bearn' because the word is explained in
the immediately following clause as 'seo heofonlice gebunes', and if 'bearn', 'children’, were in
apposition to preceding ‘hie’ ("pa gecorenan'), ‘on' could not be construed. Fadda translates 'da
suo figlio', ‘(home) té his son’. See note to line 293 above, and Cross, ‘A Doomsday Passage',
p.108 and fn.19.

304 ne bid nzniges fleames fyrhto gemeted Litérally 'fear of any flight is not experienced';
'fleames fyrhto’ may be paraphrased either as 'the (anticipatory) fear of having to flee’ or as ‘the
fear one experiences when fleeing'. Absence of such fear is an unusual attribute of heaven.
Fadda reads ‘fleam’ to mean 'fire’, but 'fleam’, 'flight', is a very well attested word in OE, and this
would be a very early coinage of Modern English 'flame' (Oxford English Dictionary gives no

instance before the fourteenth century).
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HOMILY 4

GEHERAD NU men 8a léofestan. hwzt her szgp on dissum bécum. be manna

teodungcéapa.

s2gd héron.

cwzd se godes lareow. bzt nu nealaced 8a dagas pat we sculan ure athta. 7
ure wastmas. gesamnian.(,)

dén we donne géorlice dam drihtne dancas de us da wastmas (ge)sealde. 7
sien we gemyndige. bat us crist selfa bebead on dysum godspelle bt we simble,
ymb. xii. monod. drihtne agifan done teodan dzl dzs de we on céapa habbad.

pet ure drihten pait getimode. pat he us (ge)sealde ealle da wastmas. B¢
eorde us ford (ge)bringad. deah de hé hie mannum mistlice dzlde.

7 he // hwadere. bebead on bocum. pat we simle ymb. xii. monad. gedzldon
for his naman eal bxt we on ceapa hafdon.

7 ne bad (he) na dises fordon pxt him pas &nig dearf ware. Ac fordon (d¢) he
wolde @gder ge ofer heofona ge ofer eordan. s his miltsa gecyban.

Ac Us is nyddearf bzt we geblgen to him. 7 pat we métan brican his wuldres
fegernesse. swa drihten was selfa sprecende purh bone witegan. 7 he cwad.

'bringad ge to mé on min béren. eowerne teodan scéat.’

hwylc beren maénde he donne elcora butan heofona rice.

7 he swa cwzb.

'gedod ge bt eow sie mete gearo on minum hase.'

he ponne maénde pat we gefyllen pas déarfan wambe. // mid urum goédum. 7
donne ne hingred s nafre on ecnesse. Ac he us ontynt heofonas deotan. 7 he us

seled his wastma genihtsumnesse.
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7 on bisfum] dingum eallum. bu dysega man hwat yfela bead drihten #fre.
pat his lir nZre pxs wyrde. pat hie man gehyr[de]

hit is ponne gewriten on dysum boécum bzt drihten selfa cwaide. paxt bis
mannisce cyn(;) ne scélde alitigean bzt hi scoldean hyra waéstma fruman agyfan.

7 gif ge bas alatige[ad] bonne wyrcead ge cow synne on don 7 is cow gyta
wyrse bt ge cower ding tyodigean. gif ge willad syllan cower pat wyrseste gode.

7 hit cwed on bocum be pysum cynne,

‘weord[e] // ge eowerne drihten god mid gedafenlicum dingum. 7 onsecgab ge
him mid eowre sodfzstnesse wastmum. 7 ponne(;) gefylled drihten eower bern
mid genihtsumum wastmum.'

7 ne durfon ge wénan bzt ge bt orceape sellan pat ge under drihtnes borh
mid getriewad(;) deah ge hi (s)tepes pzre mede ne onfén.

7 hit is ponne wén pat fyla manna pénce hwilcum edlcane him cft gespowe //
xt drihtne. 0dde hu god him eft bt forgyldan wille. bzt he Zr for his naman
(ge)sealde pam éarman dearfan.

gif ge ponne gelyfad brodor mine ba leofestan(;) pxt cow pt to gode gelimpe.
pat ge her on minum naman gesyllad. ponne bib hit eow nyt geseald. 7 hit arisad
eowre sawle to hundteontig(um) fealdum gédum.

gif ge bonne tweogead be don xlmessum(;) pe ge for godes naman (ge)scllap.
7 ge eow ondraédad // paxt ge eow onfon to litlum léanum. ponne forléosad ge da
almessan de ge for gode gescllad. 7 hie eow to nZnigre ire gelimpad.

swa hit on dysum godspelle szgd bt ure teodan scéatas sicn carmra manna

gafol. 7 waidlendra;

24, 25, 28, 31 Letters in square brackets are supplied, being obscured in the
binding. Ilet the readings agree with those printed, without comment, by Willard,
Tithing Homily', p.73. Willard worked from photostats (ibid., p.72, fn.38) and
probably did not see the obscured letters. 26 hit] 'h’ in left margin, but line below
begun in line with minim. 27 agyfan] initial 'a’ written with ascender. 28 7 is)
*7' in left margin, but line below begun in line with descender. 35 hi stapes)
probable erasure of one or two letters between 'hi' and 'tzpes’, with 's' added, in ink

which appears to be that of the corrector, close to and with head stroke overhanging
.
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Agyfad ge teodan dzl ealles s ceapes 8¢ ge hxbban. earmum mannum. 7 to
48  godes cyricum. 7 pam earmestum godes deowum. be pa cyrican mid godcundum
3y dréamum. // wyrdiad.(,) fordon syo cyrice sceal fedan da de hire =t eardiad.(,)
geseod nu hu blide pa éarman beod(;) ponne hie mon mid mete.(,) 7 mid
51  hragle réted.
micle blipre bid ponne syo sauwul pxs mannes ponn¢ hire man pa zlmessan

foredzlep.(,) fordon pe hyo bi dzre ®lmessan. 7 bi 8on fzstenne lyfian scyl.())
54  abutan Znde.())

44 r se butan zImessan 7 fxstenne lyfad se bid on helle (ge)ewylmed. // 7 he naéfre
reste nafad(;)
57 Swa donne se micla larew, sanctus paulus cwd(;) pat god ba héte aswaiman

&t héofona rices dura(;) da de hyra cyricean forléten. 7 forhicgen ba godes dréamas

to gehéranne.

60 7 ne dearf d=s nxnig man nan tweogiean pat seo forlaétenu cyrice sorgige
ymbe pa de zt hire on wadle lyfiad.(,)
Ll 7 forpon (ge)brodor(e) mine sella ge cowre teodan sceattas // 7 dxr gode
63  datlan dam de hyre hidas mid cl&nnesse (ge)healdad. 7 godes lof mid rihte begdn
willad())
swa se lareow bebéad
66 pzt man godes a&. ﬁ\id rihte reahte &t godes cyricean.()) 7 faéste trymedan.(,)
ge 1€wede ge gehddode.
pa massepriostas. de godes cyricena lareowas beod. bzt hyra scrifibée mid
69  rihte thton.(,) 7 lerdon.(,) swa swa hie ure faderas &r tahton.(,) //
45¢ pzt se massepryst ne windige. ne for rices mannes ege. ne for #niges mannes

lufe. ne for feo.(,) bt he simle him rihte déme gif he wille self godes domas.
72 gedégiean()

57 Swa] 'S'in left margin. 61 y'm'be] superscript above cancelled 'n', 68
s'c'riftbec,
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ne scyl he beon to géorn(;) déadra manna féos(;) ne to lyt pancian hyra
xlmessena.(,) fordon be hie wénad pat hie hyra synna alysen(;)

7 hie sculon synfullum mannum éadmodlice(;) // ta¥can. 7 lzran(;) bt hie
hyra synna cunnon rihtlice gedndettan. fordon de hie beod todon missenlice 7 sume
unsyferlice. pzt se man wandad bzt he hie #fre asecge buton se maéssepryst (hie)
zt him gedcsige;

‘eala’ cwzd se godes lareow.(,) p&t bid déofles goldhord. bzt mon his synna
dyrne his scrifte.(,) fordon pam déofle beod pas mannes synna gecwémran(;) //
ponne eal éordan goldhord.'

7 se massepryst(;) se de bip to 1zt bzt he bt déofol of men adrife. 7 ba
sauwle hradost mid ele. 7 mid waétere(;) &t dam déofle ahredde. 7 he eac wyrced
eal p2t hér bufan reced(;) ponne bid he geteled to dxre fyrenan éa. 7 to dam
isernan héce.

7 hér segd on(;) pat paulus gesiwe naht feor fram dxs massepreostes sidan(;)
on dzre picenan éa oderne ealdne mannan // 7 hine lzddon mid hradnesse. iiii.
awergde englas. 7 hine beséncton on da fyrenan éa 0d his cneowe. 7 hie hine
hzfdon mid fyrenum stinum gedréatod. bzt he ne moste cwedan ‘miltsa me god.!

7 ba cwd paulus to dam ®ngle(;) de hine ledde

‘hwat is des éalda man.’

7 da cwd se¢ &ngel to him.

‘hit is 4n bisceop se ne geadndede wel his bisceophdd. 7 he onfeng micelne
naman. 7 he done ne geheold tela // 8¢ him pone naman forg2f(;) pat hine man on
wyrolde nemde domine.(,)’

Ac hér reced on dissa boca treahtode(;) pat se biscop natre miltsiende.
wuduwum(;) ne steopcildum. 7 him da was gegolden &fier his agenum

(ge)wrihtum,

84 fyrenan] accent added by corrector. 88 cne'o'we. 89 god] ‘g altered from ‘t'.
91 ealdaman] accent added by corrector. 97 h'i'm 'da’.
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swa her reced on(;) bzt dam byscopum de her on worulde syndon gegingene.
gelice dam bisceope(;) de paulus on daére fyrenan helle geseah(;) gif hie nyllad
héaldan godes 2. swa him hdligo / gewrito bebeodad.(,)

se bysceop sceal se de wile onfén godes mildheortnesse. 7 his synna
forgifenessa. ponne scyl he drafian da masseprystas. mid lufan. ge mid nyde. bat
hie healdon godes @. onriht. 7 done hyred. 7 8a l#wede man e hie ealderas ofer
syndon. bat hic dam ne gedafian(;) paxt hie here lif 6n unriht lifigen. 7 pat hic on
heom selfum onstellan(;) pam folce(;) gdde bisene.

fordon se godes lareow // sa*de pznne se massepryst(;) 7 se bysccop ware
gelatded on éce forwyrd. bat hie ponne ne méahton na hwader.(,) ne heom selfum
ne dzre hyrde de hie Zr gode healdan scéoldon. naénige gode béon.

hwane manad god maran gafoles panne pane biscecop. fordan se bisccop bid
godes gingra. 7 he bid cuenhalig his apostolum 7 he cuenhlicte witegum(;) gif he
ne gedafad pxt pat godes folc hyra lif on woh lyfian.(,)

swa hér reced // on dysum trahtode(;) pat crist selfa bebude méyse(;) pat he
odrum larewum bebude(;) gif hie pat cristene folc. mid lufan ne meahtan
gecyrran(;) bt hie godes . mid rihte héalden(;) pat hit bonne manige yfele man
mid hyre fyre gebohton. bonne gecyrde bt oder folc pe hrador(;) on godes done
sodan deowdom.

Swa sanctus paulus cwd(;) pzt se bysceop 7 se cinge sccolden beon cristenra
folca hyrdas(;) 7 hie fram callum unrihtum abatdon.(,)

gif man hie mid lufan. // ne méahte to rihte gecyrran.(,) bat swa hyra won
datdum geswican woldan(;) bonne scy! gehwilc bysccop. 7 masscpryst gif hie mid
rihte willad gode dcowigan 7 d¢nian(;) gelomlice oppe huru ymbe. vii. niht
massan gesingan. for cal cristen folc(;) d¢ a@fre fram frymde middangeardes
aceznnede waran

7 godes willa sy(;) pat hic forcdingian motan.

106 gode] accent added by corrector. 117 de'o'wdom.
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ponne onfchd he fram gode miran méde(;) ponne hie fram &nigum odrum
lacum dén. fordon // gode is his folc swyde 1éof(;) gif him yrplice m@n mid
Znigum dzle bingian willad. 7 mid £nigum 4rum gehyran willad.

7 sé onfehd ealra héligra gebedradenne(;) be &fre yrdlice main waéron. 7
fordy hie dingiad. se de¢ dis ymbsange gefylged.

7 hie beod on ealra yrdlicra gebedradenne(;) de cristene &fre watron odde gét
beod.

7 hie naifre on hyra synnum ne sweltad. 7 him bid godes mildhcortnesse ofer.

7 bat is godes dgen bebod. // 7 eallum halgum pat is alyfed.(,) pat yrdlice
man blissian eall cristen folc.(,) 7 him geléme godcundc lac fore gebringan. fordon
hie syndon godes béarn gecwedene. 7 hie syndon eallra hiligra magas.

7 bis wyrc bid dcoflum se maista téona.(,) fordon de hie habbad manige sdule(;)
on hyra gewéaldum. be him wile god gemiltsian for hyra maga wyrdingum. 7
eordlicra manna gebedum. 7 ealra hiligra. 7 for his miclan mildhcortnesse. //

ac ne ablinnen we manna bearn pxt we gode (ge)cweman(;) 7 déofle tynan
dzges. 7 nihtes(;) [7] mid cristes rédeticne(;) us gebletsian,

panne aflihd pat deofel fram manna béarnum. fordon him bid mdra bréga fram
cristes rédetdncne. ponne anigum man sic(;) deah de hine man slea mid swyrde
wid dxs heafdes.

