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THESIS ABSTRACT

The overriding aim of the thesis is to explore the relationships
existing between EME homilies, represented principally by the
Ormulum, and OE homiletic material, from the critical standpoint of
dominant modes of expression in the articulation of the imaginatively
exploited thematic complex of spiritual warfare. Attention is
directed to the nature of compositional technique and the method is
comparative. Argumentis are first advanced which stress the impo;t;
ance of the Ormulum in the develobment of homiletic writing in the
sense that it embodies an sttempt to re-create a standardized literary
1diom designed to replace the increasingly ungerv;ceable body of
prestigious OE material, produced principally by Alfric. Several
important areas in which ths work o( Elfrioc and Orm can be favourabl&
compared are investigated,

The study is then extended by giving a detailed account of the
compositional procedures adopted by OE writers in the articulation

of the theme of spiritual warfare - the existence of recognizadble
word clusters, the conscious discrimination in the selection and
rejection of terminology - which provides a basis for assessing the
nature of Orm's later presentation of this theme. The Ormulum
exhibits a heavy reliance on the range of terminology habitually
favoured by OE writers, while at the same time effecting marked
qayhses in the metaphorical composition of the image. The com-
parison highlights the degree to which Orm relied on an inherited
mode of thought and expression in his task of refashioning trad-

itional imagistic modes.
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INTRODUCTION



The original stimulus for the present study was provided by

Raymond Chambers' essay On_ the Continuity of English Prose from

Alfred to More and his School and by the work of later studies

which sought to establish links between literary composition in

the bld and Early Middle English perioda, The arguments propounded
by Chambers and qthers, though their validity is now recognized,
led to conclusions of the most general kind which gave little
impression of the various relationships which may be said to

exist in the area of compositional technique between literary
English produced before and after the Conquest. In this study,

I have tried to assess the relationship of EME homilies to their
OE antecedents by adopting critical criteria which identify and
examine dominant modes of expression in relation to the articul-

ation of major themes and images.

My purpose, in the event, is two-fold. First, I hope to establish
a case for the major importance to the development of EnéliSh
homily writing of the Ormulum, a work which, de;pite its many
imperfectioné, has for too long been iargely ignored. Second,

I have attempted to compare‘the linguistic form and function of
one major image complex in 0Old Enélish homilies and lives of aaints

with its articulation in the Ormulum.
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The image is that of the Miles Christi, and of less specific

spiritual struggle, and it has besn adopted because it holds a
place of\oentral importance in Orm's work, and because its various
aspects were actively explolted by OE writers. I have thus
-attsmpted to describe and evaluate compositional techniques and
procedures in writers who share common ground in that their medium
of expression is English, and that tﬁey contribute to a stable and

popular literary genre.

After proposing arguments which seek to interpret the Ormulum as a
work which attempts to re-establish a national, standard literary
idiom in English, commensurate with the form and content evidenced
by Alfrio's homiletic outpuf, I hope to be able to extend an
appreciation of the significance of the later work by showing how
it builds on compositional techniques and lexical features which
found favour with OE writers, In this way, I maintsin that firm
relationships between the OE and the EME homiletic outputs can be

made,

The first chapter is intended to confer on the Ormulum a position
of importance in early English homily writing which has hitherto
been denied. The arguments there put forward are used as the basis
on which to mount the more detailed comparative investigation into
the similarities and differences to be obaerved in the articulation
of the Miles Christi image in OE writings and in the Ormulum.,
Through the use of the concepts of recognizable word clusters of
favoured terminology, of conscious selection and rejection of
vocabulary in the formation of religious imagery, I have tried to
give an understanding of the compositional criteria adopted by CE

writers, how pervasive these criteria were and how influential they

ix



can be seen to be in the work ofVOrm.

The central chapters of the thesis explore in some detail the
processes of word selection and of verbal association in CE writings
and provide a set of compositional principles to which the material
in the Ormulum is then compared. This comparative analysis, in the
later chapters, shows how thé concept of spiritual warfare in the
Ormulum undergoes large;scale changes while relying to an equally
large extent on verbal ingredients established and popularizedAbz .

OE writers,

In the larger view, the cumulative weight of evidence seeks to
forge firm links between CE and EME homiletics by showing that a
late twelfth century homilist attempted to re-create a standardigzed
form of literary language and, in so doing, inherited from the
earlier body of worﬁ y modes of thoughf and expression to a degree

which has not been fully realized.



CHAPTER ONE

AN INTRODUCTORY STUDY OF THE ORMULUM



I.1. The Manuscript: provenance, dialect and date.

Oxfofd lIS_Bodlej.an Junius I. Ff, i1 + 117. OFf the nine odd leaves
at the beginning of the MS, two are fly-leaves and are blahk, save for
a runic alphabet preserved on fol. 2r. FPf. 3-9 (numbered in pencil in
a modern hand) contain the Dedication, the 1ist of lLatin texts, the -
Preface, followed by a few more Latin texts. The fest of the M3, made

up into gatherings,contains‘the Introduction and the Homiliesl.

Collationt "llz’wants 4-T, 12, One leaf inserted after 13 four leaves

inserted after 2; one leaf inserted after 8. 20 wants 1, 6-8 (2)2.

312 wants 6, T7; one leaf inserted after

12

Four leaves inserted after 4.
83 ~one leaf inserted after 9; one leaf inserted after 10. 4~ wants
4y 55 93 one leaf inserted after 33 two leaves inserted after 63 seven
leaves inserted after 12, 512 wants 3-8, 123 one leaf inserted after
13 one leaf inserted after 10. 612 wants 2, 6, 7, 11; one leaf

inserted after 1; one leaf inserted after 10. 712 wants 4, 9, 123 one

leaf inserted after 2; one leaf inserted after 11 (but not numberad)3-
816. 916

for the complete leaves, descending irregularly to 340 x 180 mm for the

wants 8, 9, 15, 16; one leaf inserted after 2. 500 x 200 mm

smallest. Leaves are numbered 1-118 in top right-hand corner, in pencil.
Written throughout, but not consistently, in double columns4, nﬁmbored

in ink from 1-426, and beginning at fol. 10r. Occasional pencil ruling.
The binding, 506 x 218 mm is of pasteboard, and is presumably modern.

For convenience, I give a description of the 29 inssrtéd leaves, their

position and the portions of text they contain”.



position
Between 10 and 12

12 and 17
12 and 17
12 and 17
12 and 17
12 and 17
18 and 20
25 and 30

25 and 30

25 and 30

25 and 30
25 and 30
36 and‘38
38 and 40

40 and 42

46 and 48

48 and 51
48 and 51
55 and 63
55 and 63
55 and 63
55 and 63
55 and 63
55 and 63
55 and 63
63 and 65
66 and 68

leaf/folio

ipsérted

Ins.
Ins.
Ins,
Ins.
Ins,
Ins.

Ins.

bIns.

Ins.

Ins.

Ins.
Iﬁs.
Ins.
Ins.
Ins,
Ins.
Ins.
Ins.,
Ing.
Ins,
Ins.

Ins.

: Ins.

Ins.
Ins Y
Ins.

Ins,

Ls.
Ls.
Ls.
Ls.

Ls.

1s,

Ls,

I (fol. 11)
IT (fol. 13)

IV (fol. 15r)
IV (fol. 15v)
V (fol. 16)
IIT (fol. 14)
VI (fol. 19)
VII (:oi. 26r)

VII (fol. 26r-v)

VIII (fol. 28) -

IX (fol. 27)

X (fol. 29)

XI (fol. 37)
XII (fol. 39)'
XIII (fol. 41)
XIV (fol. 47)
XV (fol. 49)
XVI (fol. 50)
XVII (fol. 56)
XVIII (fol. 57)
XIX (fol. 58)
XX (fol. 595
XXI (fol.&66) .
XXII (fol. 61)
XXIII (fol. 62)
XXIV (fol. 64)
XXV (fol. 67)

line numbers °

289 - 364
467 - 536
537 - 564
581 - 617
618 - 622
568 — 586
1636 - 1045
2335 - 2362
2399 - 2472
2472 - 2512
2363 - 2398
2635 - 2726
u&-493
4554 - 4511
4174 - 4783
5176 - 5861
5912 - 5955
5956 - 5971
6978 - 7061
7062 - 7143
7144 - 1219
17220 = 7318
7318 - 1394
47w5-7%4
7471 - 7480
7775 - 7183
8241 - 8264
8269 - 8326



position inserted leaf/folio' line numbers .

between 70 and 72 Ins. Ls. XXVI (fol. 71) 9035 -~ 9062
77 and 79 Ins. Ls. XXVII (fol. 78) ',10291 - 10300

81 and 83 Ins. Ls. XXVIII (fol. 82) 11060 - 11071
107 and 109  Ins. Ls. XXIX (fol. 108) 17206 - 17239

Modern interest in the MS and its text dates from 1659, at which tiqe'

it was purchased by the Dutch philologist Jan van Vliet. On his death- .
it passed, by auction, into the hands of Junius undef the dascription
~of 'an old Swedish or Gothic book on fhe Gospel, written on parchmenté.'
The book ias subsé@uently‘noticed by Wanley7. It was edited for the

first time in 1852 by the Rev. R.M, White, the whole being later revised
by the Rev. Robert Holt. The White-Holt fext remains the only complete

{

printed edition.

In the preface to his edition White (White-Holt, I, lxiii - lxv) records
the findings of earlier scholars on the question of dialect, provenance
and date. On linguistic and palaeographical grounds, unsure though these
sometimes may be, the general concensus of opinion among modern comment-
ators is that the Ormulum was written around the jear 1200 somewhere in
'the northern part of the East ¥idland dialect areaa.,~‘Both Hall9 and |
Bennett & Smitherslo point out thaf the large Scandinavian element in
Orm's vocabulary lends support to the supposition that it is-an Bast

Midland work.
Further, the texts which bear the closest linguistic resemblance to the

Ormulum, namely the Peterborough Chronicle, the Genesis and Exodus and

the Bestiary, are all of East Midland origin, though probably from the



southern part of that area’l. The one dissenting vogée, that of

H.Bf Hinckley. prefers to regard all of the above—naﬁed works; including
the Ormulum, as early twélfthvcentuiy products written north of the
Humber, His evidence, however; is often unsubstantiated and occasionélly
erronsous. For example, he maintains that a work containing so few
French words as the Ormulum cannot be placed at so late a date as 1200,
yet he fails to take into account the fact that the area in which Omm

. supposedly worked lay in the heart of the Danelaw where one would

expect td find a high percentageVof-Scandinavian wbrdé and a corre;p-
ingly low count of other foreign elementslz. In claiming a northern
origin for the work, he cites Hickes! pronouncements to that effect,

made in 1686, without giving adequate consideration to tﬁe findingé of
later scholarsf He prefers to regard the Ormulum as having been writtén
between 1130-1140 and, as part of his palaeographical'evidence,:asserts
that Orm's retention of the OEF character wynn is indicative of a
distinctly archaic character of writing{and c;nnot be supposed to have

been prevalent at the turn of the thirteenth century.. In fact, Just

the opposite condition pertains. In her edition 6f Pe Liflade ant te

Passiun of Seinte Iuliene, d'Ardenne notes of the orthography of

language AB that:

The native letters by d, p were stilll3

regularly employed in AB. Actual w occurs

very rarely. '
Hinckley's comments do not bear sérutiny well, and while it would be
unwise for any commentator to make definite claims for the Ormulum in

respect of its dialect and date, the accepted opinion is most consistent

, : 1
with the observable facts, and is thus adopted in the present study 4~



I.2 The Text

’The text of the Ormulum is either that of an uncompleted work or the
fragment of an originally much more comprehensive programme. - From

Orm's own words to his brother Walter, in the Dedication, where he says:

Annd forrpi 3errndesst tu patt icc piss werrc pe
shollde wirrkennj; ‘

Annd icc itt hafe forpedd te, acc all purrh
Cristess hellpe;

Annd unnc birrp babe pannkenn Crist patt itt iss
brohht till ende '

(Dickins & Wilsonl”, 11. 12-14; as
White-Holt, Dedication, 11. 23-28)

one would have to conclude that, if once complete, the extant text

represents only one sixth or one eighth of the original documentls-

In addition, due to the mutilated state of the MS, many of the homilies
17 ‘

are incomplete '.  Furthermore, during the author's lifetime, the MS

'received successive deposits of correction - ranging from erasures and

alterations made by the scribe in writing the text, to lengthy additions

and intricate substitutionslg.i

The corrections and additions to the MS were extensively investigated
by Sigurd Holm in his important mopograph19, the greater pgrt of which
sets out to identify and assess the significance of contemporary changes
and insertions made by the four distinct hands which Holm reckoned were
in evidence. In the earlier.part, however, he directs his attention
to the question of the reliability of fhe printed edition. From -his
own consultation of the MS, in association with White's edition, he was
quickly able to establish that the latter ‘can by no means be said to

satisfy the requirements of present day scholarship. There are many



errors, both misreadings and misprints, which may be found on almost
e#ery page' (Holm, rrections, p.ix). He notes the appearance éf
Kolbing's collation‘of thé text in the year before Holt's revised
editionzo, and the same critic'g assessment Bf that revised textzl.
Holm's findings, summarized on p.ix of his study, show that Holt, while
improving White's text (though he made no use onyalbing's collation),
still leff m@ny errors uncorrected; the greatest improvement effected
by Holt was the complete revision of the glossary. Holm goes on

(C orrections, p.xiii) to criticise tﬁis aspect of Hﬁlt's work also, and

successfully endorses his low opinion of the work as a whole.