7 callum cristenum mannum is beboden(;) bat hic hyra lichaman ealne syfen
sidum gebletsigen mid cristes rodetdcne. arest on moérgene. odre side // on
underne. driddan side on midnedag. fyrdan side on non. fiftan sipe on aucn.
syxtan side on niht. scofodan sidc on Uhtan.

7 gif larcowas dis nyllad bebeodan(;) godes folce faestlice(;) bonne beod hie
wid god scyldige.

pat pat godes folc wite hu hic hie sclfe scyldan sculan wid deofla.

140 ac] 'a’ written with an ascender. 141 [7] supplicd from B. 146
gebletsige'n'. zres't’. 148 scofo'dan. 151 gode's'.
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7 ge beod syddan domes géorne(;) gif ge nyllad l2ran.(,) pat hie hyra synna
geswican. 7 godes bebodu héaldan,

Se bisceop scyl bebéodan(;) mid 8i mastan bebode(;) dam masseprystum // gif
sc bysceop hine wile wid godes yrre gehealden. bzt hie béodan pam godes folce(;)
pat hie sunnandagum(;) 7 massedagum(;) godes cyrican géorne (ge)sécen. 7 der
6a codcundan lire géorne gehéran.

ne sculan da larewas agemeléasian pa lare. ne dat folc forhycgan. hie to
gehyranne. gif hie willad godes forgifenesse habban hyra synna.(,) fordon 82r man
pat godspel segd(;) maniges mannes // hyrte bid abryrded. 7 god bid on hyra
midle.(,) eallum dam mannum pe mid éadmodra hyortan to gelyfad.(,)

danne sculan ba bysceopas. 7 pa massepréostas gehwilces hides mannan swide
Oréatigen. 7 bebéodan pat hie godes bebodu on riht gehéalden, pa godes dcowas
hyra tidsdngas. 7 hyra cyrican mid rihte gehéalden. 7 da latwedan. swa heom mid
rihte to belimped.

gif him mon donne hyran nelle(;) danne mét se masse//préost hit (ge)wrecan.

swa hit hér beboden is(;) pat se godes deow de nylle dxre cyricean on riht
deowian(;) pxt he donne mid l@wedum mannum onfén das héardestan
deowdomes.

7 bis scyl se massepréost nyde béodan(;) odde paxs godes deowes synna énfén.
7 he bid banne syddan dam alnglum gelice de fu gode widsdcan. 7 da wirdan on
helle bes@ncte

donne cwad se lareow. pat be di ilcan munoce bzt se bisceop // scéolde gelice
gefremman. dzt hie odre mine munecas be don l&ran méahton

7 se bisceop 7 se massepriost bid ponne wip god gehealden.

Moyses onfeng scinendum wuldorhelme. fordon de he simle da genearwode de
god oferhogodan. fordon se oferhyged god. se de godes sacerda bebodum

oferhyged. 7 se bid on hadenra anlicnesse. 7 manig deofol éardad mid him.

154 masta'n’. 167 de'o'w. 173 Run of ornamental brackets, begun fol.36r,
ends fol.52v. 176 Moyses] most of ‘M’ in left margin. 177 fordon se] followed
by two cancelled letters, first perhaps ‘o', second 'r'.
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Cwzd sanctus paulus //

'micel bid pas apostolican hides bebod(;)’

fordon de drihten cwad to him.

Et quodcumaque ligaueris super terram erit ligatum et in celis et quodcumque
solueris super terram erit solutum et in celis.

Dzt swa hwilc man swa he on eordan gebinde.(,) p=t se ware on héofonum
gebanden. 7 swa hwylc swa he on eordan alysde bt se waire on héofonum alysed.

panne sellad gebrodor mine éowre tydan scettas / dam éarmum mannum de
hér for worulde lytel 4gon. bonne geblissiad ealle halige ofer eow. 7 god selfa bid
mid eow. 7 ge mid him. 7 ge onfod eowra synna forgifenesse.

7 swa hwylc man swa pzt ded bt he nylle his céapes 7 his was[t]jma done. x.
dzl for godes naman gedzlan. ponne ne bid pe_m_ geseald drihtnes mildheortnesse.
ne his synna forgifenesse. ac he bid mid witum gedréad. fier his deade. 7 ealra
zhta I/ donne idethainde. 7 beod him dznne ealle nyde genumene.

7 ®ghwilcum mzn bip beboden(;) p=t he on ghwilcum dingum craftig
sige(;) 0dde on ceapingum. o0dde on odrum craeftum.

ponne agif he simle drihtne done. x, dzl.(,) for his dam yrdlican gestréonum.
7 for d&s écean lifes wastmum.

7 drihten manad simle zghwilcne man(;) dzs de he him seled. 7 gif we donne
lustlice.(,) 7 rummode dane welan delad éarmum mannum. e us god seled.
panne onfod we // zgder ge éordlicere méde.(,) ge éac héofonlicere.

'Eala’ cwad se witiga. 'du tnsnétera man.(,) tohwan bescyredest du de
twyfealdlicre. bletsunge(;) 8a du forwyrndest godes beboda.(,)

'forhwan ne wénstu pzt hit eal godes sie.

"Eala du gitsigenda. 7 pu welega(;) hwat dest 8u Be gif 8 drihten on

genymad(;) da nigon daélas.(,)' 7 e l:é;eé dane teodan dzl ealne habban(;) fordan

180 apostoli'c'an. 189 wses[t]ma] superscript 't', marked with an inverted 'V, is
probably modern; see Homily 2 Commentary, line 72. 191 ac] ‘a’ written with an
ascender. 193 dingum] 'g' altered from 'c'. 194 'on' ceapingum.
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pzt biitan synne bid bzt man da niogan dzailas on dan mzn genime. banne he das.
x. // gode forwyrnad.'

77 swa hit is awriten on cristes bécum. bzt drihten selfa swa cwaide. bzt da x.
scttas watran on urum dgnum démum.(,) ge on linde(;) ge on odrum gestréonum.
fordon pat simle geginged.(,) dam be his gode wyrnad.(,) pzt him @t dam
ytemestan dzge.(,) eal to téonan gewyrdad. |

gif ge donne mid blipe. 7 mid rum mode hie dzlan wiliad. darmum mannum,
panne ontyned eow drihten héofonas déotan. 7 he eow géoted ufan // on his
bletsunge. 7 eower hwaéte. 7 eowre wingeardes. 7 ealle eowre yrdanwastmas(;)
beod gebletsode(;) gif ge beod on riht dénde. 7 he eow éac gescylded(;) wid eallum
féondum.

Hwat zghwilc man wile b2t him drihten selle his 3éarfe. 7 him ne lyste his
willan wyrcean. bzt he on his naman dafle(;) pat he him &r séalde.

forhwan ne magon we gedaincean. pat godes is seo eorde. 7 godes is bat
yrfe(;) de we biglyfiad. 7 we syndan his. 7 an his an//wéalde is eal middangéard.

7 da windas. 7 barénas. sindan his de ealla waéstmas geweccead 7 dara sunnan
haéto; de da éordan hlywiad. 7 ealla gescaifta syndon his. 7 he hi ealla gewrohte.
7 on his anwéalde hafad.

7 he tre drihten hwadre is gemyndig ealra dara gifena(;) be he us tolaéted. 7
we @t dam ytemestan dage. eallum agéldan scylan das pe he Us [@r on eorban
sealde 7 he 1is] donne agylded swa wé nu hér dod. ge gédes ge yfeles.

Mzn da leofes//tan. forhwan ne magon we gedaéncean. gif we 4ne hwile beod
on hwilcum éarfodum(;) dzr we tres fyres ne wénad. bat we ponne his dre biddan.
7 Gs bip panne léofre panne eal eordwela. gif hé us gearian 7 gemiltsian wile.

forhwan ne magon we gedaéncean inwilc pat wite bid.(,) e naéfre nenig ande

ne bid.

205 ni'o'gan. 210 teona'n'. 224-§ sr on...he us] supplied from B. 228
'ge'arian.
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"7 ic 3¢ ponne nu monige(;) godcundre stefne(;)' cwzd se godes lareow(;) bt
ge eow alysen of éowrum synnum(;) r donne ge deade sweltan.’

fordon e hit // nu swide nealzced trum xZndedzge. 7 Gs swide uncub is hwat
us tre yrfeweardes. 7 lastweardas(;) getréowlice dén willen(;) fter urum life(;)
gif we hit selfe Zr agémeleasiad. fordan hit swide féa ane sindan(;) de dan déaden
getréowe wyrden. 7 hit danne ges#lad oft pat his ahta wyrdad.(,) on dzs
anwéalde(;) Oc he Zr on his life wyrsest geiide(;) hwilum durh wifes geweald.
hwilum durh weres.

7 man danpne siddan // nahtes wyrde his saule ne déd. ne his géldes. ne his
sylfres. ne his yrdwelena. gif he nyle £r ban saflestan d=l(,) gode for hine
gedZlan(;) da hwile. e he hér on life sie.

panne d&s mannes saul 1t of his lichaman gdnged(;) de him was &r his ht
1éofre(;) Oanne godes lufu to habbanne. 8anne ne gefultumad dre saule. ne dafre
gimma fraétwednesse. ne dara goldgearwo wl@nco. be he his lichaman
oferflownesse. // mid fraétwad.(,)

7 da eordlicean wlatnco swidor lufad. danne he his gast on god lufige.

danne wirpap him ealle ba eordlican spraéca 7 pa oferdnincennesse. 7 ba
leahtras. 7 pa drleasan gilp.(,) e he 2r lufode. 8anne wyrpab hie on wép. 7 on
héaf gehwyrfed. gif he 2r nolde ongytan dane towéardan déad 7 dane towéardan
ege. 7 dane byfigendan. domesdzg.

forpan brodor mine ongytad nu dysne // cwide.

16ca hwat de sie hér on wurolde swétest. 7 lustlicost geséwen binra a2hta. 7 du
dara nylt gode his dail agifen de hit 8¢ 2r g=f. hit danne flt]er dinum deade. Oc
gewyrdad swide biter.

fordan se bid swide unsnétor 7 dysig on his life se de lufad das yrdlican welan.
7 god ne lufad.

- hi him donne swide. fram gescyndad

244-5 lichaman oferflownesse.] 'nesse.’ in bracket below 'man o', 247
eordlica'n’. =f[t]er] superscript 't', marked with an inverted 'v', is probably

.. modern,
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7 manna fryndscipe bid swide hwilendlic. fordan ire yldran swillton. 7 swide
oft s fram gewendon. // ac se de godes fréondscipe begited ne dearf he nafre wénan
pat he him #fre onwaénded wyrde ac he 4 éce standed.

Sod is bt ic eow sécge. swa hwilc man swa nyle drihten lufian 7 his hta for
his naman daélan dane teodan dzl. ponne genimed drihten hie mid téonan.

7 swa fela éarmm manna. swa in dzs rican. 7 on d&s welgan néawiste hungre
(ge)swelted. 7 he him nyle sellan his teodan sceat. he bid danne // ealra dara
manna deades scyldig 7 myrdra.(,) beféran dzxs ecean déman héahsetle. fordan de
he heold &r his ahta him to wl@ncum. 7 forwyrnde dam drih[t]nes déarfum.

se man s¢ d¢ wile pane héofonlican geféan begytan. Agife he simle mid rihte
dane teodansceat gode. 7 daile deah his £lmessan ford of am nigon datlum. 7 -
selle éarmum mannum. his béodlafa. 7 his éalda hraégel.

nzs hit naht ne // forhealde on unrihtne lust. 8anne bid hit him eft toganes
gehéalden on dan héofonlican goldhérde.

7 swa hwaét swa s god selle ma(;) ponne we nyde brican scylan.(,) dzlen we
pat simle dam de lasse hzbben.

danpe fordan ne seld he hit Gs bzt we hit hyden(;) odde to gylpe syllen.
samhwilcum mannum. 8e naht swide god ne lifigen. Ac pat we hit to godes
cyricean dam éarmestum mannum dzlen.

pat is ponne géd ge hér on // wyrolde. ge on daére towéardan.

fordan ge welgan widsacad ge dam éordlican. 7 pam léasan. 7 pam
oferflowendan welan.

hwet syndan 0a léasan. 7 da oferflowendan welan . butan bzt man maést to
gélpe on unrihte gitsiad. pat hie maést 4gen 7 bam éarmestan forwyrnan,

Ac widsacad ge dam léaéum welum simle. 7 dam uingeléfedum gestréonum.

swa 0a halgan dydan de on dysum life naht ne sohtan(;) ne ne gyrndon to

259 'ge'wendo'n’. 261 Sod] 'S' mostly in left margin. lufia'n’. 263 'on'. 266
forwr'n'de. drih[t]nes] superscript 't', marked with an inverted ‘v, is probably
modern. 272 sw'a’' us,
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hibbanne.(,) bitan bzt hie on // heofona héanessum gebréfh]ton. eal bzt hie on
eordan begaéton. purh godes fultum.

Nis eo[w] danne forboden bzt ge 2hta habben 7 dara mid rihte (ge)strynen. ac
on bocum is beboden bzt ge 8a gedén éarmum mannfum] nytte, 7 mid eowrum
Zhtum geéarnian(;) bt ge dane écean gle]féan begyten maégen.()) de drihten on
[is mid] his halgum, 7 eallum da[m] 3¢ his bebédu gehéaldan willab. 7 gelaéstan.

dam d[rihtne] sie lof 7 wuldor. 4 on ealra

On fol.61v letters in square brackets are supplied, loss being due to wear at binding
edge; except following. 289 [is mid] scribal omission, mid-line, supplied from B.
300 d[rihtne] top of ascender of 'h' is visible, with cross stroke as mark of
abbreviation. on] retoucher wrote 'i' on the ‘o',
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HOMILY 4. COMMENTARY

References to B readings are by page and line number to Morris, Blickling Homilies, but
readings are quoted from Willard, Blickling Homilies, fols 22r-31v; references to the Latin
source for the tithing portion of the homily are by page and line number to Morin, Sancti
Caesarii Arelatensis Sermones, 1.

9 pmt ure drihten pset getimode The reading in B is 'hwzt ure drihten hine gemedemode'
(39/16-17), rendering the Latin 'deus enim noster dignatus est' (Morin,143/9). The Latin source
is similarly glossed in E.W. Rhodes, ed., Defensor's 'Liber Scintillarum', EETS, 93 (London,
1889), p.108, linel9, ‘god sodlice ure se be gemedemad', except that the verb is reflexive in B.
The only way 'getimode’ could be read with its usual sense 'happen’, is if it were read transitively,
'bring to pass’, but BT gives no such usage. There seems to be both corruption in copying and
failure of sense here.

29 eower bat wyrseste For this construction, see Mitchell, OF Syntax,1, para.106; cp.
Homily 3, Commentary, line 298,

11-12 bebead ... p&t we ... gedzeldon ... hefdon Mitchell, OF Syntax, I, paras 859-64, takes
the view that a grammatical rule governing sequence of tenses (i.re. agreement, whatever the
sense, of past or present tense in main and subordinate clauses) is not in evidence in OE, but here
the choice of past tense for the verb in the clause dependent on the verb 'bebead' does not scem
logical, though past tense 'hzfdon’ is logical once the tense has beén established in 'gedzldon’. B
has present tense 'gedzlan’ hgre (39/19; 'hafdon' is not represented), but compare C, ﬁu 7-8,
'sien we ... agifan', with the corresponding passage in B, 'syn we gemyndige bas pe us crist sylfa
bebead on pyssum godspelle he cwap pzt we symle emb twelf monap ageafon' (39/13-16), where
past tense ‘ageafon’ after ‘bebead' mayr have survived despite introduction of 'he cwab pat'. Note
a comparable case at lines 65-9: ‘bebead ... reahte ... trymedan ... tahton ... la:rdon',-where B has
‘bebead ... heolde ... tremede’ but 'sceolan ... tecan 7 iaeran' (43/5-8); C has present tense

'wandige' at line 70, still dependent on ‘bebead’ (in B a new clause is begun, 'ne wandige ..."). At

. ... lines 113-4 'bebude ... bebude’ (B 'bebude ... segde’, 45/20-1) the choice of past tense is iogical.
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But cp. ‘cwade ... waran' at lines 207-8 (B 51/6-7), and at lines 26-7 'cwade ... scolde alatigean
... scoldean ... agyfan' (B ‘cwade ... sceolde agimeleasian ... sealdon’, 41/4-5). None of Mitchell's
examples involves a command, as do all these examples from Homily 4.

35 hi(s)tzpes B has 'sona instzpes' (41/13), both words having the sense ‘at once'; the Latin
has 'cito'. The same tautological expression occurs in two other homilies in B (15/27 and 87/6).
In C, even if a nonce word 'stzpes’ (not in MCOE) is assumed, 'hi' cannot be construed and there
is therefore a failure of sense here, despite the apparent attention of the corrector (see manuscript
note).

40 on minum naman In a direct address by the preacher 'minum’ is obviously wrong. B has
‘cwad drihten' (41/17) instead of 'brodor mine pa leofestan’, at line 39, and ‘'minum!' is therefore
apt. The whole passage, lines 39 -46, renders the Latin 'si credis, tibi proficit: si dubitas,
perdidisti. Decimae enim, fratres carissimi, tributa sunt egentium animarum' (Morin, 144/2-4),
andin C 'broéor mine ba leofestan' is therefore likely to be original, derived from 'fratres
carissimi' at the slightly later point in the Latin. However, the Latin continues 'Redde ergo
tributa pauperibus, offer libamina sacerdotibus', and this is reflected in lines 47-9 and 624, and
the OE again has at C, line 62, '(ge)brodor(e) mine' (B, 43/2, ‘bropor mine pa leofestan). I would
postulate that the OE homilist placed translated 'fratres carissimi' at beginning and end of his
greatly expanded rendering of his principal Latin source, and that ‘minum naman' is an original
error, avoided in the B text by the substitution of ‘cwzd drihten' for ‘brodor mine pa leofestan’.
As will become in some measure apparent, there is abundant evidence that the text in B
represents a revision of the text represented in C. Presumably the B text reviser considered the
substitution of ‘cwd drihten' more effective than changing 'minum’ to 'drihtnes/godes', although
there is no exact gospel source for lines 39-41, the nearest scriptural text being Matt.19: 29
(pertinent passage italicized): ‘et omnis qui reliquerit [home and family] propter nomen meum
centuplum accipiet et vitam aeternam‘ possidebit' (cited by Pope, Homilies of £lfric, 11, p.509,
commenting on Zlfric's statements concerning a hundredfold reward for alms).

40-1 hit arisad eowre sawle to hundteontig(um) fealdum godum B has 'hit arisep eowrum

saulum to hundteontigfealdre mede' (41/18-19), which BTSupp., s.v. 'arisan', sense I1, translates

<= it will come to be a hundredfold reward for your souls', but in C the sense of ‘arisan' is more like
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ibid,, sense IV, where examples are given from the laws, e.g. ‘o0 p&t angylde arise to .xxx.
scillingum', and 'come to' has the sense ‘add up to'. However, the C reading remains awkward.
For singular 'eowre sawle!, cp. Homily 3, Commentary, lines 27-8.

43 ge eow onfon B does not have ‘eow’ (4 1/21), the presence of which in C may be due to
dittography; ‘onfon’ is not usually reflexive, but ‘eow' could perhaps be read as supplying
empbhasis here.

62 7dzr B has 'byder 7 dzr' (43/3); lack of 'byder’ makes for a slightly awkward reading.

65 swa se lareow bebead The clause is printed on its own, a departure from editorial
practice, in order to facilitate recognition of the three 'pat’ clauses, also spatially distinguished
and beginning at lines 66, 68 and 70, which are dependent upon it. For the past tense in the first
two of these, see note to line 11 above. The following notes consider particular difficulties with
the passage, lines 65-78.

66 trymedan If my reading, with lines 66-7 as a clausal unit, is correct, the verb should be
singular, with subject 'man’. An alternative reading is with subject 'ba massepriostas' (line 68),
in apposition, along with its relative clause, to ‘man’, but then the clause 'pat hyra scrifibec ...
lerdon' (lines 68-9) would require a pronoun. The verb 'trymman' commonly has the sense ‘to
impart moral/spiritual strength to', the most likely meaning here, and thus to read 'ge lewede ge
gehadode' as subject of 'trymedan’ with object 'ba masseptiostas’ does not make good sense. The
whole passage, lines 65-85, is concerned with the duties of priests, and in a later passage there is
a clear statement of their responsibility for the correct behaviour of those in orders, as well as of
the laity, at lines 162-72. However, the variant in B does make 'ge lewede, etc.' subject of
tremede’ (with sense ‘support) in apposition to ‘man'; ‘bt man godes &we mid rihte heolde, 7
godes cyricean feste tremede. ge lzwede men ge gehadode' (43/5-7), but here 'man’ is
commanded to keep (‘heolde’) God's law, not to expound it (‘'reahte’) as in the C text, where 'man’
" must stand for 'm&ssepriost’. |

68 pa messepriostas Since as object of 'bebead', line 65, 'ba massepriostas', should be in
dative case, the phrase is rather to be construed as subject of, though standing outside, the
following 'pt' clause, ‘bzt hyra scriftbec ... lerdon'. As remarked in the pre.ceding note, this

clause lacks a pronoun. There is a comparable construction at lines 163-5; see note below. The
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text in B has a new sentence in which subject 'ba massepreostas' is restated with a
demonstrative: 'Pa massepreostas pe godes cyricena lareowas beop. pa sceolan heora scriftbec
mid rihte tecan 7 leran’' (43/7-8).

69 swa swa hie ure federas r tahton ‘hi¢' is possibly ambiguous, referring either to
‘massepriostas’ or 'scriftbec’. The verb ‘tahton’, with sense 'taught', could make sense with either
object. It is only the context, with ‘tahton’ used with objectb 'scriftbec’ in the preceding clause, that
indicates that 'scriftbec’ is still the object here. The variant in B is not so ambiguous, having
‘demdon’ (‘'decreed’) instead of ‘tahton' (43/8-9).

73-S ne scyl he beon ... bt hie hyra synna alysen (;) 7 hie sculon The sentence begins
with a singular pronoun subject, in keeping with 'se massepryst' at line 70, but plural ‘hie ...
alysen' also refers to the priestly role, and this switch from singular to plural is maintained at the
beginning of the next sentence, '7 hie sculon ...' The difficulty is not in the variant in B: 'ne sceal
he eac beon ... &t he heora senna alysan mage; 7 ba lareowas sceolan ...' (43/12-14). In the
sentence, lines 73-4, the confusion of singular and plural adds to the difficulty of sense not
clearly expressed. The general sense of the latter part of the sentence ('ne to Iyt bancian ...")
seems to be that the priest should show gratitude for the giving of alms even when alms are given
in a spirit of paying for the priestly service of absolving sins. It is uncertain whether by 'alms’ |
here some kind of death-bed bequest or alms generally is meant.

83-4 7 he eac wyrced eal bt her bufan reced Literally this does not make sense, because
not all of what has gone before has referred to what the priest should not do. If the failure of duty
mentioned at lines 82-3 were particulérly meant as grounds for the punishment specified at lines
84-5, despite fulfilment of duties mentioned in the passage,lines 65-78, then 'hwadre', for
example, might be expected instead of 'eac’. In Visio Pauli, the Latin source for the iron hook
and the river of fire, the priest is punishgd for a different reason, because 'non consummavit
ministerium suum bene; cum érat manducans et bibens et fornicans, offerebat hostiam domino ad
sanctum altare eius' (James, Apocrypha Anecdota, pp.29-30; Silverstein, Visio Pauli, p.142).

The text in B does not have '7 he eac ...reced', and thus does connect the punishment with the

of ‘
specified failure: A duty (43/22-5); '7 he eac ... reced’ may be reflected in the next sentence in the
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B text, where a clause, 'pe we @r bufan emb spracon’, follows 'd2s massepreostes sidan’ at line
86 (43/26-7).

94 7 he done ne geheold tela de him pone naman forgef The Latin source, Visio Pauli
(James, ApocryphaAnecdoia, p.30) has 'sed non est ingressus in sanctitatem eius qui dedit ei
nomen'. In the Latin it is obvious enough that Christ or the deity is the giver of the name, but the
OE is vague, and archbishop, or even pope or king, could be brought to mind for that role. The
use of the verb ‘gehealdan’ particularly makes for a weak reading. Of the sixteen senses for this
verb given in BTSupp. the nearest is sense XI, ‘satisfy, content', but then ‘tela’ (adverb ‘well’)
seems redundant. The whole sentence, lines 93-5, is variant in the B text;.for the present reading
B has '7 pat eal forheold. 7 his scyppend pe him pone noman forgeaf' (43/35-6), which is also
somewhat vague in that *for eal' has no antecedent.

99-100  paet dam byscopum de her on worulde syndon gegangene, gelice dam bisceope
The relative clause is 'd¢ her on worulded syndon'; 'gegangene’ for 'gegange’. Instead of
'gegange;xe gelice' B has 'swype gelice gegange' (45/4). Another instance of this impersonal use
of ‘gegangan' is at line 209; there the B text does not have the construction (51/8).

102-3 se bysceop sceal se de wile onfon ... ponne scyl he drafian ... Particularly because 'se
de wile' could stand on its own as a relative clause (as often in Wulfstan homilies), the reading is
potentially ambiguous. If 'sceal ... onfon' were construed together, it could appear that a new
sentence begins at 'bonne scyl he ...", but it is preferable to read 'bonne scyl' as a restatement of
'sceal'. The variant in B is briefer and does not have the potential ambiguity, though ‘sceal’ |
likewise precedes the relative clause: 'se biscop sceal pe wile onfon ... prafian ...' (45/6-8).

104 7 bpne hyred. 7 da lewede msen Syntactically the phrase reads as if it were a second
object (the first being 'da masseprystas’) of drafian', line 103, or as if it were a second object of
‘healdon’, line 104 (the first being 'godes &'), but the sense seems to require the phrase, though in
accusative case, to be object of 'gedafian', lilne 105, in apposition to dative '0am'. The variant in
B has the éame apparent inconsistency (45/9-11).

111 he euenhliete BT gives a verb 'hleotan’, but a compound with 'efen-' only as noun or

adjective, and there are no instances of such a verb in MCOE. B does not' have 'he' (45/18).
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However, the verb could be genuine, and subjunctive mood is appropriate: 'he may receive equal
rank [or 'an equal share'] with'.