Faced with a deficient text and the absence of a new edition, I have
verified all quotations from the MS itself and have made use of all of
the textual improvements which have appeared since the date of Holt's
revision. As stated, the first significant attempt was made by Holm
himself, who included in his study a collation of the text (gorrections,

pp.xviii-x1) which incorporated K61bing's earlier work. Though

indispensable for the textual and literary critic alike, Holm's collation

is both incomplete and, at times, inaccurate. For example, he states
(p.xviii), that he ignored an editorial pfocedure which he might have
been expected to include, namely the distinction betweén the symbols p
andié. Some years later, R.W. Burchfieid recognised the 'signal weak-
nesses and inaccuracies' of Holm's collation and, with the professed aim
of substantiating this'criticism, published a select list of some of the

22 ‘
more- important editorial misreadings which Holm had allowed . Though

it was not Burchfield's intention to provide a complete collation of the

23
M3 ", his findings used in conjunction with those of Holm reduce con-

‘siderably the number of errors in White-Holt, and are to be considered

‘as the basis for the establishment of the text that Orm originally wrote

24



In addition, a small portion of the text now lost has been recovered
from Lambeth Pélaca Library MS 783, a book once owned by van Vliet.
The MS contains;vafious transcripts and ﬁhilologidal notes-co@piled
both byuvan Vliet and by Junius, info ﬁhose possession.the‘Ormulﬁm M
finally came. TFol. 42-91 of MS Lambeth 783 contain transcripts in

- van Vliet's hand of material taken froﬁ the Ormulum, some of which has
been lost since the middle of the éeventeenth céntury. The material
was published by N.R. Ker who was able to identify the homilies from

25

which it had originally been taken -, Unfortunately, owing to

van Vliet's method of transcription, which often omitted words or lines
from a block of verse, much of this additional material is of little
help in reconstituting an exact text. Ker does,'however, stress the
importance of the 'considerable number of new or rare words, copied in
an essentially correct form'gs. Though it would appear impossible to
éxtend the length of existing fragmentary homilies by the use of these
excerpts, it is clear that their consideration in the establishment

of some of Orm's verbal systems is admissib1827.

In the same article, Ker (p.1) notes that van Vliet had also compiléd

an alphabetical word list from the Ormulum on fol. 43v-51 of ¥5 Lambeth
783.  Owing, probably, to the extremely congested state of this part

of the MS, Ker'did not print any of the words from the alphabetical list.
Quite recently, however, the work on the Lambeth MS relating to the

Ormulum was taken up by Robert Burchfield who attempted:

to recover both from the excerpts [pr. by Ker]28
and from the word list all the new or rare words .
that van Vliet copied into L [Lambeth MS] from
leaves of M5 Junius I which have subsequently
been lost.



Like Ker, Burchfield acknowledges that neither the exoerfts_nor the
word list can be used in the reconstruction of a now lost texts
however, van Vliet's alphabetical list is important because it effect-
ively extends the range of Orm's known vocabulary and also provides
supporting evidence for the correct identification of dubious word

forms which appear only once or twice in ﬁS Junius I,

Finaliy, I make full use of the various eitracts of the Ormulum which
have been re-edited from the M3, principally for inclusion in readers.
and class books. Lines_1-156 of the Dedication were re-edited by

Dickins & Wilson for inclusion in their Early Middle English Tb§3§?9.

The first 106 lines of the Preface together with 11. 15538-15635 of the
homilies appear in the reader edited by Zupitza and Schipper3o. Matthes,

in the part of his study devoted to the question of sources, re-edited
31
11. 2875-3177"". More recently, Bennett & Smithers included 11. 3270-

3557 from the homilies in their selection of EME writings32, while an
even longer extract, 11. 3662-4009, appears in Hall's useful Selections

from Early Middle English33. Finally, Arthur Napier appended his

edition of the History of the Holy Rood Tree with a short essay on the

orthography of the Ormulum, in which was included a faésimile of
columns 177, 178 of the MS together with their transcription which

correspond to 11. 7810-7847 and 11. 7869-7902 of White-Holt34.

The number of re-edited verses in relation to the whole is very small,
and it is to be regretted that so féw fextual studies have appeared in
the hundred years since the publication of Holé's inadequately revised
edition of White's text. Though, to be sure, many of the errors to be
found in White-Holt are due to the omission §f superposed letters in the
M3, essential to Orm's infricate.orthographic systém, and to other

careless misreadings and misprints, which do not in themselves threaten



to obscure the sense of‘fhe words Orm wrote, it has nevertheless been
shown that, on occasions, suéh.apparently trivia} slips can lead to
gross distortion of meaning and thus to a‘text which is wholly inadequate
to serve the needs of modern scholarship3§. If the Ormulum is to
receive the attention of future commentators, especially in areas of

enquiry which have hitherto been virtually ignored, a new edition of the

text is a prime necessity.

I.3  Earlier Research

In spitg of the extensive bibliography which has been built up over the
years since the appearance of White-Holt, hcholarly attention to the
Ormulum has been confined for the most part to two or three general
areas of discussion. First, the linguistic and orthographic peculiar-
ities of the MS bhave aroused a good deal of interest; the archaeology
of the M3 has been extensively investigated, with the result that much
solid information on the relative chronology of the text and the
corrections has been accumulated; somewhat less emphatically, attention

has been profitably directed to the question of Orm's sources.

Generally speaking, it is a feature of Ormulum criticism that the work
is regarded as being of great linguistic importance, while its appeal

6
to the literary critic is said to be practically non—existent3 . While

it would be rash to underestimate the significance of the text as one of
the very few surviving examples of literary English in the East Midland
dialect, and while it would be equally uncritical to overstate the

claims for the literary merit of this long, ho;ogeneous, oftén pedestrian



collection of verse homilies, it is perfectly clear that the prevailing
bias among students of EME verse encourages and perpetuates a distorted
and one-gsided view of the poems It is my contention that there is

ample'material in the Ormulum to effect a redressing of the balance.

I.3.4.- Orm's Orthographic System

Critical attention to the orthography of thé Ormulum has not been
wanting. The rules governing Orm's procedures have been firmly
identified, and significant work has Seen done on the funotion of these
procedures within the context of the poem as a whole. In this section,
I intend to give an account of the outstaﬂding contributions made to
this area of Ormulum scholarship, deriving support therefrom for the
particular bent of my own argument which interprets the highly elaborate
spelling system as one major exemplification of the normalising, standard-
ising tendénciés displayed éhroﬁghout the text, and which is directly
related to Orm's achievement of the re-creation of a standard preaching
idiom, similar in its comprehensiveness to the LWS literary language so

well exploited by £lfric.

This aspect of Orm's compositional methods has long attracted the

attention of scholars. In 1933, Sisam gave this account of it:

Orm doubles a consonant after a short vowo137,

except when the vowel is in an open syllable:
thus mann: gen. manness; Godd: gen. Godessj
namm ‘he took' s but name 'name'.

The identification of the mechanics of Orm's system has rarely been in

10



-dispute; 1t is in the interpretation of this observation that

.opinions have differed. Sisam goes on to give a summary of earlier
explanations which stressed either (a) that Orm was intent on indicating
vowel quantity38, or (b) that he wished to mark the quantity of
cdnsonants, or (c) that Orm initially adopted thelsystem in order to
indicate the length of éonsonants but that, having done so, discovered
that 1t came to indicate the quantity of vowels . A1l of these
explanations confer on Orm the status of bhonetioian extraordinary to-
which Sisam is unsympathetic. Working from the basis that, a hundred
years bgfbre Orm wrote, the scribes of Oxford MSS Bodleian Bodley 340
and 342 had hit upon a means of distinguishing short vowels in open and
closed syllables through the application of varioﬁs accents and macrons,
Sisam dismisses the arguﬁent that Orm was interested in marking consonant
length, since the scribes of the earlier HBS show, themselves, no sign

of interest in this.
He continues:

Indeed, it is hard to see how an Englishman
reading his own language aloud could attach
practical importance to marking the niceties
of consonant-length; or why his mind should
be directed to it at all as a matter of
theory\or tradition.

(Sisam, Studies, p.190)

"and offers two important pieces of evidence in support of his contention.
First, he points out that in the late twelfth century, and for some time
after, it was the study of Latin gremmar which provided the’only means of
linsuistic‘iqvestigation and that the standard grammarians, Donatus,
Prisclan and Isidore, while discussing the length of vowels and syllables,
seem to have been indifferent to the length of consonants. This in-

difference evidently rubbed off on their medieval counterparts.

11
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Second, he rightly stresses Orm's close proximity to the Latin
tradition: his use of old-fashioned sources, his choice of a metre
based on a Latin type, his imitation of the common and popular name .
Speculum in the naming of his own work, aﬁd asserts that Orm's study
and marking of consonant length would be wholly inconsistent with his
'Latinate! approach to the grammar of his own language. He conclﬁdes,
héatly:

It is not very likely that an author who is

otherwise pedantically attached to tradition

should strike out this new line without any

explanation, in a work which he expected to

have some currency.

(Sisam, Studies, pp.190-91)

He then turns his attention to the other half of the traditional phonetic
argument by considering whether there is sufficient evidence to suggest
that Orm wished to distinguish the quantity of vowels and syllables.
Owing to the widespread use of abbreviation marks which took on widely
differing values in late OE writings, the use of the traditional macron,
recommended for the marking of long vowels, would only have resulted in
confusion. The fact that 'there was no clear and familar way of marking
the long vowéls' meant that 'Orm generally leaves them unmarked' (Sisam,

Studies, p.191).

On the other hand, for the indication of short vowels in closed syllables,
a simple method, available to Orm, was already in existence. It was
based, not on the addition of accent marks, which were rarely employed

in both Latin and English texts over the short vowel, but on one of the
main, stable orthographic features of Latin and late OB writings, namely,
the association of doubled consonants and short vowels, in which the

doubling of the consonant always followed the short vowel and closed the

12



syllable. Sisam cites Byrhtferth as one late OE writer in whose work
such an association is readily apparent and understood (Ibid., loc.cit),
‘thus providing later writers, such as Orm, with a simple and generally

consistent method of marking shoft vowels.

. , . | | |
For the indications of short vowels in open sy}lables, however, Orm's
spelling system would break down. He woﬁld bq pre#ented from doubling
the consonants because such an additioncoﬁld, on occasions, result in
the formation of words entirely different to those intended4o. In.
practice, Orm writes words containing short vowels in open syllables with

a single consonant, sometimes adding a short sign, eg. bode, and sometimes

omitting the accent. Consistency, therefore, was not achieved.

‘I have dealt at some length with Sisam's excellent account not because

I consider it to be crucial to any of the arguments I shall put forward
presently, but because the rejection of the phonologicai basis of Orm's
practice allows Sisam to postulate for that practice a function which is
intimately connected to Orm's understanding of the difficulties involved
in oral preaching; this consideration, to which I shall return, is
wholly consistent with the didactic and utilitarian aims of the whole
work which, though ably stressed by Sisam and others44, is capable of

further development.

As euggest@d, the lynch—pin of Sisam's arggmentbin favour of regarding
Orm's doubled consonants as forming part éf a pregmatic spelling system
designed to facilitate clarity in oral delivery, is that it is wholly
consistent with the author's practicai objectives. Concerned only with
the saving of souls through the dissemination of Holy Writ, he wrote at
a time wben such an aim was considerably hindered by the ofteh mystifying

inconsistencies in the spelling of English, which inevitably resulted in
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the incoherent or, at worst, incomprehensible delivery of homilies to
the illiterate. I intend to explore the implicétions of this

realization of Orm's in the next sectioh.

Mrsty however, it shbuld be noted fﬁét Sisam's thesis in favour of the
establishment of a 'working orthography' (Sisam, Studies, p.193), at the
expense. of a phonetic system has not gone unchallenged. ' Several years
ago, Robert Stevick suggested reasons why Ofm should be reconsidered as

a more skilful phonetician than Sisam would allow42. In the event,-his
study éndoraes and extends, rather thgn refutes, many of Sisam's findings.
‘He states that he considers Sisam's inferences about Orm's practical
d%ﬁctic purposes to be wholly convincing (Stevick, 'Plus Junctu;e', p.85)3
he agrees with Sisam's findings in that 'For marking vowel length, the
system breaks down «.... because it lacks consistency (Ibid., p.88), yet

since 'the constant doubling of consonants .... was patently inadequate'

he 'wonders (why) Orm should have sustained the effort' (Ibid., p.85).