113-17 The passage is syntactically coherent, but, even when the anachronism associating Moses
with Christian teachers is allowed, its exact meaning is elusive. Ifind nothing in scripture that
could have prompted the passage, but perhaps chapter 48 of Visio Pauli (chapters 24 and 34-5
are a source at lines 57-9 and 84-98) contributed to it, especially Moses's words 'miror quia
alienigine et non circumcisi et idola adorantes conuertentes ingressi sunt in repromissa dei, Israel
autem non est ingressus’ (James, Apocrypha Anecdota, p.39). The B text is substantally the
same, except that the passage is introduced 'Swa sanctus paulus segde ...' (45/19-20) instead of
‘swa her reced on dysum trahtode ...", and 'be hrador’, line 116, is lacking,

123-4 ... massan gesingan, for eal cristen folc (;) de mfre fram frymde middangeardes
acennede weeran  Thus is introduced a confusing passage, lines 125 -36, on the power of the
Mass to bring all Christians, living, not yet living and dead, into communion. The sentence,
lines 157-9, that concludes the passage and which has to do with the effect of the Mass on devils
is, however, readily intelligible.

125 hie might be expected to refer back to bysceop. 7 massepryst', line 121, but in view of
the generality of what follows, 'hie' probably refers to 'eal cristen folc', line 123. B also has 'hi’
(45/33).

126 onfehd he ... maran mede (;) ponne hie.. Assuming that bishop and priest are no
longer being specified, it is possible that the singular 'onfehd he' anticipates the singular subject
of the sentence, lines 129-30, namely the participant in the Mass. The B text does not have the
mistake: ‘onfob hi, etc.’ (45/33-4). |

127-8 mid #nigum de=le ... mid #nigum arum I cannot suggest what might be meant here by
‘dzle’, or why ‘arum’ is plural where a meaning ‘reverence' might be expected. The textin B
(45/34) does not have lines 127-8, 'gif hiin ... gehyran willad',

129-30 7 fordy hie dingiad The clause is parenthetical, sceming to mean that the saints (can)
intercede because they used to be earthly themselves. B has simply, for the whole sentence, lines
129-30, *7 ba be on heofonum syndon hi pingiap for pa pe byssum sange fylgeap' (45/34-5).

LT S L T i IR MY I TR
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131 hie presumably refers back to 'ealra haligra’, line 129, with the following relative clause
referring to 'ealra yrélicra', though this 'hie' could be read as antecedent of the relative clause.
Alternatively, in view of the confusion of singular and plural at line 126, 'hie' could refer to the
participant(s) in the Mass. B also has 'hi' (45/36).

133 hie presumably refers back to the earthly Christian community at lines131-2, at least to
those members who are and will be, or (cp. preceding note) to the participant in the Mass
specified at line 129: there is scarcely a real distinction to be made by this stage. B also has hi’
47/1).

134 7 eallum halgum pt is alyfed If the clause is to be translated 'and it is permitted to all
saints', there is a failure of sense between it and the following 'b&t' clause, which reads as if it is
dependent upon it, as well as upon preceding ‘pat is godes agen bebod'. The clause ‘seems quite
misplaced, even when read parenthetically. Ifwd it that saints are mentioned in order to
maintain the theme that the Christian community is at once heavenly and earthly, and even
perhaps‘to reflect this theme in the composition of the whole sentence, lines 134-6, by providing
a mention of saints near the beginning of the sentence in order to balance that at the end. The
apparent failure of sense is not in the variant in B, which begins after 'sweltad’, line 133: '7 godes
mildheortnesse bip ofer hi 7 ealra haligra 7 god hafap alyfed eorplicum mannum pat hi motan
bletsian eal cristen folc {then as C (but 'gecegede’ for C 'gecwedene’) till the last clause of the
sentence, line 136, *7 hie syndon ... magas'] 7 on ealra haligra gepofiscipe' (47/1-5).

135 him ... fore gebringan There seems to be ambiguity here: either bring before God' or
'bring for them (=eall cristen folp)'. B has ‘bringan’ for 'gebringan’ (47/4).

151 pat paet godes folc wite Reading the first ‘pat’ as standing for the following 'hu' clause
(the second being definite article with 'folc'), this use of the subjunctive 'wite' in a main clause
instead of a modal, to give the sense 'should know', seems very unusual, but it seems preferable to
read thus rather than to take the clause tc; be dependent upon 'beod ... scyldige', line 150, in
which case the verb ‘wite' would lack negation. BT has no examples of 'scyldige pt ...' and there
are no examples in MCOE. The variant in B is 'forbon pat godes folc sceal witon' (47/21-2).
Subjﬁnctive ‘wite' may be a misplaced instance of the usage whereby thé third person subjunctive

- ~ carries imperative force (cp.; for example, 'Agife ... dele ..: selle'; lines 267-9).
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152 7 ge beod syddan domes georne (;) gif ge nyllad Iseran This is the only point in the
homily where the second person plural implies direct address to priests; the homily as a whole is
a general exhortation to give tithes, and such direct address is inappropriate. B has'7 pa
lareowas ... gif hi ...' (47/22-3).

domes georne It is difficult to read the phrase without an unexpected sense of irony: ‘eager for
(unfavourable) judgement'. BT gives an adjective ‘domgeorn’, but with no such pejorative sense
as here. B has ‘domes wyrpe' (47/23).

160-1 7 god bid on hyra midle. (,) eallum dam mannum Though on hyra midle’ fits the
context of the preceding two clauses, 'fordon dzr man ... abryrded', the phrase cannot be
construed with ‘eallum dam mannum', and there is a failure of sense here. B has 'god bip milde
p2m monnum' (47/32), which fits the context of the whole sentence.

163-5 ba godes deowas hyra tidsangas ... gehealden. 7 3a l=wedan swa heom ... belimped
The construction is comparable to that at lines 68-9 (see note on 'ba massepriostas'), in that ‘pa
godes béowas' could be construed as object of *dreatigen. 7 bebeodan', with conjunction and
pronoun absent ( 'pat hie'; only pronoun absent at lines 68-9) from the following complement
clause. However, in the present case 'da godes deowas' may, more easily than 'hba massepriostas’
at line 68, be construed as sﬁbject of the following clause. In fact here the construction may be
regarded as merely ellipticél, with omission of 'pat’ (indicating dependence upon 'dreatigen. 7
bebeodan') before 'pa godes deowas' and before 'da lewedan', and of a verb (e.g. 'dod') after 'da
lewedan'. The text in B is not variant here (47/36-49/1).

1734 donne cwsd ... lzeran meahton In the context of the passage, lines 162-75, confusion
arises in this sentence with the switch in terms, from 'godes deow' to 'munoc’, which may or may
not indicate a real distinction: 'di ilcan munoce' suggests that no distinction is intended, but that
'se godes deow de nylle dxre cyricean on riht deowian' (lines 167-8) is meant. The plural
pronoun 'hie’' may be understood to refer fo both priest and bishop. In the phrase 'odre mine
munecas', ‘mine’ is obviously inappropriate. It is unclear by what the 'odre ... munecas' are to be
taught. Presumably it is that 'se godes deow ... mid lewedum mannum onfon dzs heardest
deowdomes' (lines 167-9; '‘deowdomes’ (so also B, 49/5) for 'domes'?). The B text variant of this

. awkward sentence is little less vague: 'bonne szde p&t se apela lareow be pxm ilcan bt hi opre
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men be pon lzron mihton' (49/8-10). B has mention neither of 'munoc’ nor of ‘bisceop’; after
‘ilcan’ there is at least a six-letter space, a probable erasure (Willard, Blickling Homilies, fol.27r).
184-5 hwilc ... hwylc The failure to inflect for accusative case is not in the B text (49/15-17).
191-2 ealra mhta ... idelh@nde BT gives only this instance (cited from B) of ‘idelhende’,
'empty-handed', with genitive, and there are no examples in MCOE. B has 'ealra his hta'
(49/25-6).

1936 7 sghwilcum ... weestmum the sense of these lines seems to be that everyone should be
industrious (though this stretches the sense of 'creftig”) whatever his oécupation, sothatheisina
position to pay tithes. The homily takes up the Latin source again at this point, and the sense of
the Latin is simply that tithes should be paid whatever the source of income: '‘Quod si decimas
non habes fructuum terrenorum, quod habet agricola, quodcumque te pascit ingenium dei est:
inde decimas expetit, unde vivas. De militia, de negotio, de artificio tuo redde decimas' (Morin,
144/5-9). The B text is variant for lines 193-4: '7 &ghwylcum men is beboden pe on &nigum
bingum creftig sy. opbe on maran wisdome oppe on lessan' (49/27-8).

195 agif for 'agife'.

198 rummode It would be unusual, I think, for an adverb to be formed by addition of '-¢' to a
compound adjective, and here 'rummode’ may be for 'rumum mode'. B has 'rumlice' (49/32). Cp.
line 211 and note. For formation of adverbs in OE, see Campbell, OEG, paras 661-9.

204 ealne is likely to be error for 'anne’ in the B text (51/3).

211 mid blipe. 7 mid rum mode apparently for 'mid blibum. 7 mid rumum mode', but since
this is the second instance of ‘'rummode’ (see note to line 198 above) suspicion is increased that
an adverb was intended. The two instances of ‘mid’ here could be additions to an original 'blipe 7
rummode’. B has blipe 7 rummodlice’ (51/10).

224 eallum ageldan Dative of thing repaid or paid for is unusual. B has 'eall agyldan'
(51/24).

224-5 The omission in the C text, due to eye skip, has led to a failure of sense.

235 hit swide fea ane sindan 'There are only very few'. The idiom seems unusual. B has

simply 'syndon feawa' (53/1).
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239 7 man danne siddan nahtes wyrde his saule ne ded. ne his goldes... Literal
translation suggests that the sense is inappropriate: 'and one then makes his soul worthy of
nothing, neither of his gold ..." The required sense might be expected to be that ‘one's riches are
of no help to his soul'. This is the sense of the next sentence, lines 242-5. The B text is not
variant here (195/5-6).

244-S pe he his lichaman oferflownesse. mid freetwad Preposition 'mid' presumably goes
with relativg 'be’, ‘with which he adorns his body’. A preposition might be expected with
‘oferflownesse’: this example of an adverbial use of an inflected noun seems somehow unusual,
perhaps because an adjective (e.g. ‘micclum') does not accompany the noun (for the usage see
Mitchell, OF Syntax,], paras 1380 ff., and cp. examples at ibid., paras 1410-11 and 1414), or
perhaps (similarly, because of the two nouns being next to each other) the reading seems
infelicitous because of an expectation that 'lichaman’ will be genitive, governed by the following
noun, unless an adjective or preposition intervenes.

B has 'be his lichoma @r mid oforflownessum gefratwod was' (195/11-12). A preposition
is not necessarily required with ‘fretwian’ for nouns specifying adornments (cp. examples in BT
s.v. 'frettewian’), though examples in MCOE suggest that a preposition is usual in prose, but it
might be expected that instrumentality would at least be expressed in the relative by 'bam d¢'
instead of 'pe’. Past tense in B here is more logical than present tense ‘fretwad’ in C.

There is an analogue to C's reading in B, Homily X: '"hwzar beop donne ba glengeas 7 pa
mycclum gegyrelan pe he pone lichoman &r mid fretwode’, (111/35-6).

246 Though this line does not stand well on its own as a sentence, neither does it read easily at
the end of the preceding sentence, where the sense of the 'banne ... danne ..." construction is
complete. The line does not fit the context of the next sentence, where the theme changes from
love of riches to drunkenness and boasting, but it could fit within the preceding sentence after
‘habbanne’ at line 243, though with some duplication of sense. The variant reading in B, at the
same point, seems no less disjointed: '7 ba eorplican gestreon swipor lufode ponne he his gast |
dyde, opbe urne drihten pe hine gesceop’ (195/12-14). »

270-1 n=s hit naht ne forhealde on unrihtne lust. danne bid hit ... goldhorde ‘forhealde’

for 'forhealden’. The first clause of this sentence seems to be an 'inverted conditional clause', but
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subjuntive 'nere’ might be expected for indicative ‘nas"; Mitchell, OF Syntax, II, paras 3678-83,
is doubtful that a conditional clause with no conjunction and with initial verb was a genuine OE
construction. To construe ‘nzs’ as an adverb ‘not’, and ‘forhealde’ as a third person singular
present subjunctive does not seem possible. Another syntactical difficulty with the sentence is
that pronouns ‘hit' have no referrent: it seems inappropriate that antecedent ‘beodlafa’ and ‘ealda
hragel' (line 269) are 'gehealden on dan heofonlican goldhorde'; however the sentence may be
read as a general statement.

The sentence renders the Latin ‘ut ... non luxuriae reservetur, sed in thesauro caelesti per
elimosinam pauperum reponatur’ (Morin, 146/9-10), where the subject is what is left over from
the nine parts once a modest amount of food and clothing has been provided for. The OE renders
this modest provision for the tithe payer's needs into 'left-overs and old clothes’ for the poor (line
269). Despite the deviation from the sense of the Latin, the sentence, lines 270-1, is logical, but
its mean%ng is vague and its orthodoxy even (no doubt unintentionally) suspect: it is not what is
'not witheld in wrongful pleasure’, but what is actually given that earns reward, as the Latin
makes clear with the phrase 'per elimosinam pauperum’,

The B text does not have 'nas hit naht ne forhealde on unrihtne lust’, but otherwise is not
variant here, except for 'nigeopan’ for 'nigon’ at line 268 (53/12 and 13).

280-1 man gitsiad. pet hie... 'gitsiad' for 'gitsad’; the plural pronoun ‘hie' referring back
to indefinite ‘man’ is not exceptional (see Mitchell, OE Syntax, 1, para.377).

287 b=t ge da gedon earmum mann[um] nytte It might be suspectcd that the reading is 'to
nytte', with 'to’ lost to view, with '-um’, in ’the binding, but there is probably not space for the
preposition at the end of the line. With 'nytte' as an adjective, the clause may be translated 'that
you make them useful to the poor’. The B text variant, which begins after *habben’, line 286, has
‘bt ge pa earmum mannum syllon' (53/28-9).

289 The C text omission of 'is mid' leaves an unsound reading.
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HER we magon hwylcumhwega wérdum sécgan. be daére &rwyrdan gebyrda. 7 be
bam halgan life 7 fordfore d2s éadigan weres. sanctus martinus. e we nd on
andweardnesse his tid wyrdiad. 7 marsiad.

was dxt gode swide gecéren man on his daidum.

he was on pannania dzre mzgde arest on wyrolde gecumen. in arrea dam
tune.

was he hwatdere in itdlia aféded. in ticinam dare byrig

wazs he for wyrolde swide godra gebyrda 7 ®delra.

waron his yldran hwazdere. // fader 7 moder butu hzdene.

waes his fador Zrest cyninges degen. 7 da @t nihstan gedah pat he was
cyninges dxgna éaldorman,

da sceolde he sanctus maﬂnm nyde béon on his géogodhide on daire
geferrédene arest on constantines digum. 7 pa eft on iuliani ds kiseres.

nala®s pat he his willum on dam wyroldfolgode ware. Ac he séne on his
geogode godes dewdom micle swidor lifode danne da idlan dréamas disse wyrolde.

pa he was. X. wintre. 7 hine his yldran to woruldfolgode // tyhton. 7 lardon.

“0a fleah he to godes cyricean. 7 bad bt hine man gecristnode. bt se aéresta del

his onginnes. 7 lifes waron to geléafan gecyrred. 7 to fulwihte. 7 he 8a s6na mid
ealle his life ymbe godes deowdom abisgod wzs.
da he was fifténe wintre 8a nyddan hine his yldran todan bzt he scéolde

woroldlicum wapnum onfén. 7 on cyninges degna geférredena béon.

14 Ac]'A'inleft margin. 20 bet] not abbreviated. 21 cyn'i'nges.
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da waron. iii. gar #r his fulwihte. pat he wyroldwapna. waég. 7 he hine
hwatdere wip eallum dam healicum wapnum // geheold 8a d¢ woruldmaen fremmad
on manniscum dingum,

he haéfde micle lifan. 7 ealle warnesse to aZlcum man. 7 he was gedyldig. 7
éadméd. 7 gemetfzst. on eallum his life.

Seah 8e he da gét on I¥wedum hdde beon scolde hwadere he to das
forwyrnednesse hzfde. on eallum dingum. pat he éfne munuclife gyt swidor lifde
panne l#wedes mannes,

was he for his drfestum dadum eallum his ge{férJum léof. 7 wyrd. 7 andresne.
7 hie hine ealle synderlice mid lifan wyrdedan.

7 8eah de // he da gyt were fullice 2fter orenre &ndebyrdnesse gefullad. Ac he
was gecristnod. swa ic &r séde. hwadere he pzt geréne ddre halgan fulwihte mid
godum datdum geheold. 7 fullode.

k he wolde dam winnendum gefultumien. 7 éarmre fréfrian. 7 hingrendum mete
sellan. 7 nacode scrydan. 7 eall bzt he on his folgode begéat eal he bt for gédes
lufan gedaélde. nemne dane deghwamlican ondlyfan anne. 8¢ he néde. biglyfian
sceolde.

gemunde he bzt drihten. bebéad on his godspelle //

De crastino non cogitare.

D=t se godes min ne scéolde bi dan mergend=ge daincean. dy lafs pat watre
pat he durh [bzt] 2nig dira géda forylde b=t he panne di daége gedon méahte, 7
danne wéninga hwader he eft ds meregendeges gebidan moste.

magon we dara arfaestra datda sume gehéran secgan. O¢ he 3¢és eadiga wer.
sanctus martinus. séna on his cnihthide gedyde. deah de [his] dara gédra da‘da mi

watre. danne a®nig man asecgan maige.

29 forwy'r'nednesse. 30 ge[ferjum] so AB, 'gerefum' MS. 36 sc'r'ydan] here
and at 29 superscript 'r' is caroline, not the copyist's usual insular form for OE. 37
'he'. 39 gemun'de'] 'gemun’ at end line, 'de’ added in left margin, not by copyist.
beb'e’ad. 41 Daxt] 'D' =enlarged 'd'. 42 [pet] supplied from AB. gedon] g’
altered from't'. 43 'ge'bidan. 45 [his] 'he his' MS; AB have neither ‘he' nor ‘his'.
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pat gelamp sume side. pat he gefyrde mid odrum cyninges degenum on da //
burh de ambinensus hatte.

was on middum wintre. 7 was se winter dy gare to dzs grim bzt efne manig
man his fyrh for cyle geséalde.

04 st d=r sum dearfa @t dam burhgadte

szt éac nacod

bad him 8a for gode his hragles on £lmessan.

da fyrdon hie ealle ford be him. 7 hyra nin him to gecyrran wélde. ne him
anige dre gedon,

da ongeat se godes wer. sanctus martinus. pet drihten him Sone déarfan
geheold. pat he him miltsian sceolde da dara odera manna him // nin drian wolde.

nyste deah hwadere hwat he him don sceolde. fordan de he naht elles naéfde
batan his anfealdne gyrelan. Ac eall bzt he ma haifde. eall he pat zir beforan on
gelic wyrc atéah. 7 for gode geséalde.

getéah 8a his sex. 7 genam his sciccels de he him on haéfde. 7 tosnad da hine.
ontwd. 7 da healf geséalde 8am déarfan. 7 mid héalfe hine besweop.

da waéron manige mzn. de bat gesdwon, 7 hie hine on dan txldon. 7

bismrodan. bt he his swa an//féaldne gyrelan tosnidan scéolde.

sume danne eft da de beteran mddes watron. 7 aénige lufan to gode haéfdan.
hie sélfe be pan ongaéton pat hie swa ne dydan. 7 wistan pat hie mete hz’.fdon.
pat hie zghwader ge dam d¢arfan hregel syllan mihtan. ge éac heom selfum
genoh haéfdon. »

da wes sona on dxre afierfylgendan nihte. 8a he se eadiga wer slép. da '
geseah he crist selfne. mid di ilcan hragle. gegyrwvdne. 8¢ he &r dan péarfan
geséalde. // |

0a was him beboden gyrnlicor pat he hine irne drihten ongaite. 7 pat hragel

Oc¢ he &r dam déarfan geséalde.

47 'ge'fyrde. 59 Ac]'A'in left margin. 62 dea'r'fan]'r 'is caroline, as at 29
and 36 above. besweo'p’. 63 da] 'd' in left margin.



75

78

$1r
81

84

87

&

90

93

96

£&r

99

182

Mox angelérum circumsténtium multitudinem.

Pa geseah he mycele m2nigo &ngla ymbe hine drihten stindan. 7 8a gehyrde
he drihten sélfne mid swa cudre stéfne. 7 to pan &nglum cwzd.

‘martinus nu du éart gecristnod @r his fulwihte,

'mid disum hr2gle. du me gegyredest.'

was on dzre datde swide cud. pat ure drihten is swide gemyndig das his
cwi//des be he sclfa ar cwad.

Quam diu fecisti.

‘Swa hwzt swa ge hwilcum earmum mgn. to géde gedod. for minux__n, naman
efne ge dxt me sclfum gedod.’

7 he da wolde dane cwide getrymman on dzre godcundan daéda 7 hine selfne to
dan gecadmedde bzt he hine on dzs déarfan gyrelan ®téwde dam éadigan were.
sancte martine,

Quo uisv ulr non in gloriam elatus est.

ba he se eadyga martinus. da gesihpe geseah 0a nas hg naht swide on
éferhyd (g ahafen. on mannisc. wiindor. ac he godes géd on dzre. / his deda
ongzat.

Da he da haifde twam las twéntig wintra. da gefullode hine man. on dzre
cyrican éndebyrdnesse. 7 wes he beforan &r dam. iii. gar. gecristnod swa ic &r
saéde.

da forlet he ealne dane wyroldfolgod &nne. 7 da gewit he to sancte hildrie dam
bysceope. d¢ in pictdue dxre byrig was bysceop.

7 was b&t swide foremagre. man for gode. se bysceop. 7 his géd was swide
gecyde[d]. 7 he da disne ydigan wer fulfrémedlice on godes a. 7 on godes
déowdom // getyde. 7 gelaérde. eac 8an da hine god sél[f] innan gemanode. |

was he swide gediingen on his déawum. 7 stadolfaést on his wordum. 7

hluttor. 7 clZne on his life. 7 he was arfast.. 7 gemétfast. 7 mildhyrt on his

78 m'e’. 83 'ge'dod. dmre] 're’in bracket under '0x'. 91 Da] ‘D' =enlarged 'd".
95 bysc'e'ope. 97 gecyde[d] ed'MS. 98 sel[f] 'selfne' MS, AB 'sylfa/sylf,
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datdum. 7 geornful. 7 be gewyrhtum. ymbe drihtnes ldre. 7 on eallum gédum. for

gode fulfrémede.

da gelamp &fter dan bat se eadiga wer sanctus martinus. sum mynster
getimbrede. 7 he on dam minigra godes deowa géstlic faéder gewéard

da gelamp sume sipe pat dzr / com sum ungecristnod man. to him pzt he
wolde mid his ldre. 7 mid his lifes bisene beon ingetimbred.

8a da he dzr was wel monige dagas. 8a weard he uintrum on féferadle.

0a geldmp on da tid. pat sanctus martinus was on sumre fore. ealle. iii. gr.

0a he 0a eft him com. da gemette he dane man. fordférendre. de dar ar
untrum was. 7 hine éfne swa f&rlice dead fornam. pat he ungefullod fordférde.

6a he 8a sanctus martinus. pat geseah pxt da odre gebrodre ealle swa unréte
wa&ran. ymbe pat lic. da weop he. 7 éode into // him 7 was him swide micle
wyrce pxt he swa ungefullod fordgeferan scéolde.

‘ getrywde 8z hwadere mid ealle méde. on &lmihtiges godes miht. 7 his
mildhéortnesse. 7 €ode on 8a cytan dzr se lichama inne was. 7 hét 8a odre mzn.
Gitgingan. 7 da da duru beléac @fier him. 7 he him 8a gebad. 7 astréahte ofer da
léoma dzs aswoltonan mannes.

d8a he da lange hwile. on dan gebede was. 0a ongzt he pxt dzr was
godcundlic m}égen andweard. 7 he dzre mildheortnesse inforht // onbad.

da was ymbe hwile 8a gefélde he pzt se deada man his léoma. ealle astyrodan.
7 his éagan tp ahéf. 7 férdlécode.
. da he da sanctus martinus. dzt geseah 8a wes he swide geféonde. 7 da

clypode he hludre stéfne. 7 ealmihtigum gode dzre gife danc szde.
ba dxt 8a odre gebrodran, gehyrdan de dar lte watron da éodon hie into him.

da gesawon hie windorlice gewyrd dane man lyfiende dane hie Zr déadne

forléton. 7 hine man da séna. gefullode. 7 he fela géara // zfter dan lifde.

103 gelam'p'] 'p' squeezed in on line, ink less dark than copyist's, like that of '-de’
at39. 105 'un'gecristnod] superscript not by copyist, probably as 39. 110 dead)

'd altered from '3' by erasure of cross stroke. 112 w'e’'op. 113 wyr'c'e.
dz't". 124 'ge'brodran. 125 gewyr'd".
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waes dis dzre wundra Zrst de des eadiga wer openlice. beféran odrum
mannum. geworhte.

7 da after disse dede his nama wzs syddan 4 wyrd. 7 maére gewérden. 7 hine
eall pat folc haligne. 7 mihtigne ongaétan on his datdum.

swylce éac eft gelamp oder wiindor. disse anlicnesse.

he fyrde sume sipe des eadiga wer to 4nes mannes tine. e lupicinus wes
gehiten.

0a gehyrde he d2r on dan tine mycelne héaf. 7 wép. 7 manige cléopodan mid
miclere stéfne. //

pa gestéd he. 7 dcsode hwat syo clypung wa're. 8a salde him man pat dzr
waire sum man éarmlice dead geswolten. pat he hine selfne awyrgde.

da he da sanctus martinus. das mannes dead swa éarmlice gehyrde. 8a was
him bzt séna swide sir. 7 on mycle wyrce. 7 da eode on 8a cyten. dzr se lichama
inn;’. leg. dxs aswoéltenan mannes. 7 het da odre man ealle Gtgangan. 7 da duru
betynan 7 hine d2r da on gebede astréahte

6a he da hwile on don gebede was. da faringe weard se déada man cwyc 7 eft
fordlocode. 7 tylode to arisanne. //

da genam ;sa_nc;gs martinus hine be his hiandan. 7 up heah ararde. 7 hine
geledde ford to dan cauertine dzs hises. 7 hine eft 3am mannum halne. 7
gesiindne agéaf. de hie ar déadne forléton.

das wundor. 7 manig oder ®lmihtig god durh dysne éadigan wer gewrohte. @r
danne he &fre ware bysceop. ac syddan he dan bysceophade onfaéng. in turna dzre
byrig Nis 2nig man paxt 82 wundor eall asécge. 8a de god syddan durh hine
gewrohte.