Stevick builds his argument on the foundations laid by Sisam and, con-
centrating on the aspects of oral delivery, develops a theory in which the
doubling of consonants is seen to play an effective role in the correct

pronunciation of English to the extent that it would 'produce the distinct

diction of deliberate pulpit speecﬁ43. He suggests that Orms

could have perceived that a correlation in
spelling of short vowel and doubled consonant
was paralleled by a correlation in speech of
rrolonged final consonant sound and termination
of syllable. The speech characteristic he would
have noticed was one of plus (or internal)
juncture.

(Plus Juncture' p.86)

Referring again to 'deliberate pulpit speech', he states that 'where

distinct diction is of salient interest, open transition - plus juncture -
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would correspond to mqrph boundaries' (Ibid., p.87). Thus, the
function of the doubling of consonants was to.indicate 'the syllable
boundary for dictional clarity' which, at thb same time, would 'indicate

vowel length in & great many instances' (Ibid., p.87).

For Sisam, the rejection of arguments in favour of aocepting the spelling
eystem as one designed to mark either the length of consonants or of
vowels (which is endorsed by Stevick) results in the abandonment of the
purely phonological approach. Whefe Sisam is at his weakest - in the
rather vague way he speaks of the 'w;rking¥orthography' ~ Stevick
manages successfull& to provide a perfectly plausidble explanation by
substituting considerations of vowel and cbnsonant length for those of
syllablellength;.“ Accéptance of his phonologicél explanation in po-way
invalidates the general direction in which Sisam was working. Stevick
is able to provide a more compéct and logically satisfying answer to the
interpretation of Orm's spelling system while, at the same time, endorsing
end emphasising the salient features of his aims and objectives,btﬁe

elucidation of which was the most valuable aspect of Sisam's essay.

A measure of indirect support for Stevick's re-affirmation of the phono-
logical basis for Orm's spelling system comes from the investigation of
other facets of his orthography. . Napier was the first to point out that
Orm made use of three different g symbols in order to differentiate
various distinoct but closely similar sounds.  According to Napier, Orm
retained OE yogh - 3 - to distinguish the sound in 3er (OE ger), and used
the continental g to represent the dzh sound, as in Mod. E edge and

ME egges dut for the guttural stopped consonant, the so-called hard g,
Orm did not merely rely on continental g; as the editors éupposed, but

introduced the signTTn- the barred g - which is peculiar to him and which
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clearly reflects the importance‘which he placed on the accurate
identification of the closely related sounds45. In addition, Napier
stresses that the application of the various g.éymbols was consistently
maintained throughout the work, thus indicating a similar desire for
uniformity as was found in the case of the doubling of consonants.
Napier also points out (p.71) that Orm consistently used the combination
2h to'represent the guttural spirant, as in lezhenn (0B 1eogan),
'fo lie', but it was Burchfield who discovered a further refinement in
the use of this combination which Napier had overlooked. Burchfield
points out that: | ‘

In every word like lezhenn, that’is where the

guttural spirant stands in medial position,

the h of the 3h combination is superposed

above the 3 -
Having not;d the utmost thoroughness with which this super-position is
carried out, Burchfield observes, in contradistinction, that in the only
word in the XS in which the combination 3h occurs at the beginning,
namely zho, 'she', the h stands by the 3 on the line and is not super-
posed. In Burchfield's opinion, the orthographical distinction between
31g1 and 3h ‘'represents a phonetic distinction as their respective
etymologies in any case would have suggeste 46. He further suggestis
that the gradual elimination of the graph eo - replaced by & - is
indicative of the completion of the monophthongization of OE eo, and
that the change, which first takes place in col. 32747, is designed to

represent a phonological change48.

In view of the fact that these orthographic details have a direct bearing
on the correct pronunciation of Orm's language, it is worth considering
whether his system of doubled consonants, together with other orthographic

features which are consistently applied, does not form part of an attempt
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to construct a literary language which, when recited, would ne%er or
rarely present doubts as regards pronunciation to the reader. In a
later sectiony I propose to consider these observable facts of ortho-

graphic uniformity in relation to Orm's professed aims as a preacher.

1.3.11 Syntax and Vocabulary

Among the studies of the syntax of the Ormulum, the wofk of Martin
Lehnert stands out as one of the most interesting and ihstructivs.

Much of the linguistic detail is presented against the background of
the historical development of English from OE times up to 1200 and, for
‘this reason, reveals many valuable aspects of Orm's work which are
directly relevant to the student of literary history49. In particular,
the long concluding chapter assesses the nature of Orm's language
revealed in the painstaking linguistic analyses which form the bulk of
his study.

His approach is more'broadly based than that of‘either Sisam or Stevick
and, for this reason, he is able to offer, independently; valuable
comments on the significance of Orm's spelling. For example, he
emphasises that Orm's language and orthography disﬁlay a uniformity which
stands in marked contrast to much of the Qarlier extant EME writings
whiéh.he écourately describes as 'eine dialektisch gefarbte Literatur
mit bunte¥ Orthographie'5o. He resists, however, the temptation to
dismiss the Ormulum, thus, as an idiosyncratic production, displaying no

affinities with any other writings of similar date51, by drawing attention

to the fact that the texts of the Katherine Group, written in the West
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Midlands at the time of the composition of the Ormulum, show evidence

of a desire on the part of their authors fo foster a kind of new
literary language 'mit einer verh&ltnism&ésig gutgeregelten brtho-
graphie'sgh Lehnert also points out that Orm, in contrast to the
writers of the texts in language AB, fully maniﬁulated the colloquial
language of his time which, despite the comparatively large Scandinavian

53

influence, was largely supplied from OE sources””, and supports this

statement by producing examples 6f vocabulary and stylistic devices
which readily call to mind features of OE literary practice§4. )
Different in approach and intention is Palmatier's descriptive syntax

of the Ormulum which sets out to describe the poef's 'sets of rules for
organising words in phrases, words and phrases in clauses and oléuses

in clusters'ss. For the purpose of my study, the most interesting
aspects of this structural, synchronic analysis are those which invest-
igate the means through which Orm achieves a high degree of regularity

in metre, and which draws attention to the existence of fixed phraseology
or to phrases whose variations fall into recognisable patterns.

Palmatier analyses the use of Orm's metrical -e in his chosen portions

of the text and shows how the variability in selecting final -e, for
example, sop (Dedication, 221) and sope (18249), is to be accounted for,
not in terms of the identification of‘case endings, but as a device.to

56

ensure the regularity of syllable count” .

The availability of the 'non-significant —-e ending in order to "justify"
his lines'57 is paralleled by Orm's use of short and full prepositional
forms, as 'options to maintain the position of a word or a phrase in the

clause'58, as with z&n : onnsen; mang & amang; till s inntill, etc.

Later in his study, Palmatier draws attention to the function of the

"To"-infinitive phrase, showing how its fixed or systematically variable
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form can be made to pattern with other parts of speech to form 'syn-
tactic frames' which may also be said to have a metric function59.
I shall return to this aspect of his work in section I.7., which

investigates some elements of formulaic language in the Ormulum6o.v

The significant work in the fiel@ of Orm's vocabulary has centred on

the extent of the influence of French and Scandinavian elements.

Several early écholarg pronounced quite definitely that the Ormulum
contained no French words whatsoefersl. In a series of_letters to.

The Academy on the influence_of Engliah and Frenoch inflexions, Napier
first published a list of words in the Ormulum which he declared were
either borrowed from French or influenced by it. There are only eighteen
words in hié liatsz. ~ The questicn was taken up two years later by
Kluge who wrote yith the intention of dispelling the illusion that Orm

was relatively untouched by French words. His list contains only five

words more than did Napier's, yet he feels confident in asserting that:

63

die zusammenstellung vielmehr beweists in wie

uberraschend grossem maassstabe schon um 1200

auch auf gerhiltnissméssig nordlichen gebieten

der franzdsische einfluss sich geltend gemacht hat.
Kluge does, however, attempt to extend the possible number of words and
also the possible areas of influence by drawing attention to the fact
that the form of many of the proper nouns in the Ormulum is determined
by the influence of French. Kluge overstates, however; later, more
reliable surveys indicate how conspicuous the Ormulum is amongst other
EME texts in relation to the incidence of words of French origin64. It

is well known that the contemporary Katherine Group,fexts contain a much

greater proportion of French words, and it is clearly of some importance
to gauge the significance of the marked discrepancy in the use of Romance

words in the Katherine Group texts and in the Ormulum. Jespersen, I
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bglieve, méde the correct deduction when he attributed the high pro-
portion of French words in the texts from the West Midlands to a
predilectigh for the cultivation of whaf %as fashiohable in liférary
activity, a notion which correspondé welljwifh d'Ardenne;s remark that
'The language AB, as we have it, was the written idiom of gentle and
lettered‘peéple, ﬁith a knowledge in various degrees of French,'written

and spdken, and of Latin'ss.

In contradistinction, the Ormulum is a popular work, It utilizes to.

the full the spoken language of the East Midland dialect area where' 11

was written and intended for use. If the authors of the Katherine Group
texts, as well as providing religious instruction, desired to ehtertain‘
and make somewhat flattéring recognition of their audiences' cultivated
taste and knowledge of French, there is certainly no evidence to suggest

that these considerations ever coloured Orm's attitude to his work.

While words of Romance origin figure very rarely in the Ormulum, words

of Scandinavian descent are ; marked feature of it. The details are
ably set out by Serjeantson66. That Orm's verse should display such a
relativelj high proportion of Scandinavi#n terms is to be expected, since
the N.E, Midland dialect area lay at the heart of the Danelaw, that part
of the country which was dominated by Danish and Norwegian languages

and institutionsvfrom the end of the ninth century onwards.

But it is not simpiy through the presence of indiéidual words that Norse
influence can be detected; more importantly, there are examples of set
phrases, usually alliterative phrases, in the Ormulum, which appear to

derive from Norse idiom. E.S. Olszewska, who has investigated this

feature, points out, for example, that Orm's gglls'aqu flzrd (11. 7334,

12177, 15366 etc .) is very closely paralleled in that form by
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‘ 6
a Norse phrase found predominantly in religious prose 7. Since it is

unlikely that Orm would have chosen to use any word or phrase with which
his audience was not completely familiarsa, the nature of the influence
of ON on English in the East Midland area clearly goes.beyond the stage
of the adoption of individual terms; it would seem that certain elements,
at least, of Norse popular idiom, includiﬁg religious idiom, had been

assimilated into the N.E. Midland dialect of the late twelfth century69.

I.3.1i1 The Palaesography of the M3 and its interpretation.

The second major area of critical enquiry ﬁas concentrated on the

0 i
'archaeology' of the MS7 3 it is principally through the efforts of Holm,
Matthes and Joan Turville-Petre that many of the difficulties which the

M5 presents have been identified and largely resolved.

It was stated above that Holm undertook a collation of the text in order
to reduce the number.of paipable errors he had located in Holt's revised
edition. However, Holm's main concern in his monogréph was to identify
and evaluate the nature of the many co?rections/and additions to the
text which the MS bears. At the outset, he states his agreement with
White's findings concerning the handwriting, to the effect that three
main hands are distinguishable71. According to their interpretation,
one main hand (hand A) was responsible for the bulk of the work, and is
in evidence throughout; a second hand (hand B) has subsequently
corrected portions of A's text and has made some additions. Further, a
few passages are evidently the work of a third hand, (hahd C), while one

or more later scribes are said to have been responsible for ‘'some
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arbitrary and inconsistent alterations' (Holm, Corrections p.xv).

Holm further states thﬁt hands A and B are contemporaneous and are, on
occasions, very difficult to distinguish; on the basis of this
observation, he oohsiders that White was often too dogmatic in his

T2

aécription of various parts of the text to various hands'“.

I

?here are three types of alteration in the MSs

(a) A verse or verses have been erased by scraping and replaced by
other matter. )
(b) Erasure has been effected by drawing:a line through the unwanted
Ipart(s); in some of these cases, no additions have been made, but
usually a versé or verses have been substituted above or beiow the
erased line, at the top or bottam of the column, or in the margin.

(c) Independent of erasuré, new text has been added in an available

space on the folio or on stumps of parchment which have been inserted.

There are twenty-nine such pieces.

Holm's thorough investigation of those corrections which he ascribes to
hand B (who is generally responsible for most of the corrections in the
¥S) deserves some commeht, since he effectively prepared ground for
subsequent important developments, made principally by Ehtthes73. He
divides the hand B corrections, found mostly in the harginal insertions,
into two main gfoups, the first of which he interprets as being of a

formal character, and the second, bearing on the contents, of a more or

less theological chafacter.