7 deah de he da mdran had haéfae. 7 éac for wyrolde ricra béon scéolde. 8anne
he @r was // hwadere he hafde da ilcan eadmodnesse. an his hyrtan. 7 da ilcan

forwymnednesse on his lichaman. @ghwader ge on mefte] ge on hraigle. geon

130 mihti'g'ne. 139 'on' mycle. 143 arisanne] 'ne’ in bracket below 'an’. 145
7" gesundne. 147 'ge'wrohte. 148 ac] 'a’ written with an ascender. 149 Nis]

* 'N'in left margin.~ 153 ‘me[te] supplied from AB, letters obscured in binding.
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xghwilcum dinge efne swa he Zr hatfde. 7 he his bysceophad swa gedéfelice
geheold for gode. swa he hwzder nzfre pat maigen. 7 da foresetenesse his
munuchédes 4n ne forlét.

Omnes namgque unanimi[ter] cupiebant.

7 ealle mzn da de feor ge néah dyses éadigan weres 1[if] cudan 0dde gehyrdan,
ealle hie pat 4nmddlice wilnodan pat hile] // his word geheran mostan. 7 his larum
gelyfan. fordan hie swutolice on him ong#ton godes Ivfe 7 his blisse.

ws he fordan swide matre geond middangéard.

7 he manig templ 7 deofolgeld tobraéc 7 gefelde 8t haedene mzn &r deoflum
onguldun. 7 danne dzr he b=t déofolgyld gefelde. danne asette he dzr godes
cyricean. odde fullice mynster getimbrede.

b=t gelamp sume side bzt he ongan barnan sum déofolgyld. pat mid
hzdenum mannum swide wyrd. 7 maire // was.

-I>a stéd dair sum nytwyrde his be dan gelde de he dr baérnan ongan,

da sloh se wind dane Iégt on bzt oder his. 7 him duhte pat hit eall forbyrnan
sceolde.

da he da sanctus martinus pet geseah 8a arn he séna up on p&t hiis. 7 da
gestéd ongaén dam Iégte.

da gelamp wiindorlic gewyrd bt se légt ongdn slean. 7 brecan ongaén dane
wind. 7 éfne swa se wind swidor sl6h on dane 1égt. swa brac he swidor ongzn dam
winde. 7 éfne on da gelicnesse swa da gescatfta twd be heom twyonum gefyhton //
sceoldan.

7 swa se 1égt wes gedréatod durh sancte martines gebyde. pat he nafnegum
odrum &r scadian ne méahte. éfne. dam déofolgylde dnum de he dr bairnan
ongan. |

Swylce gelamp eft oder wundor dysum gelic,

he com to sumen tane de librassa was gehdten.

158 1{if] so B, letters obscured in binding, 'lif added in outer margin by retoucher.

159 hi[e] letter obscured in binding. 179 Swylce] 'S’ in left margin.
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da was d2r sum geld de 0a hzdenan swide wyrdedan.

da wolde he sanctus martinus ®lce dinga pat geld abrécan. 7 gefyllan. da
widstédan him da hzdenan mzn. 7 hine mid téonan on weg adrifon.

0a éode he dzr rihte big on sume stéwe // 7 hine da gegyre.de mid harenu[m]
hragele swide hearde. 7 unwynsume. 7 gefaéste. iii. dagas. 7 Imihtigne. god
gebad. bzt he durh his godcundan gemiht. pat déofolgyld gebraéce. 7 gefelde. 8a
he hit for manna téonan gebrecan ne moste.

0a coman dzr smninga. ii. ®nglas to him gescyldode. 7 gespyrode. 7 mid
heregeatwum gegyrede éfne swylce hie to campe féran woldan, 7 cwaédan pat hie
god self gesa®nde bt hie sceoldan bzt heedene werod geflyman. 7 martine on
fultume béon. // pat he pat déofolgyld gebrecan meahte. 7 gefyllan.

da eodan hie eft to dan tune. 7 bzt geld gebracon 4 0d done grind.

7 da hadenun m&n. to lécodan. ac hie hwadere watron mid codcunde
mzeéene. gefyrhte. 7 hyra ndn him widstandan ne dorste. ac hie ealle to drihtenes
geléafan gecyrdon. 7 hie cwadan to him. pat se wre dna s68 god se 6e martinus
gehyrde. 7 pat hyra hedengyld waéran ealle idele. 7 unnytte 7 bzt hie na hwadere
ne heom selfum gedaéncan ne méahtan, // ne @nies para gehelpan de to hi[m]
&nigre are wilnodon.

swylce gelamp sume side pat he sum gyld tobrec. pxt dzr gearn mycele
maénego to him dara hadenra manna. 7 ealle wairon swide yrre.

0a was hyra sum hredra 7 hitheortra danne da odre.

gebrad 0a his swyrde. 7 gemynte hine to sléanne.

0a he 0a sanctus martinus pat geseah. 8a dyde he séna pat hregel of his

swyran 7 léat ford to dam m@n, ¢ hine sléan mynte,

184 h=zrenu[m] 'm' is worn away. From here readings either side of the top of the
gutter in the gathering, fols 72-81, are affected by damage to the membrane,
whereby the surface layer or layers is crumbled away. 18§ ‘ge'fzeste] superscript
not certainly by copyist. 193 and 194 ac] 'a' written with an ascender. 197 hi[m]
'm' supplied, damage to membrane; a superscript marker under 'i'. 200 h'i'm.
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da he da se hzdena man up aréahte mid dzre swidran hind. 7 hine sléan
mynte. 8a feol he f2ringa on bacling. 7 ne ahte his // lichaman ndn gewéald ac he
was mid godcunde magne gedréad. 7 he him da dane éadigan wer forgyfenesse
gebad.

Swylce wes eft oder wundor dxs anlicnesse. bzt gelamp sume side dzr he sum
deofolgeld tobrze. 7 gefylde.

da gebraed dara hedenra manna sum his séaxe

0a he hine da stingan mynte. ba nyste he faéringa hwzr p&t seax becom. pat
he dzr on hdnda hafde.

gelomlice pat danne was bt he da hzdenan gyld gebrec. 7 him da hedenan
mgn widerwéarde waéron bt hie durh his lare. 7 durh his drihtnes // gife hyra
hyortan to godes ge{lealfan gecyrde. pt hie ®tnyhstan selfe éac mid hyra hindum
6a idlan gyld gebraécan 7 gefyldan.

“ 7 to d@s mihtig he danne was xlce untrumnesse to hzlanne. 7 to 8zs mycel
gyfe he dzs @t gode onfeng pxt nas anig to das untrum de hine geséhte pat he
sona hatlo ne begaéte.

ge bt oft 4 gelamp danne man hwilcne da! his hraegles to untruman man
gebrohte pat hé danne durh dxt sdna wes hil gewdrden

7 d=xs he was banne éalra swidast // {to] herianne pat he na‘fre nznigum
worldlicum man ne cyninge selfum durh lease olacungs swidor onbiigan wolde.
panne hit riht ware. 7 éac he & &ghwilcum mgn s0d 7 riht sprecan wolde 7 dén.

~ Vere beatus uir. In quo dolus.

bis was sodlice eadig wer
ne was @fre facen ne inwid on his hyortan ne he anigne man unrihtlice ne

gedemde. ne he wite ne nam ne 2nig yfel mid yfele ne geald. ne hine a#nig man

206 ac] 'a’ written with an ascender,

212 'be'com] superscript not by copyist, as 39; AB 'cwom / com'. 216 ge[lea}fan]
damage to membrane, supplied from AB, 217 'ge'brsecan) superscript not by
copyist, as 39. 217-8 '7' gefyldan. '7'. 222 geworde'n'. 223 [to] damage to
membrane, supplied from AB. 224 wor[l]dlicum] superscript ‘I', marked with an
inverted ‘v, is probably modern. '
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76v  yme. ne grammodne gerzéthte. ac he wes 4 in 4num mode 7 efne / heofonlicne
231  blis. 7 geféan man [moh]te 4 on his andwlitan angytan.
ne gehyrde ®nig man aht elles of his mude nemne cristes lof. 7 nytte spratce.
ne aht elles on his hyortan. nemne drfzstnesse. 7 mildhyortnesse. 7 sibbe.

234 swylce éac des eadiga wer mycle &r beforan done deg wiste his forpfernesse. 7
him drihten gecyded hafde. 7 he am his gebroprum sade pat hit 3a ryhte watre.
bt he of 8isse werolde sceolde.

237 8a wiste he sumne hyrd on his bysceopscyre 8a d¢ undwaére 7 ungesibbe heom

Tle betwéonum // [waé]ran.
0a gefyrde he dider mid his discipulum deah de he wiste. bt [he) da &t his
240 daga Znde waire,
pet he huru wolde bat hie ealle on sibbe waéran &r he of wcroldé gefyrde.
DPa he 0a hatfde dane hyred gesibbod de he dzr to gefyrde. 7 daér wel manige
243 dagas was 8a he da eft gemynte mid his discipulum to his mynstre féran,
0a weard he faéringa swide untrum
da gehet he him ealle his discipulas to. 7 heom saéde bzt he 8a fordferan
246  sceolde.
0a wéopan hie sona ealle. 7 sdrlice gebérdan. 7 dis cwatdan to him. //
TN ‘forhwan forlaétstu fader us [nu] gyt. odde gif du gewitest hwam bebéodest du
249 us'!
Cui nos pdter deseris cui nos desoldtus.
'‘Cumad risende wulfas. 7 todrifad dine hyorde.

252 *hwa forstinded hie gif du hie ne scyldest.

231 man [moh]te] damage to membrane, two minims survive after 'man’;
retouched 'te’ at beginning next line, in front of which retoucher has written 'moh".
AB 'meahte/mihte’, '
234 'forp'fernesse] superscript probably by copyist, but retouched; a vertical mark
descending from the top of copyist's superscript marker makes marker look like a
large inverted v'. 238 [ws]ran] 'wa' supplied, damage to membrane; retoucher
‘we'; AB ‘waron'. 239 'ge'fyrde] superscript very faint, but marker clear, as 39.
[he] ‘hie' MS. 241 'o'f. 242 'ge'fyrde. 245 'ge’het. 247 him) bracketed
below line in a drawing of a bird. Fols 77v-79r have ornamental brackets. 248
[nu] supplied from AB, damage to membrane; 'n’ faintly legible; retoucher seems to
-+ have added 'nu' superscript, but faded.
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‘we &t witon pzt bt is dines modes willa. bzt du méte das wyrold forlaitan 7

crist geséon. ac gemiltsa du hwadere Gis. 7 gemune ura déarfa.’
da he da 84s word gesprac. 7 dis gehyrde. 7 he ealle wépende geseah. da
wéop he éac selfa. 7 his mod was onstyred. mid dam hera wérdum.

swa he was manna mildhéortast // 7 he efne mid wépendre stéfne dus to drihtne
cwzd.

Domine si adfhu]c populo tuo sum necessarius.

Drihten’ cwad he 'gif ic nu gét sie dinum folce déarflic. hér on worulde to
habbanne. danne ne widsace ic am gewinne. ac sie ds din willa.'

was he to dzs drfest bzt him was £ghwader on wyrce ge bzt he da gebrodran
forlete. ge danne huru éac bt he leng fram cristes onsyne waére pat he dane
gesdwe. |

he da fordan drihtnes willa sohte. 7 dus cwad

'min drihten ldnge i¢ nu was on dan héardan campe her on wyrolde. ac danne
hwadere ne widsace ic dan bt ic on dan campe // l&ng sie gif hit 8in willa swidor
[bid] ac ic mid dinum watpnum getrymed on dinum fedan faéste stinde. 7 for de
campige da hwile de din willa bid.'

was him &ghwader dam éadigan were ge syo godes lufu to dzs hit. ge to das
byrht. on his hyortan. di he fordan deade. ne forhtode. ac him das héardost
lingode hwanne he of disse wyrolde moste.

7 him danne was éac manna lufu to dxs mycel. pat him naénig gewin hér on
wyrolde to lang. ne to héard ne duhte. das d¢ hyra sdulum to hzlo. 7 to raéde
gewinnan meahte

da was he wel manige dagas mid // [0]am fe[fleradle swile gestanden. ac he

hwadere nxfre godes wyrces ne blon. ac he hwilum ealle niht durhwacode on

halgum gebedum.

254 ac] 'a’ written with a short ascender.

259 adhlu]c] 'ad hunc' MS. 261 ac] 'a’ written with a short ascender. 267 [bid)
supplied, damage to membrane; B 'bit' with 't' expunged and '8’ superscript. - 268
and 271 ac] 'a’ written with an ascender. 276 [8]am]'d' supplied, damage
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279 7 deah de se lichama waére mid dzre untrumnesse swide geswainced hwaedere
his méd was 4 héard. 7 geféonde on drihten.
7 danne he reste. danne was his seo @deleste rest on his [haran]. odde elcora
282  on nacodre eord[an].
da baxdan hine 8a his discipulos. pat hie mostan hwilcehwega uncyme
stretnessa him under gedén for his intrumnesse da cwd he
285 'bearn ne biddad ge d=s |
TAv 'ne gedifenad cristan mzn // et he elcora swa he efne on acsan 7 on duste.
'gif ic éow odres dinges bisene. onstelle. banne agylte ic'
288 7 4 dzr he lzg. 4 he hafde his hinda upweardes. 7 mid his éagnum up to
héofonum lécode. dider his médgedanc dseted was.
0a batdan hine da godes déowas da de dider to him céman pxt hie hine méstan
291  onodre sidan oncyrran. 7 da cwad he to heom.
Sinite fratres sinite celum potius respicere.
Forladtad gebrodra' he cwzd da spraice. 'forletad me héofon. swidor geséon
294  danne eordan bat minum gaste sio to drihtne wég / [pyder] ic feran scyl.'
dahe bé dus [spre]c. da geseah he dane awergedan gast déofol dzr unfeor
standan |
297 da cwad he to him.
Quid adstas cruénda [bestia] nihil in [me] finiste repleriles.
'Hwet stindest du walgrim. wildeor
300 ‘nafast du. méde aht &t me. ac me scyl abrahdmes béarm pat is seo éce rést

onfén.'

to membrane. fe[fleradle] ‘feder-' MS; retoucher has written ‘pam fefer' above in
the top margin. ac] 'a' written with an ascender.