In the first groups he includes those cases which seem to him to have a
bearing on accidence. For example, he notes (Holm, gorrections, pp.2-5)

that the first hand used the two forms of the emphatic pronoun sellf and
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and sellfenn, in thé singular, indiscriminatelys “the many corrections
in hand B show that an attempt at regularization has been made, in that
the form gellf has been restricted to the nominative singular, leaving
the form sellfenn to operate in oblique cases.  Through comparison with
late OE and some EME writings, he concludes that the original indiscrim-

inate use of sellf and sellfenn ié characteristic of Orm's period and

dialect, while the standardization effected by hand B is indicative of a

'purist tendency'(Holm, gorrections, p.5) on his part.

Of a férmal character, too,.are the s;veral correctiong bearing on
vocabulary whiph, though harder to interpret, are équally significant.
The outstanding example (by virtue of its high frequency and the consist—
ency with which it was foected) is B's rejection of A's use of Zifferr,

3ifferrnesse and the substitution of Erediz and related forms. Of the

reasons which Holm suggests for the change, the most plausible would seem ®
to be that 3ifferr and its related forms was fast approaching obsolescence

gnd that, in the interests of clarity, one form was adopted throughout74.

L4

In the second group of corrections, those having a bearing on the
theological content of the werk, the most important of Holm's findings is
the consistent crossing out of the phrasea.containing the words boc and
be boc, and their replacement, in hand B, by é vdriety of phrases such

as Latin boc, sop boc, goddspell, as well as by phrases of a different

character, The desire to remove mention of the term boc cah, for example,

result in the alteration of tbe.half-line. Thus

Forr crist iss i1 pe boc purrh stan (hand A; 1.15070)

becomes

Forr iesu crist iss wiss purrh stan (hand B)
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- In all, Holm notes the use of the following phrasés referring to'a

book or books: bdoc, be boc, sob boc, latin boc, hali3 boc and asks

what signification they could have had for the author. From his
detailed enquiry (Holm, Corrections, pp. 42-49), he concludes that in
general, pe boc refers to the Bible, as does the phrase hali3 bocs
however, the substituted latin boc he sees as a refarenoe to one or
more of the Latin commentaries on the Bible which Orm consulted. In

relation to the eleven cases of the replacement of pe boc by sop bog,

Holm states that in seven instances the substituted text can be taken
to indicate Holy Writ, while the remainder clearly allude to Latin
commentaries on the Bible. He suggests that the corrections were made
by B who, for the sake of orthodoxy, wishaa to remove any references to
the Bible wheré the material being used did not strictly come from that
source. Unfortunately, this guiding principlevwas hot consistently
applied, and the apparently random nature of the changes made by B leads

Holm to suggest that:

the author was often unable to distinguish between
what really stood in the Bible and the additions

and expositions of the commentaries he made use of.
Another possibility is that O. [ie. Orm], eimple

as he was, meant by pbe boc any authority he happened
to have before him when writing his homilies, some-
times the Bible, or the Gospels at least, sometimes
Bede or other commentators.

(Holm, Corrections, p.46)

Out of desperation, it seems, Holm resorts to the charge of incompetencej
yet, however untenable his opinion may appear, thi# section of his study
effectively raises the question of the nature ahd identitonf Orm's
sources, a problem to which lMatthes later applied himself with character-
75

istic resourcefulness
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Despite the fact that Holm had insufficient time to conduct a'thorough
study of the M3, his work provided both the basis and the impetus for
the subsequent, wide-ranging study made by Matthes. Holm examined and
extended White's earlier findings on the various hands at work in the
¥S; foilowing Bulbring, he emphasised the scribal change from the use
of the graph eo- to e-, a feature which Turville-Petre—later described
as 'the outstanding point of scribal technique'76; he raised the
question of the significance of the phrase be boc and related terms;
finally, his work is an important contribution to the unravelling of

the conditions under which the corrections and insertions were made.

By no means have all of Holm's findings gone unchallenged. The most
important contribution to the study of the MS is found 1n.Matthes's bbok

Die Einheitlichkeit des Orrmulum. I propose to describe the development

and modifications to Holm's position which Matthes, and others, advocate

before returning to consider other significant aspects of Matthes's work.

In his inspection of the handwriting, Matthes compares the first folio
of the MS with the last and admits that, because the first leaf is the

product of a much firmer hand than the last, the two barts could have

been written by different scribes77. However, his balanced criticism

leads him to assert that:

ist es nicht so, dass man einen einzelnen Punkt
bezeichnen konnte, der eine klare Trennung
zwischen der Handschrift der ersten Teiles und
derjenigen des zweiten Teiles markierte.

(Matthes, Einh., pp. 17-18)

The constant variation between the parts of the text written in a firm

hand and those written in a shakier hand is an indication, for him, of

e
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the gradual decline in quality of the same handwriting. He is,
however, cautiouss
So scheint schon die technische Betrachtung der
Handschrift darauf hinzuweisen, dass der
ursprungliche Text trotz Verschiedenheiten im
Eindruck von einer Hand geschreiben ist, die
ihre Schreibart im Lauf der Zeit anderte.

(Matthes Einh., p.18)

The palaeographical uncertainty which surrounds the script leads Matthes
to abandon the rather strioct division‘intoihands A, B and C, propose&

by White and accepted by Holm, and to leave open the question of identity
by distinguishing blocks of text which display variations in script by
the terms: typé A, type B and type P (ie. type Preface), as well as

several other types of less importance.

The state of the handwriting had evidently been troublesome to Matthes
who at first argued in favour of uniformity of script (reflected in the

title of his book: Einheitlichkeit), yet later reverted, tentatively,

to the view proposed initially by White, that the MS was the product of
several distinct hands:

doch neige ich in ﬁbereinstimmung mit -den

Oxforder Bibliothekaren [viz. Dr. Craster]

mehr zu der Ansicht, dass verschiedene

Hénde vorliegen.

(Matthes, Einh., p.230)

He infers, correctly, that the corrections in hand B (or of type B)

must have been madé by the author or by someone acting in accordance
with his wishes: he is inclined to believe that type B script is in
Orm's own hand, and that type A belonged to his secretary. (Matthes,

Einh.y p.231).
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Joan Turville-Petre subsequently examined the M3 in great detail and

- suggested that some of Matthes's conclusions were open to question.

She accepts Matthes's basic three-fold distinction of scribal types A,

B and P and acknowledges the close similarity of types A and B,
(Turville-Petre 'Sfudies', pe4). Matthes thought tﬁat most of the
inserted leaves were of type P (g;gg., p.19) and Turville-Petrs confirms
that be was substantially correct. On the basis of column division,
however, she establishes that type P is a relatively late type of hand-
writing and suggests that it is a late development of type A, Orm's.gwn
hand. In her discussion of the use of the graph eo~ ('Studies' pp. 6-13),
she demonstrates that the corrections fromiggr to e~ made by B were
gradually adopted by the type A hand, showing that 'the relationship
between types A and B appears*ﬁ:be extremely intimate' ('Studies', p.11).
However, after a review of the B corréctions, following Holm, she concludes
‘that B's function was"subordinate' ('Studies', p.27) and that he

frequently betrayed signs of incomplete understanding.

Thus where Turville-Petre departs radically from Matthes's position is

not so much in her contention that types A and B belong to different
scribes, nor in her suggestion that type/A is Orm's own hand, while type B
is that of his secretary, (for Matthes, the identifications should be
reversed), but in her belief that there is evidence to show that B worked

in some degree independently from A.

In reply, Matthes defends his original position (Einh., pp. 17-18) in
favour of seeing a uniformity of script, by selecting several contextg
in which the type B corrections occur and which Turville—Petie ha& used
in support of her argument. For example, she mainfains that the

: 8
'exposition closing formula'7 in 11. 2727-30 is incorrectly placed
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because 'B was carrying out more or less mechanically, a correction
which was not his own idea' ('Studies', p.24). .Matthes, however,
explains that the insertion was made by.B on the basis of a line
reference to the place directly following the word clene in 1. 2628
and states correctly that this is the proper place for such a formula.
Thué, B's alteration waevexecuted correctly, and ih full kﬁowledge of
thé requirements of the text, and the mispladed formula (Matthes
re-affirms thﬁt it is miéplaced as it standsvin White-Holt)lis’the

product of an editorial oversight79.- v

Matthes's view that the corrections come from Orm himself is the most
acceptable explanation; attempts to link either type A or type B with
his brother Walter are at best speculative. Yet the work was undertaken
at Walter's bidding (Dickins & Wilson, Dedication 1l. 6ff) who was
presumably a member of the same Augustinian house to which Orm belonged.
It is therefore entirely possible that he exercised some influence in the
composition of the work. The obvious inference is that even if script
types A and B belong to separate individuals, the corrections were
effected in accordance with the author's wishes, if not by the author
himself., Orm wrote the Dedication and Preface after the whole work
proper had been completed, and it is unlikely that he would have omitted
to check the content of his verse before making it.available for general
instructioneo. Indeed, the essential uniformity of the text as regards
authorial intention is partially conceded by Turville-Petre herself who
observes that script B was the work of one who 'was...intimately versed
in Orm's thoughts and methods' ('Studies', p.27).v The finer points of
the palaeographical argument do not substantially militate against the
strong probability that the Ormulum‘is a homogeneous work, the‘product

of one writer displaying his own marked preferences for imagery and
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oxpress;on, as well as recording the variations and developmenté in

handwriting and subject matter?l

The wide-ranging nature of Matthes's study was justly praised by
C.L.Wrenn who welcomed the attention given t§ questions of a non-
linguistic type, posed by the text.82 Matthes begins his book by
breporting the discovery that the portion of the text known as the
Preface is incorrectly placed in the MS, and that the whole of this .
section was intended to have been inserted between 11, 156 and 157 of
the Dedication, (Einh. pp. viii, 35-37). From the point of view of the
ordering of the contents of the Dedication and Preface, the suggestion
is entirely plausiblo.A Lines 156~57 of the Dedication, as printed by

White~Holt, ares

Goddspell onn ennglissh nemmnedd iss
God word, 7 Zod tibennde

and constitute the beginning of Orm's explanation of the meaning of the
word Ebddspgll. By referring to the last lines of the Preface, where

Orm promisess

3et wile icc shmwenn 3uw, forrwhi
goddspell iss goddspell nemmnedd,

annd ec icc wile shawenn 3uw,

hu mikell sawle sellpe

annd sawle berrhless unnderrfop

att goddspell all patt lede,

patt follzhepp Zoddspell pwerrt ut wel
Purrh POhht, P\lrrh word, Purrh dede.

(Maclean, Reader, Preface, 1l. 99-106)

it is clear that what follows should logically fulfil the promise. In
fact, not only does the Introduction, which immediately follows in the
White-Holt edition, deal with matter unconnected with the word Goddspell,

it was written at a time when the graph eo- was still in favour and can
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;hus haye no connection with the Preface which was, as has been statéd,
on of the portions of the text to have been composed last, The most
logical position for the contents of the Preface is, therefore,
immediately before the beginning of the explanation of Ebddspgll in the
Dedication, 1.157. In addifion, incidence of misplaced text in the

~ Ormulum is, relatively speaking, not uncommén; the sound probability

of Matthes's sucgestion has been accepted by most later commentator883.

On the testimony of the author himself, the Ormulum is a homily bock

which provides instruction on the biblical readings to be found in a

massbook®

Icc hafe sammnedd o piss boc pa Goddspelless neh alle,

Patt sinndenn o be messeboc inn all pe Zer att mesge. .
Annd a33 affterr pe Goddspell stannt patt tatt te Goddspell menepp,
Patt mann birrp spellenn to pe folle off pe33re sawle nede.

(Dickins & Wilson, Dedication, 11,15-18)

Matthes looked in vain for a massbook to which the ordering of Orm's
pericopes and homilies would corresponds this fruitless search, together
with the findings of the liturgical scholar, Beisséle4, led him to
conclude (Einh. p.26) that such a book did not exist. On the basis of
the study of the ordering of the existing pericopes and of the compietely
conceived plan revealed in the list of Latiﬁ pericopes, he decided that
Orm's organizing principle was determined exclusively‘by a chronological
stand-point.  The Latin téxts 1-230 follow, chronologically, the 1life
of Christ, the remainder, that of the Apostlesas. He observes the
existence of trﬁnsifional passages, serving to link the end of one
pericope with the beginning of the following paraphfase;‘indicating a

desire on the part of the author to produce a homogeneous work or a
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uniform history (Binh., pp. 26-28); he notes that, as a rule, the para-
phrase of one pericope is immediately followed by appropriate expository
matter, a pattern common to all writersvof'exegetical homily. Yet, on
some occasionsy he finds that two distinct pericopes are fused to produce

one paraphrase which is then followed by the exposition of the two taxtsaG.