281 [heeran] 'earan’ MS; see Commentary. 282 on] 'nihte’ added(?) above by
retoucher: uncertain traces of origianal ‘hte’. eord[a]n] ‘eordran’ MS. 294

[byder] five letter space, supplied from B, damage to membrane. 295 [spra]c]
'spra' supplied from B; retoucher has added the word at the end of the top line of the
page; there is space for the word at the beginning of the second line, where the
membrane is damaged, and final 'c’ is visible. 298 [bestia] supplied from B, ‘uram’
MS. [me] supplied. reperies] ‘repperes' MS; see Commentary. 300 ac] 'a’
written with an ascender.
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da he da dis cwad da weard his andwlita swa blidelic. 7 his méd swa geféonde.
pat hie éfne méahtan on dan gzre ongytan bt he gistlicne geféan geseah. 7 pat
hine héofonlic werod gefétode.

7 he 3a swa ge//feonde das sarlican [::::::::] ofogelet. 7 hine da ure dri[hten] to
his dam héofonlican rice {ge]nam.

Hwzt wé nu gehérad hu eadmodlice des éadiga wer his lif for gode gelyfode.
da hwile de he her on wurolde was. 7 hu f2#ger edlean he @t urum drihtne onféng.
7 nu 4 3a hwile de deos wirold stinded his god men maérsiad geond éalne
disne middangéard. on godes cyricean. 7 hé nu mid eallum halgum to widan féore

on heofona rice for drihtnes // [onsyne] gefehd. 7 blissad.

ac utan [we la] tyligan pat we dyses eadigan weres lif. 7 his dzda onhyrigan
dxs Oe ure gemet sige. 7 utan hine biddan d&t he us si[g]e on heofonum dingere
wid urne drihten. nu we her on eordan his gemynd wyrdiad.

to dan 1s gefiltumige ure drihten. se leofad. 7 ricsad. a butan 2nde.

AMEN:~

305 [::::::::] damage to membrane, see Commentary. dri[hten] 'hten' supplied,
damage to membrane. 306 [ge]nam] 'ge’ supplied from A, space for two letters at
end line, membrane partly intact, but no letters visible, ‘nam’ at beginning next line.
311 [onsyne] seven letter space, supplied from A, damage to membrane. 312 ac]
'a’ written with an ascender. [we la] four letter space, supplied from A, damage to
membrane. 313 si[g]e] retoucher has written 'site’, 'g' not visible. 315 a] written
with an ascender.
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HOMILY 5. COMMENTARY

References to A readings are by page and line number to Scragg, Vercelli Homilies, but
readings are quoted from the facsimile edition, Celia Sisam, ed., The Vercelli Book: a Late
Tenth-Century Manuscript Containing Priose and Verse, EEMF, 19 (Copenhagen, 1976);
references to B readings are by page and line number to Morris, Blickling Homilies, but readings -
are quoted from Willard, Blickling Homilies; references to the Latin source are by page and line
number to Jacques Fontaine, ed., Sulpice Sévere. Vie de Saint Martin, 3 vols, Sources
Chrétiennes, 133 (Paris, 1967), 1, pp.248-344,

13 iuliani The name, printed here as correctly inflected for the genitive, appears to have been
copied as 'iuliam', as Sc:égg prints in his collation (Scragg, 292/13, but 'l' is not added as there
indicated); A has 'iulianus', B has ‘iulius. At line 2, 'martinus' is not inflected for genitive case,
but B has 'martines' (A has a variant reading), and, as also with 'constantines’ at line 13, it seems
usual to apply OE inflections to Latin names in this text; ¢cp. e.g. line 86, 'sancte martine' (dative,
ABQ), line 176, 'sancte martines' (genitive, ABC, 'sancte' for 'sancti'?). The Latin is "sub rege
Constantio, deinde sub Iuliano Caesere' (Fontaine, 254/8-9).

17-18 se mresta del his onginnes. 7 lifes BT s.v. 'onginn', sense IV, cites this reading from
B (Morris, 211/29-30) as an example of a sense 'activity, active life'. Thus the reading has sense,
but there is underlying tautology between ‘®resta del' and ‘onginnes' (with sense beginning’) and
between 'onginnes' (with sense 'active life”) and 'lifes’, all of which perhaps makes for an
infelicitous reading. A and BC have variant readings here: in A 'onginnes’ is a noun
(nominative feminine) meaning 'beginning' and occurs in a parenthetical explanation of
preceding 'gecristnode’ (‘catechumenum fieri', Fontaine, 254/12-13): ‘pat bid sio onginnes 7 se
@resta dzl pxre halgan fulwihte' (Scragg, 292/19-20).

18 waeron for'ware' (B ‘ware', Morris, 211/30).

23 wapnum The Latin is 'uitiis' (Fontaine, 256/3); A has 'synnum' (Scragg, 292/25); B has
‘weepnum'(Morris, 213/5): the BC reading can only be regarded as error, resulting in loss of

(7 ang + e s O Dan 8 S st T S N R e b e s T e e et e e
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sense. The only apparent explanation of the error is eye skip from 'healicum’ back to
‘woroldlicum' (not in A) at line 21,

25 hsafde micle lufan. 7 ealle weernesse The Latin is ‘multa ... benignitas, mira caritas'
(Fontaine, 256/3-4), and 'warnesse' therefore stands for ‘benignitas’. BT s.v. ‘warness' cites B
(Morris, 213/7) and paraphrases ‘was very considerate', but this stretches the sense ‘caution’,
given by BT. A has 'swetnesse' (Scragg, 292/26) which is closer to 'benignitas' (BT sense II),
although it may be that some other word (e.g. 'pwames', with sense ‘agreeableness', or some
compound with ‘wel') lies behind both A and BC readings. At line 29 where A has
‘forhzfdnesse’ (Scragg, 293/2) and C has ‘forwyrnednesse' for Latin frugalitatem’ (Fonfaine,
256/6), B has ‘wzrmnesse' (Morris, 213/10). Perhaps the BC reading in the present case carries
the sense ‘restraint’, but this still seems a forced reading of the OE and is little closer than the
sense 'caution’ to Latin 'benignitas’.

32 were for'ne ware'in A (Scragg, 293/33) or 'nare' in B (Morris, 213/14).

orenre A has 'cierican' (Scragg, 293/33), B has 'operre (Morris, 213/14). The clause '7 deah
d¢ ... gefullad’ renders Latin 'necdum tamen regeneratus in Christo' (Fontaine, 256/9-10). The
reading in A seems best, though B's reading is tenable, recalling the reading in the A text at lines
17-18 (see note above): if to become a catuchumen (to be 'gecristnod') is 'se ®resta dzl' then to be
baptized ('geﬁﬂlad') could be the 'operre’, the second part. BTSupp. s.v. 'endebyrdnes' sense IXa,
‘a stated form of rite', accepts the reading in B. Cp. lines 91-3, 'on dzre cyrican endebyrdnesse’,
where ABC agree, except that A has 'zfter’ vfor BC 'on dzre'. BTSupp. s.v. 'orne' gives only a
pejorative sense ‘excessive’. Only if a non-pejorative sense (e.g. ‘bounteous’) is proposed can C's
‘orenre’ be other than nonsense, unless Scragg's suggestion in his glossary that 'oren’ could be an
adjective meaning ‘earlier’ can be accepted. Sense has already been lost in C due to failure to
negate the verb (see preceding note).

35 earmre for AB 'earme’,

43 7 danne weninga 'weninga' here seems to be an adverb, giving the sense ‘and then he may
await the morrow expectantly (not knowing what it may bring)’, but BT s.v. 'wenunga' gives only
the sense by chance'. B has '7 8a weninge' (Morris, 213/24), where 'weninge’ also seems to be an

.. adverb (it does not give good sense as a noun: cp. Morris's translation), . A has 'in weninge', and
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the adverbial phrase is unambiguous, though lack of ‘7 8anne’ or '7 8a' weakens the reading in A
(Scragg, 293/42).

5§4-55 ne him snige are gedon In A, 'woldon' follows 'gedon', and '®nige’ then seems to be
subject of 'woldon' (Scragg, 294/53, and see his Commentary note). In C 'znige' is
unambiguously an adjective qualifying 'are’; comparable uses of adjective 'znig' are at lines 65
and 198. B has 'ne him nznigre are gedon' (Morris, 213/35): it would perhaps be to force the
sense of the reading to propose a translation such as 'nor treat him with any mercy', and B's '-re'
inflection is probably error.

57 da...wolde A has be..., making a relative clause as might be expected (Scragg' 294/55).
B has 'da’ with C (Morris, 215/1-2): an adverb clause, ‘when ...!, makes an acceptable reading,
which represents, perhaps more closely than the relative clause in A, the Latin ablative absolute
construction, 'aliis misericordiam non praestentibus' (Fontaine, 256/22-3).

66 ong=zton for 'oncudon', the AB reading; BT s.v. ‘'oncunnan’ gives only the sense 'accuse',
and it js hard to believe that 'ongzton’ and 'oncudon' were considered synonymous; ‘hie sylfe ...
oncudon’ renders Latin ‘gemere’, which Fontaine translates 'regrettércm' (Fontaine, 258/3).

‘ b=t hie mete h&efdon 'mete’ for A 'ma’, B 'mare' (Scragg, 294/64, M;orris, 215/12-13); in C the
failure of logic between this clause and the following pair of correlative clauses can only be
avoided if the latt;r is read as being dependent, along with the former, on preceding 'wxstan' ,

72 wss ... beboden translating 'iubetur in the Latin (Fontaine, 258/9), which, like the OE,
does not specify the agent.

gyrnlicor B also has the comparative ('geornlicor’, Morris, 215/17). A has 'geornlice’ (Scragg,
295/69). The Latin has superlative 'diligentissime' (Fontaine, 258/8). The use of the
comparative form to intensify an adverb seems unusual in OE,

76 mid swa cudre stefne The Latin is 'clara uoce' (Fontaine, 258/10). B shares C's reading
(Morris, 215/21. A has 'mid switolre stefne' (Scragg, 295/72). Although BT gives an instance of
‘cubre stefne’, s.v. ‘cup’ sense III, in that case the OE translates Latin 'familiari ... uoce'. Though
‘cup’ can have the Modern English equivalent ‘clear’, it seems that usually the sense is ‘evident,
manifest', and the present use of ‘cud' to refer to clarity of sound is unusual. DOE gives no

- separate entry for an adjective 'cub', treating the word as only past participle of 'cunnan’; s.v.
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‘gecup’ DOE gives only sense 'known. famous', and gives one queried instance of an adverb
‘cupe’, ‘clearly’, but with the sense ‘clearly to the intelligence'. Of the several instances of 'cud’ in
B, there is one instance where the word is used of the physical senses, but there it is of sight not
hearing: 'heora eagum aa se weg wzre up to heofonum cup to locienne' (Morris, Homily XI,
125/28-9). Again at line 79 BC have 'swide cud' and A has ‘sweotol’, but there the words are
more certainly synonymous (no equivalent in the Latin). At line 160, where BC have ‘hie
swutolice ... ongzton’' (Morris, 219/36, ‘sweotollice ... ongeaton) A has a corrupt reading 'he swa
cude' (Scragg, 299/152), behind which, it is possible, may lie an unusual use of adverb 'cude’.

77 nu du eart gecristnod =r his fulwihte ‘'gecristnod &r his fulwihte' renders the Latin
‘adhuc catechumenus’ (Fontaine, 258/11). In the Latin and in A Christ's speech is in the third
person (Scragg, 295/734). Like C, B has the speech addressed to Martin, and for C 'his' B has
'binum' Morris, 215/22).

89 on oferhydig; ahafen. on mannisc. wundor The Latin is'[non] in gloriam est elatus
humanum' (Fontaine, 258/18-19). A has'... ne in mennisce wuldore' (Scragg, 296/81-2), and the
conjunction seems to be required. B lacks the conjunction: 'on mennisc wuldor' (Morris,
215/33). Though AB 'wuldor' translates Latin 'gloria’ more exactly than does 'wundor' in C, C's
reading is perhaps less difficult than AB's. One might wonder whether 'on oferhydig'»,‘ was
meant to replace 'on mennisc wuldor'. I follow Scragg in accepting the form 'oferhydig' (AB
‘oferhygd)as a noun: see Vercelli Homily II, Siagg, 60/71 and Commentary note,

92 beforan er dam. iii. geer. gecristnod The abbreviation mark for 'm' of '6am' may be
added. 'dam’ is presumably to be read as a neuter demonstrative pronoun, referring to the
occasion of Martin's baptism, with 'iii. gr’ an example of the accusative of extent of time (see
Mitchell, OF Syntax, para.1383). In A and B 'dam’ appears as 'pa’: ‘beforan @r (A @r beforan)
pa preo gdr', and 'beforan @r' appears to be an adverbial phrase, with 'pa preo gear' the
accusative of extent of time (Scragg, 296/84, Morris, 215/35-6). The C reading seems to resolve
an ambiguity whereby either beforan’ or ‘®r' wants, as it were, to be a preposition before the
demonstrative adjective ba’.