The weight of this evidende leads himAto 9mphasise.tpe apparent discrep-
ancy between, on the one hand, the visible chronological ordering of the
text and the resulting uniformity in_narration, and on the other, the
complete absence in the Dedication énd Preface of any mention of a life
of Christ or other guiding principle save that of the massbook. After
considering as doubtful the possibilities that (a) Orm wished to write

a Life of Christ with the eiegesis included, rétaining a preaching stylé
as a concession to the reader, and that (b) it wa§ Orm's intention to
compile a manual of all the material which had to be preached to .the
people, and the notion of moulding the material into a continuous
narration was only a secondary consideration, he suggests that it is most
probable that the author was influenced by a literary genre which, though
availadble to him, has not survived to the present day (Einh. p.32).
Coupling the observation that the text corresponds with the chronological
sequence of events in the life of Jesus'with the fact that the narrative
of the paraphrases is taken exclusively from the four Gospels, Matthes
concludes that the Ormulum corresponds in some measure to the literary
genre known as the Gospel Harmony87. | The wfiter of Gospel'Harmony
endeavours to make the narrative of the four Gospels stand in harmonious
relationship; in the narrowest‘eense,”hé will combine and reconcile
factually all four differing accounts of an event, so as to produce an

individual and singular narrative.
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The Ormulum, as Matthes goes on to explain; does not conform strictly

to the requiremenfs of this genre. In the fifst place, more time and
space is given by Orm to the task of elﬁcidating his paraphrases: he 1s
equally a homiliétss. Also,y after an exhauétive enquiry, he finds that
most of the éxtant pericopes confine themselves to the account given in
only one of the four Gespels; only five of the fitis display material
derived from two or more Gospel aécounts (g;gg. p.6é). Analysis of these
cases shows that in two of the five Orm actively incorporated severg} '
Gospel accounts into his paraphrase, adﬁering préperly to the technique
demanded by the genre, ﬁhile in the remaining three cases, only one
evangelist 1s taken to provide the paraphrase narrative and complementary

matter from the other Gospels appears only in the course of the exposit-

iona (Einh. p.72).

Viewed in these terms, the work is sémething of a hybrid. It pannot
accurately be described merely as a collection of exegetical homilies
because it is evident that the author troubled himself to produce a
continuous and uniform narrative and because the chronological ordering

of the latin texts points to some more precisely conceived intention than
that required of a preacher, like £lfric, who wished to provide instruct-

ion for the Sundays and principal feasts of the Church year.

Orm's fluctuation in the method of harmdnizing together with certain
changes in the earlier fitts indicate, according to Matthes, that the
author was led at some point to reconsider the desirability of strict
harmonization of the Gospels'(gigg.bpm. 73;‘199_233). He argues per-
suasively that this reconsideration reflects the importance which the
author attached to the necessity of providing clearly understandable and

effective preaching materials:
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Der Prediger hatte iiber ein bestimmtes,
nicht uber ein harmonisiertes Evangelium
zu predigen, und der Leser wollte sich
an dem bestimmten Sonntagsevangelium
erbauen. Ich glaube deshaldb, dass der
Dichter vor allem diesen Bedurfnissen
Rechnung tragen wollte, wenn er sich
wahrend des Schreibens dazu entschloss,
Harmonisierung in der Paraphrase zu
vermeiden.

(Einh., p.74)

In short, then, Orm accommodates the harmonization of the Gospel
accounts firmly to the requirements of preaching on pericopes which

- figured in the liturgical calendar. Matthes is undoubtedly correct
in laying emphasis on the practical, didactic function of the Ormulum
and on the role of its author as preacher. In sthion 1.5 below, I
propose to examine in detail several of the wider implications of this
identification ffom the standpoints both of the Western latin and

English homiletic traditions.

I.3.1iv. ‘The Sources

One of the most satisfying and valuable sections of Matthes's book is
his enquiry into the problems connected with the correct identification
of Orm's sources, and is the last major aspect of earlier research that

89

I wish to consider “.

Interest in the identification of the material Orm had at his disposal
dates from the time of White's edition. Though the fifet to address
himself to the problem, White's findings are the product of wide learning
and fine judgement and are still of value today. His work is charact-
erized by general caution. In the notes of his edition, he rarely states

Y
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that Orm followed a particular author for a given passage; rather, he
prints one, often several, parallel passages which bear some resemblance
to the matter in Orm's account, mainly frdm among the writings of
Augustine, Bede and £lfric. Evidence of the influence, direct or
indirect, of Augustine and Bede is precieély what‘one would expect to
find in such a conservative and orthodox work of biblical exegesis;

White's citation of passages from the Catholic Homilies and his statement

(White-Holt, I, 1x) that Orm 'borrows copiously' frqm KElfric, howevef,
raises the problem of the nature and extent of OE homiletic influence

on the Ormulum and poses questions which relate generally to the current
notions of the continuity of literary forms and tendencies from OE to EME

and ME writings9o.

Following White. Sarrazin investigated the problem and declared that
Bede, and not Augustine, was Orm's main source, supplemented with
extracts from Gregory's Homelim in Evangelia, and from the writings of

1 .
Hegesippus and Isidoreg . His most valuable contribution, which

Matthes was quick to appreciate, was his supposition that Orm had not
consulted the individual works of these authors but had gained access to
relevant extracts through the medium of a florilegium, or bock of

selected compiled extracts.

This explanation, coupled with Holm's unacceptable account of Orm's use
of the phrase pe boc and other related phrases, (quoted above, p.24)
drew Matthes's attention to the unsatisfactory state of knowledge of
Orm's sources, and led him to.suggest that behind the frequent and
striking use of the phrase Pbe boc lay a glossed Bible, speéifically the

Glossa Ordinaria, erroneously attributed to Walafrid Strabo, and the

Glossa Interlinearis of Anselm of Laon92. Both Matthes and Beryl Smalley

34



stress that the two wprks, printed separately by Mign393, must be seen
as a unity. Both compilatioﬁs often use the same source and, more
importantly, ih the twelfth centuiy, no‘distinction was made between
them; the whole work, the marginai and interlinear glosses, was
referred to as the Glossa. Of special significance for Matthes's
enquiry is thé fact that the‘glgggg was a work whiqh emerged gradually
over a period of time before becoming standardiéed; different sections
must each haie had‘their own history, compiled by different authors at’
different datesg4f |

The identification of the Glossa as one of Orm's major sources is

Matthes's most significant contribution to fhe whole question of sources,
the validity of which he demonstrates at length, especially in the

detailed textual apparatus which he includes 1n his study (Eigg.,pp 106-120)
From the Ormulum, he selects 11. 2875-3177, comprising the greater part

of the fourth fitt, (Einh., p.42) and provides extracts, some of which

were suggested earlier by Sarrazin, from the Pseudo-Bede Commentary on

Matthew, from Bede's genuine homily on Matth. I. 18-25, from Hrabanus

Maurus's Commentary on Matthew and from the relevant portions of the

Glogssas; these he regards as texts which are either very closely related
to Orm's text, or which are reminiscent of certain features of it.
Occasionally, he includes other parallels taken from less closely related

95

works”

The results of his survey leave Matthes in no doubt as to the central
importance of the Glossa for the study of the Ormulum. A.C. Baugh,

however, in his review of Einheitlichkeit, finds the presented evidence

less convincing:
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Often the glosses offer a signficant96

parallel, often they do not. It is
difficult to say how much of the simpler
moralizing is Orm's own. Some of it is
possibly not beyond his powers, limited
as they seem to have been. Unfortunately,
the short section chosen for the demon-
stration is not sufficient to represent
Orm's exposition in general, and the
statement that a comparison of the rest
of the work ylelds similar results does
not help much, since the passage examined
here leaves one uncertain.

Baugh is justified in denying that Matthes's apparatus offers conclusive.
proof, yet he would seem to dismiss too lightly the further examples '
which Matthes cites elsewhere in his book. Uncertainty is generated

principally by the fact that no reliable text of the Glossa is available.

The Glossa Ordinaria, as printed by Migne, is defective97, and, as has

been indicated, the work was in a state of constant flux even at its

time of composition. lMatthes endeavours to overcome these difficulties
by meking reference to an edition of 1481, printed in Strasbourg, and to
the text found in the twelfth century, Darmstadt M3, Landesbibliothek,
543, neither of which was used by Migne when he came to edit his text,
and which Matthes believes provides a version of the text which stands
in closer relationship to the one Orm used‘than does Migne's98. The
results of Matthes's textual comparisons (E;Qg., PPe 166—120) in con-
junction with his later comments (Einh., p; 182) make it probable that

Orm had access to and use of the Glossa Ordinaria, at the very least.

In addition, despite the frequent disagreeﬁent over the posit;oning of
subject matter in the Darmstadt MS and the:1481 printed edition, Matthes
states, (Binh., p. 180) with conviction that there is ample evidence to
point to the fact that Orm also made use of a glossed Bible which was

furnished with the Glossa Interlinearis99.
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In defence of Matthes's position, I offer two fairly long passages

from Orm's exposition of Matth. IV, 1-11, on Christ's Temptation in

the desert, with parallel extracts from the Glossa Interlinearis, as
printed by Migne, and suggest that they éonstitute reliable sources

for Orm's material:

«+.he wass ledd purrh hali3 gast
T purrh hiss a3henn wille
Ut inntill wilde 7 wessteland
To ben purrh defell fandedds
. Forr patt he wollde shzwenn swa
All mannkinn purrh hiss bisne
Hu cristess hird - crisstene follc
Birrp fihhtenn 3zn be defell,
To winnenn sizZe 7 oferrhannd
Off himm purrh cristess hellpe.
Crist for ut inntill wessteland
Forrprihht summ he wass fullhtnedd,
- To tacnenn swa patt cristess peww,
Forrprihht summ he bep fullhtnedd,
Birrp werelldshipess sellpe flen,
7 flashess lusst forrwerrpenn,
All swa summ wessteland iss all
Forrwarrpenn 7 forrlatenn.

(11, 11413-430)

seems to be based closely on the following:

Baptizatus autem Christus vadit statim
in desertum, ductu Spiritus: quia omnis
fidelis post baptismum debet postponere
mundum, et aut petat corporaliter
eremum, aut vacans a tumultu szculi,
faciat in mente desertum, et ductu
Spiritus accingatur ad pugnam contra
diabolum.
: (Migne PL 162.1270)

A little later in Orm's homily, the significance of the forty days'
fast is explored:

Forr patt te tale off fowwerrti3

Full wel bitacnenn shollde

Patt all piss middellard, tatt iss
O fowwre daless daledd,
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Onn &st, o west, o sup, o norrp,
Birrp lefenn uppo criste,
7 lufenn crist, 7 dradenn crist,
T follzhenn cristess lare
patt all pwerrt ut bilokenn iss
I tene bodewordess.
Swa patt te manness bodi3 be
Buhsumm forp wibp pe sawle,
To cwemenn wel allmahhti3 godd
Onn alle kinne wise. Lo
Forr manness bodi3 fe3edd iss
Off fowwre kinne shaffte,
Off heffness fir, T off pe 1lifft,
Off waterr, 7 off er}e.
7 sawle iss shapenn all off nohht,
7 hafepp prinne mahhtess; ' .
Forr sawle onnfop att drihhtin godd
Innsihht 7 minndi3nesse, ‘
7 wille iss hire pridde mahht
purrh whatt menn immess 3ernenn,
Forr sume 3Zernenn erpli3 bing,
T sume itt all forrwerrpenn,
7 3ernenn hefennlike ping
To winnenn 7 to brukenn.
7 ure godd, allmahhti3 godd,
Iss an godd 7 pre hadess,
Faderr, 7 sune, 7 hali3 gast,
An godd all unntod=ledd.
Her uss bitacnenn fowwre 7 pre
- pe bodi3 T te sawle.
7 godd ias her tacnedd purrh pre,
Forr godd iss i pre hadess.
T 3iff pu felesst pre wipbp pre,
pa findesst tu pzr sexe,
7 3iff pu fowwre dost tarto,
ba findesst tu par tene,
7 fowwre 7 bre wibp opre Pre
Full opennli3 bitacnenn _
Pe bodi3, T te Sane, 1 80dd’
7 tene bodewordess,
Forrpl patt manness bodi3 birrp
Forrp wipp pe manness sawle
Rihht lufenn godd, rihht drazdenn godd,
Ribkht follzhenn godess lare
pbatt all pwerrt ut bilokenn iss
I tene bodewordess.

- (11. 11487-536)

This passage bears a close, thought perhape less definite relationship

to the following:

Quadragenarius significat totum tempus
prasentis vit®, in quo omnes homines
collecti de quatuor -partibus mundi,
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decem przceptis armari contra tentationes
debent. Unde ex quaternatio et denario
sit. Vel quatuor significat omnes
illicitos motus corporis, qui proveniunt

-ex quatuor humoribus, id est quatuor
elementis de quibus caro constat, contra
quos motus decem przcepta opponi debent.
Decem pracepta dividuntur in tria et septem.
Tria pertinent ad Deum, septem ad proximums
quia homo ex anima, qua habet tres vires, et
corpore, quo constat ex quatuor elementis. '

.. (Migne, PL. 162, 1271)

The opening passagé from the Ormulum, stressing Christ's volition in
being led into the waste, is not parglleled in the extract from the
Glossa, but is r#miniscent in a general way of the teaching pfovided'
by Gregory's Homelia XVI in Evangelia, in which Christ's temptation

is expoundedloo.

In all other respects, however, Orm's passége agrees with the wo:ding

of the lLatin very closely, allowing for the re-positioning of the‘
martial image at the end of the Latin‘extract. which Orm inserts at the
start of his explanation., Both passages stresslthat just as Christ
resisted the devil after his baptism, so all the faithful should struggle
against temptation for all of their lives (i.e. after their baptism);
both advocate the abandonment of’temporalldelights and bodily appetite,
and both relate the physicalvconditions of fhe désert to the state of
mind required of the faithful Christian (though Orm is less confident

in rendering the exact equivalent of faciat in mente desg;ﬁum).

In the second case, both extracts interpret the numbei forty és betoken—
ing the adoption of the Decalogue by all ﬁen, that is, from the four
corners of the world. Orm suppresses the martial image and the obvious
numerical explanation but rejoins the Latin in iﬁe citation of the four

elements which meke up the human body. From the last sentence of the
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Latin extract, the tres vires of the soul are'interpreted by Orm es
the prinne mahhtess, on which he elaborates. Returning to the Latin's
association of the number three with God allows Orm to introduce con-

1 Thence Orm accepts the division

0
ventional teaching on the Trinity.1
of the number seven (which he omits) into four and three, extending and

greatly eléborating on the Latin septem ad proximum in such a way as to

synthesize the concepts of body, soui and God and thus return to the

notion of the Decalogue with which he began.

The one doubt raised by Matthes throughout his study concerns the precise
make~up of the glossed Bible available to Orm, and the question of
whether he possessed a complete gloss. To this question, Matthes can

give no definite answer (Einh., p.190), yet, in view of the firm

correspondences between the passages from the Glossa Interlinearis and
the Ormulum given above, it seems probable that Orm had consulted, on
certain occasions at least, a work which contained portions of the Glossa

Interlinearis, perhaps even the whole work itself. However, what is

true of the extracts from Orm's exposition on Matth. IV. 1-11 cannot be
assumed for the rest of'the text and, as Matthes has pointed out, the
problem will be resolved only through a thorough source study which makes

use of a Glossa text more reliable than that printed by Migne.

On the question of other sources, Matthes's work yielded more definite
results. He establishes that White-Holt, 11. 255-897, part of the
exposition on Luc., I. 5-173 18-25, derives exclusively from Bede's

102 :
In Lucam (Einh., p.184). He concludes his detailed study of possible

sources by asserting that, together with fhe commentary In Iucam,
several of Bede's genuine homilies can be cited as having been directly

employed by Orm. To these texts, a glossed Bible should be added, with
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the qualification that the evidence does not permit the definite
identification of the exact text to which Orm referred. Further,
Matthes thinks it probable that Orm had a Numerarium in his possession,

as well as a Bestiary (Einh., pp..179-98, esp. 190).

On the basis of the close comparison of the other various sources
proposed by Sarrazin, Matthes finds little incontrovertible evidence to -

support the notion that Orm had access to the Pseudo-Bede Commentary on

Matthew (Einh., pp. 182-84); further, he argues against the influence
of Bede's In Marcum (Einh.y pe 186); pointing out that where Bede's
commentary agrees with the matfer in the Ormulum, equally firm correé-

' pondences can be derived from the relevant sections of the Clossa. For
example, knowledge of the name of the prison at Macheronnte (1. 19942),
where John the Baptist was placed, could hgve‘been had from Bede's In
Marcum (IV. 29) or from the relevant section of the 1481 Glossa, &et
since the name is introduced through referencé to pe bac (A text),
Matthes thinks 1t most probable that it was the Glossa which was being

consulted at this point.lo

The last remaining problem of source identification which Matthes
discusses relates to the question of £lfric's influence (Einh. , pp.80-88).
Direct Zlfrician influence had been swiftly rejedted by Sarrazin whose
criteria are, however, severel& criticized by Matthes. Sarrazin no@ed
that in the places where Orm agreed with £lfric, the latter also showed

a close resemblance to the relevant works of Bede and Gregory; his
method was to choose only those portions of text in which Gregory seemed
to have a closer relationship to O:m, and on thia basis to reject any.

possibility of Elfrician influence.

In response, Matthes singled out Orm's eiposition of the Journey of the

41



Magi from the East and assembled the relevant parallel or reminiscent

passages from the following texts: the Pseudo-Bede Commentary on

Matthew, Gregory's Homelia X in Evangelia, and from £lfric's homily for

Epiphania Domini in the first series of Catholic Homilies,lo4 (Einh. ,p.84).

His comparison of the texts reveals that two of the distinctive ideas
contained in Orm's account find striking parallels in £lfric's homily,
while bqth Gregory and the Pseudo-Bede are silent. In the first place,
the direct identification of Herod with the devil which Orm makes:

Herode kidg bitacne}pp uss
Pe lape gast off helle

(11.6518-19)

is as abruptly stated by Z£lfric: Herodes hzfde deofles getacnuhge

(Thorpe, CH I,108), but is found in the Pseudo-Bede Commentary also.

It is, however, in the further elaboration of the identification that

the matter is, of the four texts, found only in Orm and £lfric. Matthes

offers 11. 6568-6623 and Thorpe, CH I.108-10 - Herodes hafde deofles

getacnunga....sto Criste gelet for comparison.

The second notion which £lfric and Orm share and which is absent from

the other two works is that which identifies the shepherds as the Jewish-
Christians and the Magi as the Heathen-Faithful who, as the two walls

of the Church of the faithful, will be joined together by Christ the
Cornerstone. Again, Matthes.(Eigg.,p.85) offers passages for

comparison.

Matthes admits (Ibid.,p.87) that the étyiistic affinities of the two
English extracts are few, but believes that‘the two clear parallels
constitute enough to show thét the accepfance of KElfric's influence is
well-grounded. In view of his later reﬁarks, howevép, (EQQQ..pp.137-38§

193-94), it would appear that Matthes does not consider the evidence
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strong enough to characterize this influence as direct, even though
reference to the Glossa does not provide paréllel material for those
places where X1fric stands nearer to Orm thén do any of the other Latin
texts consulted. In épite of this, Matthes says:

erscheint auch mir direkter Einfluss der

‘Alfrikschen Homilien nicht sehr wahr-

scheinlich.

(Einh., p. 193)
and prefers the suggestion that:

sowohl Alfrik als auch Orrmin aus einer
Glossafassung schopften, welche bei der
Erklarung von Matth. II von den von mir
verglichenen Fassungen starker abwich.
Doch ist die Frage des direkten Alfrik-
schen Einflusses auf das Orrmulum mit
diesen Ausfithrungen keineswegs endgultig
entschieden.,

(Binh., pp. 193-94)

On the evidence which Matthes presents, it is not possible to conclude
with any degree of certainty that £lfric's influence is discernible
here; neither, however, is the suggestion that a common glossed version
of Matthew's gospel lies behind the two homilies in any way feasible.
Forster made extensive enquiries into the sources for Elfric's Epiphania
Domini and gives no 1ndication that Elfric ever used such a worﬁ?s In
view of the prevalence, everywhere among homilists and biblical comment-
ators of the Middle Ages, of a common fund of ideas freely circulating,
it would be rash to make any claim for Alfrician influence, direct or
indirect, from the fact that both Orm andvﬁlfric agree, in general terms,
in including detail which both Gregory and the Pseudo-Bede omit. The
only positive assertion which this evidence permits is that neither

Gregory's homily nor the Pseudo-Bede Commentary were consulted by Orm
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for this part.of his exposition.

There is, however, a further point which can be added in relation to
the figure of Christ the Cornerstone, joining>together the two walls

of the Church of the faithful. 1In the context cited by Matthes, Orm

1

says:

7 iesu crist tatt drohh till himm
Patt twinne kinne genge, ‘
He wass himm sellf bati{ hirnestan
Patt band ta twe3Zenn wa3hess,

(11, 6822-25) | y

In a later homily which deals with Chrisf's renaming of Simon as Peter
and the introduction of the significance‘of the etymology of the word
etrus, meaning 'stone,' Orm again provides the same teaching in
characteristically similar terms:
7 crist iss ec patt hirnestan
Patt bindepp twe33enn wa3zhess,

Patt iss alls iff I se33de puss,
Patt bindepp twezzenn pede.

(11. 13358-361)

-In the homily Epiphania Domini, from which Matthes quotes, &£lfric writes:

So0lice se sealm-sceop awrat be Criste,
pet he is se hyrn-stan pe gefegd pa
twegen weallas togzdere.

(Thorpe, CH I1.106)

The image of the Cornerstone derives from Ps,117,22¢

Lapidem quem reprobauerunt aedificantes
Hic factus est in caput anguli.

The psalmist's verse appears on several occasions in the Gospels and

Pauline Epistles; Matthew, for example, incorporated it (Matth. XXI.42)
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in his acoount of the parable of the Wicked Husbandman. In the

recently edited £lfrician homily for Feria VI in Secunda Ebdomada

Quadragesima106, in which the homilist expounds on Matth. XXI. 33-46,

the term hyrnstan (hyrnstane) appears on four occasions. In a note

on the use of the word, Pope cites Thorpe, CH I,106, the Epiphany
homily, for comparison, and states that in the dictionaries hyrnstan
is recorded only three times, viz., in the Epiphany homily, in a gloss

to Aldhelm's De Laudibug Virginitatis in Oxford MS Bodleian Digby 146,

and in the Ormulum}o7 The occurrence of the term in the homily Pope edits

constitutes a fourth case.

The image of Christ as fhe Cornerstone was frequently expounded by the
Fathers of the Church generally, especially by those who exercised most
influence over Anglo-Saxon churchmen, who were equally well acgquainted
with 1t. Not only does the image figure largely in the Antiphon Q_5§§

Gentium, et desideratum earum, lapisque angularis, which provided.the

basic source material for the poet of Christ I, in the first of his Advent

lyrics%o8

it also received, as verse 22 of Ps. 117, the attention of a
relatively large number of glossator%99 It is, therefore, of some
interest to note that hyrnstan is, with one ezceptioh in the OE corpus,

confined to £lfric's writings and is, statistically, a rare OE word.

Ordinarily,rthe appearance in the Ormulum of OE religious terminology,
even of relatively little-used terms, would not deserve much coqment;

in this case, however, the available evidence shows that hyrnstan isk
virtually confined to £lfric's writings, that it haq no currency outsiae
his corpus despite the fact that there were numerous occasions on which
-one might rgadily expect it to have been employed, and that it was never,

excepting only in the Ormulum, used by later religious writers. Under thes
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conditions, therefore,‘it is pertinent to ask by what means the word
comes to be used by Ormf Elfric employed gzrpstan in two separate
homilies dealing with the same biblical matter; in the Ormulum, the
word figures in the homily which treats the same pericope as that which .

Elfric handled in his Epiphania Domini and later, in a context which, ;

through the etymology of petrus and Christ's announcement of the
establishment of the temporal Church, would readily have called the image

to mind.

I am not prepared to state that Orm; in this case, was directly
influenced by either or both of Alfric's homilies, since it is naturally
not possidle to offer concluéive proof. However, the facts surrounding
hyrnstan make it almost certain that Orm, if not actually in possession
of ;n dlfficiﬁn book, must have known through some other, indirect means
of its use in association with the psalmist's verse and subsequent
expositions of it in the Gospels. I have raised the point at this
stage partly because Matthes's enquiry deﬁanded it, and partly as a
prelude to a fuller discussion of the possible sorts of relationship
which may’hava pertained in the case of Orm and his O predecessors,
Elfric in particular. In section I.5., below, I shall broaden the
argument in general terms, suggesting that it should be viewed as a

sound basis for the more detailed analyses which are to follow.

Matthes, then, goes some wa& to endorse Whiée's original suggestion

that the Alfrician corpus has a bearing on the content, if not the style,
of some of Orm's homilies. Though rightly cautious, his conception of
Einfluss was, perhaps, too narrowly defined and, as I have said, it will

be part of my brief to suggest more viable ways of approach.