94 forlet he ealne dane wyroldfolgod nne A has 'forlet ... an’ (Scragg, 296/85). B has

forlet ...* (Morris, 215/36-217/1). The reading in A is presumably based on the infinitive
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'anforltan’, and the separated intensifying prefix takes on an adverbial function (cp. Mitchell,
OE Syntax, 1, paras 1060-80). In none of the examples in BT and Supp. s.v. ‘anforlztan’ is ‘an-'
separated. The Latin is simply 'relicta militia’ (Fontaine, 262/3). In the C reading the verb
‘anforlztan’ seems not to have been recognized and ‘an’ is perceived as an adjective, possibly
analogously to e.g. 'deadne forleton' at line 146. See also line 156 and note below.

98 eac dan da.. A has'7eac ban pe dt eaddede wes pa ...' (Scragg, 296/89-90). B has ‘to
eacan pon pe ..." (Morris, 217/5). The C reading appears to preserve the state of the text with
omission of 'be =t eaddzde was', which is required for full sense. The omission error is also in
the B text, and I cannot see that the B reading is quite successful in restoring sense. The C
reading is further corrupted by the error 'selfne’ for 'self. There is no equivalent in the Latin.
101 be gewyrhtum. ymbe drihtnes lare There may be a sense ‘true to the Lord's teaching in
his deeds', but if so the expression secems very unclear. B has the same reading (Morris,217/9).
A has ‘biwyrde in dryhtnes lare' (Scragg, 296/93): ‘biwyrde' is not a word otherwise recorded, but
it seems possible that there was some such word meaning ‘eloquent’ (see Scragg's note and
glossary entry, and cp. the note in Szarmach, Vercelli Homilies IX-XX1II, p.64). There i§ no
equivalent in the Latin,

108 ealle. iii. geer The Latinis 'triduum’ (Fontaine, 266/26). The error is not in B, which
has 'ealle pry dagas' (Morris, 217/17). A has 'ealle dogor' (Scragg, 297/100).

109 ba gemette he dane man. fordferendne The Latin is 'exanime corpus inuenit' (Fontaine,
266/26). A and B have '... fordferedne’ (Scragg, 297/101, Morris, 217/18). In C present for past
participle is certainly error, but the reading still has sense, that Martin found the man dying, who
then suddenly (‘ferlice’) died unbaptized, though of course it is not proper that a saint should

t

have permitted such a thing to happen. *

111-12 swa unrote waran. ymbe pat lic ‘ymbe' is ambiguous, either local ‘around the body',
or figurative 'about the body’. A has 'swa unrote leton ymbe pat lic, 7 hie utan stodon' (Scragg,
297/103-4). B has 'swa unrote ymb bzt lic utan stodan' (Morris, 217/20-1).  The brothers are

-~ jnside the dead man's cell, as is clear from lines 116-17, and 'utan’ in the A reading is
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inappropriate. Confusion may have arisen if there were an original prepositon ‘ymbutan’, which
may have been divided, as in the B reading, which may then be original in this particular.
113-14 wes him ... wyrce ‘'was painful to him'. At lines 139 and 261 the usage includes the
preposition 'on': at line 139 ‘on' is a superscript addition, seemingly by the copyist. A and B have
the preposition only in the last instance, where in A 'on' is superscript. (Scragg, 306/260, Morris,
225/28). See Mitchell, OF Syntax, 1, para.1409.

119 A has 'bara dryhtnes mildheortnesse' (Scragg, 297/112) for Latin ‘misericordiae Domini'
(Fontaine, 268/9). B shares the C text omission of 'dryhtnes’,

unforht A has ‘unforhtlice' and the adverb seems preferable to the adjective in C. However,
C's reading probably represents the Latin, where the adjective is 'intrepidus’. B has ‘unsorh’
(Morris, 217/29).

120 astyrodan for 'astyrode’.

125 lyfiende The participle is inflected in B, 'lifgendne' (Morris, 217/36). Cp. note to line
109, above.

131 oder wundor. disse anlicnesse 'dissc anlicnesse' is presumably genitive, and the Modern
English translation suggests itself 'another miracle of the same kind'. On the difficulties of
classifying descriptive and partitive genitives, see Mitchell, OF Syntax, I, paras 1288-1303. 1
take the reading in C :be grammatically sound, though A and B have instead 'oder wundor
pissum onlic’ (Scragg,298/124, Morris, 219/7). Similar scnteflces are at lines 179 and 209
(Scragg, 300/168 and 302/200, Morris, 221/18 and 223/13-14). In the first of these the C
reading agrees with that in A and B, ‘bissum onlic', except that C has 'gelic’. At line 209, A has
pyssum onlic' again, but B has 'dzm onlic, and C has 'd=s anlicnesse'. There is an appearance
that tﬁe adjective "onlic’ has been rejected in the tradition represented by C, and that the variation
of the reading in B at line 209 has been imperfectly executed ('dzs’ for 'dzre’).

137 e:rmlice dead geswolten. pat.. B has'..deade ... swa pat ..' (Scragg, 298/129; A lacks a
leaf). Ifind both readings difficult.

awyrgde B has ‘awyrde', 'destroyed', but the C reading is correct: BT and Supp. attest a verb
‘awyrgan', 'to strangle', and the Latin is 'laqueo {with a noose} sibi uitam extorsisse' (Fontaine,

<270/5-6).. - R S C e
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138 earmlice B has ‘earmlicne’, agreeing with 'dead’, which is preferable to the adverb in C.
155 foresetnesse The Latin is 'propositum’ which Fontaine translates ‘profession’ (Fontaine,
274/2).

156 an ne forlet In view of the separated prefix ‘an' in the verb ‘anforlztan’ in the A reading
at line 94 (see note above), I print 'an ne', though 'anne’ could be read for adjective ‘ane’,
accusative plural agreeing with ‘b2t magen. 7 8a foresetenesse' in line 155. B has ‘anforlet’
(Scragg, 299/148: A lacks a leaf).

159-60 his larum gelyfan The reading in B is perhaps more apt: ‘his larum fylgean', ‘follow
his teaching' (Morris, 219/36). A has 'his lare lufian' (Scragg, 299/151-2). There is no
corresponding Latin,

168,171,172,173,176 legt A 'lig', B'leg'. BT s.v. 'liget' gives only the meaning "lightning’
for the form in C,

209 d=:s for '0xre’ or disse'; see note to line 131 above.

229 ne he... gedemde. ne he wite ne nam The sense of the latter clause seems to be 'nor did
he (wrongfully) exact any penalty’. A has 'ne ne witnode', 'nor punished' (Scragg, 303/217),
which seems preferable. B has nothing corresponding (Morris, 223/32), and has ‘fordemde’ for
'gedemde’ in C,'demde’ in A. The Latin is 'neminem iudicans, neminem damnans’ (Fontaine,
314/6-7).

230 gershte It can hardly be ascertained whether 'gereccan’ or 'ger&can'’ is the verb here.
Neither verb suggests an obvious translation, but both are attested in a range of senscs, the
nearest being BTSupp. s.v. 'gereccan’ sense VI, 'to reprove, reproach’, but one wonders Whether
this sense is merely incidental to context. Thus BTSupp., ibid., gives the example 'zfter bzm be
pa wif hie swa scondlice gerzht hafdon' (now Bately , OF Orosius, p.33, lines 23-4), but BT
gives the same example s.v. 'geracan’, and translates 'gcriht' as 'addressed'. The Latin is 'uidit’
(Fontaine, 314/13). A has 'geseah’, B has 'funde’ (Scragg, 303/218, Morris, 223/34). It may be
that C preserves an error 'gerachte’ for 'geseah’, but sense may not have been altogether lost in the

error: a translation, no less awkward than the OE may have been, could be ‘no one accounted him

angry ...
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230-1 heofonlicne blis for AB *heofonlice blisse'. MCOE shows only one instance of
masculine 'blis', 'se lytla blis' in Vercelli Homily IV, but this is probably due to copyist error
(Scragg, 91/9 and Commentary note). At line 160 blisse’ is accusative feminine.

235 gecyded hafde so also in A, but in B the verb is used transitively, ‘bt gecyded hzfde'
(Scragg, 304/224, Morris, 225/3-4).

247 sarlice geberdan B has'... gebzrdon', A has'.., gebardon for heora hlaforde’ (Scragg,
305/247, Morris, 225/14). Scragg glosses 'gebaran’ ‘weep', though BT gives only sense ‘bear
oneself, behave' (Supp.. cites the B reading). The reading with ‘for heora hlaforde' in A seems to
require the sense ‘grieve', but the reading in BC could have the sense 'behaved sorrowfully'. For
preceding ‘weopan’ in A and C, B has ‘wzran ... unrote', suggesting that ‘weopan' has been
avoided beacuse ‘wepan' and 'gebzran’ could be exactly synonymous. The sentence, line 2;7, :
renders the Latin 'tum uero maeror et luctus omnium et uox una plangentium', with three words
with sense 'grieve, lament’,

250 In B the Latin (not in A) does not interrupt the OE and correctly cites the source, "Cur nos,
pater, deseris? aut cui nos desolatos relinquis? (Morris, 225/15-16, Fontaine, 338/18-19).

252 gif du hie ne scyldest All three copies have ‘hie' here, wher; ‘us’ would avoid ambiguity.
The Latin has 'nos' (Fontaine, 338/20).

255 da he da das word gespraec. 7 dis gehyrde The only way this reading can fit the context
is if '8as word' is understood to refer back to 'heom szde bt he da fordferan sceolde' at lines
245-6. A's reading is more apt: '0a he da heora sprace pyllice gehyrde' (Sccragg, 305/254). B
shares C's reading, but lacks '7 bjs gehyrde' (Morris, 225/21).

263-4 b=t he dane gesawe Whether 'dane’ is read 'da ne', as it may be in A (Scragg,
306/262), or as an accusative masculine demonstrative as it appears in B (‘bone’, Morris,225/29),
orevenasa inispelling of 'danne’, there seems to be a failure of sense here. Napier, 'Notes on the
BlicklingHomilies', Modern Philology, 1 (1903-4), p.307, suggested that 'da'in A and Cis a
feminine demonstrative referring to 'onsyne’, while Szarmach, Vercelli Homilies IX-XXIII, p.66,
seems to favour B's reading, with ‘pone’ referring to Christ and with lack of negation, but both
these seem forced readings. The first part of the sentence, lines 261-3, 'waes ... wyrce', loosely

-~ renders the Latin 'nimirum inter spem maeroremque positus dubitauit pacne quid mallet', while
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the 'ge ... ge ...' clauses (the first of which is lacking in B) render the sense of the rest of the Latin
sentence completely: ‘quia nec hos deserere nec a Christo uolebat diutius separari' (Fontaine,
340/3-5). A participle (e.g. ‘gedzled’) might be expected after ‘ware', but 'hzt he dane gesawe' is
too long to be a corruption of a single word.

274-S =S de ... gewinnan meahte B has 'bas pe he ... (Scragg, 306/272; A lacks a leaf), but
'gewin', line 273, could serve as subject of ‘gewinnan meahte' through the relative 'dzs de'.
However, I find '8&s de' syntactically difficult in both B and C readings.

281-2 7 danne he reste... The sentence renders the Latin 'nobili illo strato suo in cinere et
cilicio recubans' (Fontaine, 340/23-4). B also has 'earan’ for ‘haran' (='cilicio’, Scragg, 307/279,
A lacks a leaf).

283 discipulos B has the same spelling.

284 strztnessa B has 'streownesse' (Scragg, 307/280; A lacks a leaf). The Latin is
'stramenta’ (Fontaine, 340/25). BT gives two instances of a feminine noun 'strat’ meaning bed',
noting ‘from Latin' (‘stratus’). 'Strztness' could, therefore, be a genuine word meaning 'bedding’.
286 b=t he elcora swa he efne ... In B the reading is bt he elles do butan swa he efne ...
licge' (Scragg, 307/282-3; A lacks a leaf). The whole sentence, line 285, renders the Latin " non ’
decet ... christianum nisi in cinere mori"™ (Fontaine, 340/26) and it may not therefore be
postulated that the B reading, with 'licge’, lies behind C's reading, though the latter certainly
lacks an original verb rendering 'mori'. An elliptical expression, without the B text 'do butan',
may not be exceptional.

298 [bestia] The manucript reading ‘ura’, with abbreviation mark mistakenly placed over "-a',
probably stands for 'uestra’, as Szarmach, Vercelli Homilies IX-XX1II, p.67, suggests, misread
from "bestia’. The Latin source has 'bestia’, and continues ‘nihil in me, funeste, reperies’
(Fontaine, 342/9. B, like C, has 'repperes’, but lacks ‘funeste’ (C ‘finiste"), which Fontaine

translates ‘'maudit’.; 'funeste’ is not represented in the OE.

ofogelet It seems impossible to account for this form, and I cannot improve on Scragg's
suggestion that the 'ge-' prefix has intruded into an otherwise unrecorded verb, infinitive

‘ofalztan’ (see Scragg's Commentary note to his line 298). ‘ofo’ is at the beginning of a
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manuscript line and the end of the preceding line is lost due to membrane damage. Napier,

Notes on the Blickling Homilies', p.308, notes 'read "hofo"?', but without comment.
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