In all, Matthes's conclusions show, on the whole, that Orm's main sources
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110
were, for his time, a little ‘old-fashioned’. With the exception of
the Glossa Interlinearis, which Orm probably knew, the latin texts he

consulted faithfully reproduced mainstream patristic learning; 1t is

. likely that Orm considered Bede, for whom he has great respect, as the
last of the Fathers of the Church, an opinion which would not have been
peculiar to him. At the same time, however, the influence of the inter-
linear gloss; essentially a twelfth century production, should serve as

a reminder that Orm was not totally oblivious to ths theologioal writihgs
of his own age. The matter in the(interlihear gloss, attributed to‘
Alselm of Laon is, it must be sdmitted, traditionalist in nature, yet

the fact that Orm was alive to the work of his near contemporaries
receives some‘support from the wholly plausible suggestion by Cerhard Eis
that the opening words of the Dedication, in which Orm greets Walter as

his brother by virtue of their common parentage, their common membership

in the body of Crisstenndom and in the facf that they have both taken
canonical orders in an Augustinian house, ere based closely on the
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opening words of St. Bernard's Super Cantica Sermo XXXVI. At the same

time, it is evident that Orm displays considerable interest and
dexterity in numerology, often taken to quite excessive lengths. Matthes
noticed this and postulated the influenoe of a Numerarium (Elﬂﬁ" De 195)
of undetermined identity. Equally plausible, though>equally uncertain,
of course, is the suggestion that Orm had access to some of the theo-
logical writings of late eleventh and early twelfth century oontinentai
theologians, some of whom displayed a marked avidity for, and dexterity
in, number eymboliéé? Only a etudy specificallr designed to identify

the sources of the Ormulum at every turn will iﬁprove on Hatthes'e work
which, in this as in other areas, forms the basis for the continued

study of Orm's great work.
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I.4  The Literary Contexts of the.Ormulﬁm'

Ip the second part of this chapter, I want to make a series of

detailed points deriving at once from aschts of the advances already
made in the study of the Ormulum, énd fro@ ry own observations both
from the conditions which prevailed in thé lateét period of OE literary
activity and from the text of the Ormulum itself, in order to identify,
in more precise térms than have hitherto Been proposed, the place of .
Orm'e homilies in the develomment of this literary genre. I regard
this task as an important and necessary introduction to the aﬁprociation

of the more exacting arguments which will be put forward in the sub-

sequent chapters.

The traditional stumbling block to any such heasured, objective
appreciation lies in the widely prevalent, and often tacitly accepted,
vieﬁ that the Ormulum is a highly idiosyncratic yet unoriginal work of
one who displays little, if any, relationship to his antecedents and
whose work subsequently exercised no influence on later vernacular
homilefic writings. No doubt the conservative, undistinguished nature
of its theological subject mﬁtter, coupled with its bizarre spelling
system, for which no precedent can be located, encourage the view that
Orm worked in isolation, in a literary vacuum as far as English homily
writing was concerned, and that the significance of the work did not

outlive its authag}B

Yet the Ormulum is the first major homiletic collection to have been
written in English, so far as is known, since the publication of

Elfric's two series of Catholic Homilies and the Lives of Saints.v From

the 1list of Latin pericopes which precede the work proper, it is clear
that Orm took upon himself a huge task, not simply in terms of volume,

but also in the comprehensiveness of his plan. All of his expositions
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are strictly exegetical, and in this respect he may be seen,
unwittingly or otherwise, as ;xtending a homiletic tradition in the
vernacular first established as a definitive norm by ﬁlfric}14 Again,
like Klfric's pieces, Orm's homilies begin with a full translation or
paraphrase of the Gospel pericope, after which the exposition is
delivered. In short, I shall urge that the major significance of his
work lies in the fact that if is Orm's attempt to re-establish a wérkable,
eminently useful, vernacular preaching idiom which would help to fill
the gap created by the increasingly unserviceable teaching program@e'
which £lfric had completed in the early decades of the eleventh century.
Rather than regarding Orm as one working in isolation, I suggest that
his homiletic collection is an elaborate and well planned response to

the ever increasing need for serviceable preaching materials.

I.4.1 The Author, his Milieu and his Audience.

It is necessary, in the first place, to investigate and evaluate what
1ittle is known about the author, what his intentions as a preacher

wero, and for whom he wrote,

Orm was not\a monk, but an Augustinian canon, that is, a member of a
religious order living thevregular, full apostolic life in a community,
under the guidance of a rule,vwhile at the same time direéting his
energies towards, rather than away from, the world. As Dickinson shows,
the canons' origins are firmly connected to the Gregorian Refofm move-
ment which began in Italy in the mid-eleventh century; their rise to
prominence was the powerful expression of the disgust felt for the

contemporary worldliness, increasingly prevalent in the Western Church
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at that time. In England, the order rose to full stature by the early
years of the twelfth century and quickly bescame the most numerous of

115
the religious orders in the country.

Unlike the monks, however, for whom the vita contemplativa was the

guiding principle of their thoughts and actions, the canons were
practical men, serving the needs of often neglected parochial communities.
R.W. Southern stresses this practical aspect of their function, and
contrasts them with the Cistercians who came into existence only a few

years later than the canonss
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The Augustinian canons aimed in various

ways at serving the society around themg

the Cistercians fled from it.
One of these ways lay in the emphasis placed upon the canons' pastoral
responsibilities, of which preaching to the laity must have formed a
part. | Contemporary testimony, expressing the official view at leasat,
comes from Pope Paschal II's letter to the community at St. Bartolph's,
Colchester, in 1116:

11

The dispensation of the Word of God, the

offices of preaching, baptizing and

reconciling penitents have always been a

function of your office.
Dickinson, too, notes that the inmates of the first-established houses,
founded in the late-sleventh century, envisaged considerable pastoral
responsibilities; in the early twelfth century, the 'Master' of the
Bridlington Dialogue, (the prior of a house noted for its learning and
flourishing literary activity), urged that canons should be given leave

to absent themselves from their communities if, among several reasons,

any of them should be elected to rule a church, and thus take on
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pastoral duties. The same Bridlington Dialogue lays down a number of
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fitting pursuits for a regular canon, among which figured:

_ : 11
Verbum Del coram fratribus legere, exponere?

- predicare.
Although only the brethren are here referr;d to és the recipients of
this preaching activity, the practical benf of the canons' religious
functions, their involvement in the religiyus\life of the parishes in
which their houses were founded, and their duty, in official terms, tq
preach, make it likely that provision was #ade for the laity as well as
the brethr%g? Addressing himself qéecifically to the English parish
clergy of the twelfth century, of whom so little is known, Dickinson is
obliged to concede that there is very litfle evidence for assuming that
regular canons preached with any great frequeqcy at this time, and he
cites the Ormulum and the work of Adam the Scot as exceptional cases,
referring to the former's testimony as 'doubtfu%?}
Dickinson's judgement here is perhaps'tempered by the complete absence
of evidence to indicate that Orm's homilies were ever preached, or even
that they progressed beyond the 'rough copy' stage of transmission in
which they are now found. Né?ertheless, the matefial which Orm mgde

available in his Dedication and Preface, as regards his method, intent-

ions and proposed audience, bears strong testimony.
Orm's accomplishment is clearly and eimply stated:

Ico hafe wennd inntill Ennglissh Goddspelless
hallzhe lare,
Affterr patt little witt patt me min Drihhtin
hafepp lenedd.

(Dickins & Wilson, Dedication, 7-8)
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A few lines later, he is more specifics

Icc hafe sammnedd o piss boc pa Goddspelless

neh alle,

Patt sinndenn o pe messeboc inn all pe 3er att messe.
Annd a33 affterr pe Goddspell stannt patt tatt te
Goddspell menepp,
Patt mann birrg spellenn to pe follc off pe33re sawle
nedes

(Dickins & Wilson, Dedication, 15-18)

Thus the sole purpose for the rendition of fhe Gospel into English is-
for sawle nede, for the salvation of all men. This direct and insistent
preogcupation with man's spiritual well-being is constantly in the fore-
front of Orm's thought, as is demonstrated by the 'formula' with which
each of the paraphrases is concluded,vserving not only to indicate the
completion of the paraphrase, but élso fo stress the tropological nature
of the exposition whicﬁ is to follow. At the end of the paraphrase of
Luc. I.5-1T; 18-25, which are pericopes for the first fitt, Orm says:

T her icc wile shawenn 3uw

off pise twa goddspelless

Hu mikell god te33 larenn uw
Off 3ure sawless nede.

(11. 251-54; ep. 11. 920-21)

On the other occasions on which he treats two latin texts consecutively

and for which there is a complete paraphrase extant, the wording is

slightly different:

Her endenn twa goddspelless puss,
Annd uss birrp hemm purrhsekenn
To lokenn whatt te33 larenn uss
Off ure sawle nede.

(11. 3490-93: Bennett & Smithers,
Farly Middle English Verse and
Prose, 11. 221-24).
It is a set phrase which is repeated verbatim - 11. 1813-16; T697-7700;
16752-755;  18002-005.
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On the more numerous occasions on which only one Latin text is para-
phrased, the set phrase is exactly the same:

Her endepp nu piss goddspell puss

7 uss birrp itt purrhsekenn,

To lokenn whatt itt larepp uss

Off ure sawle hede.

(11. 8391-394)

"which is repeated exactly at 11. 8979-823 9331-34; 10684-68T3

11399-11402; 12618-621 (where tzchepp replaces lmreEE); 12828-831;
' 122

14078-0815 19632-635; 19611-614.

This stereotyped phrase is varied only by the closely related:

Her endepp nu piss goddspell puss
T icc 3uw wile shawenn

Hu mikell god itt larepp 3uw

Off 3ure sawless nede.

(11.’6514-17)

Thus Orm's insistence on the welfare of the soul, stressed in his
Dedication, is referred to constantly, in a tixed torm, throughout the

123
whole work.

If his intentions and method of working are clearly stated and readily
understood, it is next necessary to ask for whom these homilies were

written. Alongside the general references to Ennglissh follc, pe follc,
Cristess hall3she bed, Crisstene follc and all Ennglisshe lede (Dickins

& Wilson, Dedication, 11. 10, 18, 20, 61, 66) which spesk of Orm's con-
cern fqr the potentially universal audience which ignored the teaching of
Christ upon peril of their soul, yet each member of which was capable of
securing salvation for himself, there are several other references which

provide a much more precise picture.

In the Dedication, again, Orm explains the presence of his own words
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among those of the Gospel paraphrasess

Forr whase mot to lazwedd follc larspell off Goddspell
tellenn, ‘ e -

He mot wel ekenn mani3 word amang Goddspelless
wordess.

(Dickins & Wilson, 11. 28-29)

The l®wedd follc are those who have no knowledge of Latin, the unlearned

ma jority of the society who were distinct from the members of the various
religious orders; Thus Orm endeavourg to provide preaching materials
for a popular audience who had no exberienoe of receiving information

by any means other than by listening, and his decision to clarify or
expand the Gospel text evidently reflects his low but doubtless accurate

opinion of their capabilities.,

Though there are no consistently employed conventional phrases of address

in the Ormulum corresponding to OE men ba leofestan and leofan men, Orm

occasionally identifies his audience by naming them specifically. In
the exposition on Matth. I. 18-25, in fitt three (Einh., p.42), Orm notes
that Joseph behaved with devotion and consideration towards Mary, even
though she was pregnant without knowledge of him,‘and states immediately:
p&rpurrh he 3Zaff 3Zuw lawedd follc.
Full opennlike bisne.
Patt 3uw birrp nimenn mikell gom.
To Zemenn 3ure macchess.
(Matthes, Einh., p.1073
White-Holt, 11l. 2908-11)
thus confirming his intention, expressed in the Dedication, to preach

to a popular audience. It should be noted also that, without referring

directly to his audience, Orm occasionally mentions that the lswedd follc

‘at the time of Christ's minisfry on earth received spiritual guidance

from him and his angels, with the tacit implication that his audience
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should identify completely with them and submit as readily to the true
knowledge of God as did others before them (11. 3654-613 7438-43;

10027-32; 1152-555 13952ff).

‘At the same time, it is clear that Orm envisaged an audience comprising
additional orders of society. On four occasions in the work, Orm

addresses those listening to his expositions as 1aferrdinngess (11, 918;

11679; 16328; 18611), referring, it would seem, to a class of men of
higher social rank than the lawedd follc. Furthermorey he makes .

references, in the vocative case to lefe brebre (1. 14312) and to brebre

(1. 16342), indicating perhaps that his instruction would eqﬁally have
been of benefit to his fellow cano%gg The mention of the brethren is,
however, ambiguous. In the first place, the latter reference at

1., 16342 comes only a dozen lines or so after the address to the

laferrdinngess, suggesting that the naming of the g;ekge may only be a
statement affirming ihe fraternity of all men in the Church of Christ.

For example, in explaining the pericope verse:

Post hoc descendit Capharnaum ipse, et
mater eius, et fratres eius, et discipuli eius.....

(Ican. II. 12)

Orm raises the question of the meaning of fratres and says of Christ

that:

7 he }Pe33m nemmnepp swa purrh hisa

Unse33enndli3 godnesse;

Forr patt he pe3mm i crisstenndom

- To brepre chosenn haffde.

7 alle pa patt follhenn rihht
crisstenndom onn erpe,

purrh clene pohht, purrh clene word,

purrh clene lzfe 7 dede,

PO B0 OO O OP 000 COSOOCESEOENDNIOIINNEGERSIOIEBOENOODS

Sinndenn till ure laferrd crist
Full dere brepre 7 susstress

!

(11{ 15698-709)
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On the other hand, Orm refers to himself g3 a broperr (Dedication,

11. 331, 333), evidently in the sense of Augustinian canon, and uses

the éame term of Walter in a three-fold sense in which is included
recognition of his membership of the order and adherence to the rule
(Dickins & Wilson, Dedication, 11. 1-5). On balance, it seems entirely
possible that Orm envisaged imparting instruction to his fellow canons,

either in separate réadings or services, or as part of a mixed audience.

On his own testimony, then, the homilies of the Ormuluﬁ were written to
provide instruction to the mass of i11iterate believers in Orm's
locality, to the secular lords of the lands on which the majority worked,

and possibly to his own Augustinian brethren as well.

What Orm says of the mode of delivery of his work is consistent with
the notion that provision was made for these three categories. In the
first place, 11l. 28-29 of the Dedication, quoted above on p.54, in which
reference is made to those who would tellen the Gospel, indicate that
the matter was to be delivered orally. The emphasis on recitation is
revealed also inlthe directive:

batt mann birrp spellenn to pe follc off pe33re

sawle nede

(Dickins & Wilson, Dedication 1.18)

Furthermore, Orm refers directly to both audience and preacher in his

closing prayer in the Dedication t-

_Her bidde pa crisstene menn,

patt herenn operr redenn

piss boc, hemm bidde icc her patt te33
Forr me pbiss bede biddenn.

(White-Holt, Dedication, 11. 327-30)

|
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Earlier he comments on his purpose on making the Gospels available in

English:

Forr itt ma33 hellpenn alle pa patt blipelike itt herenn,
Annd lufenn itt, annd foll3henn itt wipbp pohht, wipp word,
WiPP dede.

(Dickins & Wilson, Dedication, 11.46-47)
and in similar vein:

Forr patt I wollde blipeli3 batt all Endglissh lede
Wipp @re shollde lisstenn itte.... .

(Ibid., 11.66-67)

He is sure that he will have provided the necessary means for salvation

31 ff pe33 wilenn herenn itt (Ibidey 1.70).

v

Finally, it should be noted that Orm considered that he was providing

a body of religious instruction for the use of preachers. In the early
part of the Dedication, hé addresses those wﬁo will be responsible for
the future dissemination of the Gospel's instruction in terms which
stress not only the desirability of providing such teaching for the

lewedd follc, but also the care which preachers ought to take in the

presentation of the materisl, I give the passage in fulls

Icc hafe sett her o piss boc amang Goddspelless wordess,
All purrh mesellfenn, mani3 word pe rime swa to fillennj
Annd pu shallt findenn Patt min word, e33whar par itt izz

ekedd,
Ma33 hellpenn pa patt redenn itt to sen annd tunnderrstanndenn
A1l pess te bettre, hu pe33m birrp pe Goddspell unnderrstanndenn;
Annd forrpi trowwe icc patt te birrp wel polenn mine wordess
E33wher par pu shallt findenn hemm amang Goddspelless wordess.
Forr whase mot to lawedd follc larspell off Goddspell tellenn,
He mot wel ekenn mani3 word amang Goddspelless wordess.

- (Ibid., 11.21-29)

Thus, on the ample ahthority of Orm's Dedication, and of certain terms
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of direct address in the body of the text, the Ormulum is made up of a
collection of homilies on the Gospels which is designed to serve the
needé of a porticn, at least, of the illiterate bopulation through oral
delivery, and which caters also to the requirements of preachers who
are responsible for its recitation, Among its intended audience are to

be counted the laferrdinngess, and possibly the canons who were members

of the hou§e to which Orm belonged.

Most of the evidence is clearly stated and can be interpreted withoyt
difficulty. It is, howsver, worth éiving brief consideration to the
compatibility of this picture to the known facts of the Augustinian

canons' activity in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries in England.

In the first place, some confirmation of the view that Orm's references
to the brepre and lef brepre point to an audience made up, in whole or in

party of fellow canons, is provided by the advice given in the Bridling-

ton Dialogue to the effect that the explanation and preaching of the word

of God before the brethren is a fitting and esteemed activity for a

125
canon.

More importantly, perhaps, R.W. Southern, from his study of various
cartularies and the observances which pertained to Barnwell Priory in

Cambridgeshire, accounts for the success of the Augustinian foundations

in these terms:

126
They needed the proximity of human

habitation and they throve on the

contact which repelled more delicate
organisms. They throve equally in the
near neighbourhood of a town or a castle,
For the well-to-do townsfolk they could
provide the amenity of burial-places,
memorials and masses for the dead, and
schools and confessors of superior standing
for the living. For the lords of castles
they could provide a staff for the chapel
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and clerks for the needs of administration.
They were ubiquitously useful. They could
live on comparatively little, yet expand into
affluence without disgrace. Consequently,
there were many who were willing to contribute
their crumbs. In return, they satisfied many
modest requirements. For the moderate land-
owner, they provided a religious house where he
"was received as lord and patron. For the
smaller benefactor, they produced a place of
burial and masses for his soul.

In the light of these remarks, it is tempting to associate Orm's

;aferrdinnéess with the 'lords of the castles' and the 'moderate lapd-

owner', or with men like the sherrifs Robert d'0illy and Picot whom
Southern cites as benefactors of Augustinian hous%gz In virtually all
respects, the information which Orm provides concerning his proposed
audiences corresponds well with this quite amply documented historical
background which has been traéed witﬁout recourse to the evidence avail-
able from the Ormulum itself. In view of this independent corroboration,
it is perhaps worth considering whether the office of preaching should
| not also be added to the list of services which Southern's findings ascribe

to the Augustinian canons.

I.4.44 Orm's Autobiographical Pronounéements

Superficially, the correspondences betweeﬁ what Orm says of his
motivation, his method and his intended audiénces, and the information
derived from independently assessed statements from documents rplating
to the few Augustinian houses of which something is known, create
historical and literary milieux for the Ormulum, and are persuasive
enough to suggest that the work may yield additional evidence which

would establish more detailed and comprehensive literary relationships

for it.



I wish to examine the remaining matter from the Dedication and Preface,
some of which purports to be autobiographical, as a first stage in the
cqnstruction of a firm literary context for the Ormulum; for reasons
which will soon become apparent, I have approached this aspect through
the enquiry conducted by A.E. Nichols inté £1fric's rhetorical pronounce=-

ments in his prefac%g§

Nichols argues persuasively that the material in the prefaces to the

Cathciic Homilies, the Lives of Saints and the Heptateuch is not to.bé
read primarily as an individual authorial account of autobiographical
detail, but as the manifestation of rhetorical topoi of well-established
pedigree, by the use of which £1lfric announces both his indebtedness to
the influence of the western Latin tradition of religious instruction,

and also the seriousness with which he invested his own work.

Basing her study partly on Curtius's discussion of taffected modes%gg,
Nichols classifies the rhetorical devices in Alfric's prefaces under two
headings. The first, the 'modesty formula', manifests itself in several
ways. There is a statement of self deprecation, as in his nostrae

despicabilis personae (Thorpe, CH I.3) from the latin preface to the

first series of Catholic Homilies; a statement in which the author

compares himself unfavourably with others; the author's acquiescence to
the yishes of his benefactor or patron; his hope deriving from the
expected praise for his efforts, and, finally, his anxiety lest he should
offend his audience through tedious verbosizg.

. ‘ 131
The second category comprises what she calls the 'credentials formula'

and includes the following statements: the name of the author and the |
title given to his work; the authority to speak, which is claimed
through reference to the patron or to God himself. Nichols also includes

amongst XKlfric's toredentials formulas' his appeal that his work be
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corrected if any unorthodox pronouncements should be found, and the
related 'formula' in which later scribes are warned to produce faithful

: 132
copies of the original.

The use of these rhetorical devices shows that £lfric, whoge learned
reputation was established in his own life-time, consciously conceived

of his work, in the first place, as a development dirécﬁly related to

his intelleptual heritage handed down by éhristian Latin writ%%g, and

it demonstrates also the importance which he attached to his own contridb-
ution to this broad literary traditibn, particularly to the specific
genres availablse in that tradition. In short, he was vitally aware of

his mission, both literary and religious.

It is, therefore, of considerable interest to discover that the majority
of these numerous 'self conscious' rhetorical devices were known to and
used equally by Orm. Frbm the Dedication and Preface to the Orﬁulum,

I bffer ample illustration. Orm invokes Walter as his familial,
spiritual and canonical brother, yet clearly portrays him equally as the

recipient of the work he had 'commissioned':

Icc hafe don swa summ pu badd, annd forpedd te pin wille,
Icc hafe wennd inntill Ennglissh Goddspelless hallzhe lare

(Dickins & Wilson Dedication, 1l. 6=T)

This example of the author's submission to his patron's wishes is extended

several lines later:

Pbu pohhtesst tatt itt mihhte wel till mikell frame turrnenn
3iff Ennglissh follc, forr lufe off Crist, itt wollde 3erne
lernenn,

Annd foll3henn itt, annd fillenn 1tt, wipp pohht, wipp word,
wipp dede.

Annd forrpl 3errndesst tu patt icc piss werrc pe shollde
wirrkenns

Annd icc itt hafe forpedd te..... (Ibid., 1l. 9-13)
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Inserted between the two passages is a statement in which Orm deprecates
the worth of his own abilities., He has rendered the teaching of the
Gospel into English:
Affterr patt little witt patt me min Dribhtin
hafepp lenedd.

(Ivid., 1.8)

Though no other similar admission occurs in the introductory matter, it
should he noted that the phrase is repeated word for word in several

places in the body of the.homilies-themselve%§4

Of the remaining éxamples of 'modesfy formula' traced in Klfric's prefaces,
Orm nowhere'expresses his anxiety at offending his audience through
verbosity, neither does he directly compare himself unfavourably with
other, more able writers. The expression of hope in anticipation of
praise from one's superior is not so clearly exemplified in the Ormulum as
in #lfric's prefaces, but this passage (the sentiment of which is repeated
in White-Holt, Dedication, 1l. 325-34) may bear some relationship to the

concept, Orm is speaking of the Ennéﬁissh lede for whom his work

was undertaken:

: , ' 1
Annd 3iff pe33 wilenn herenn itt, annd foll3zhenn itt wipp 35
- dedey

Icc hafe hemm hollpenn unnderr Crist to winnenn pe33re
: berrhless.

Annd I shall hafenn forr min swinnc god l@n att Godd onn ende.

(Dickins & Wilson, Dedication, 11.70-73)

where his superior is God himself whose praise will take the form of

the ultimate reward.

Turning to the various forms of the 'credentials formula', the material

in the Ormulum corresponds in every respect to that located by Nichols in
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Elfric's prefaces. Orm names himself as Orrm (Maclean, Preface, 1.2)
and as Orrmin (White-Holt, Dedication, 11. 324-25)3 he gives the title
Orrmulum to his work (Maclean, Preface, 11. 1,94) and, on several

|

occasions, claims authority to spesk.

The opening words of the Dedicaticn in which he addresses his brother
also have references to the re3hellboc (Dickins & Wilson, 1.4), to the

kanunnkess had annd 1if and to Sannt Awwstin (Ibid., 1.5), references

which identify him as a learned religious who associates himself .
especially with Augustine, the most revered of all Fathers of the Church,
On other occasions, it is the help which God has granted him which
validates the authority of his work. To his br@ther, Orm says that the

work is now completed, Acc all purrh Cristess hellpe (Ibid., 1.13).

Fulfilling a similar functicn are these words addressed to Walter:

Annd unnc birrp bape lofenn Godd off patt itt wass bigunnenn
Annd pannkenn Godd tatt itt iss brohht till ende, purrh Hiss
hellpe.

(Ibide, 11.44-45)

Unlike Klfric, Orm does not name his secondary sources, yet throughout
the homilies, as has been seen, he refers indirectly to them through

such phrases as be boc and ha113 boc, and occasionally cites biblical

authority, calling on the written authority of Moses (ll 14656 ff) and the

words of Isaiah (1.3084),

Elfric's appeal for correction reflects the ardent desire to avoid '

heretical or unorthodox statements36 Orm's sentiments are identical.

He addressess Walter:

Annd te bitache icc off piss boc, heh wikenn alls itt seme)b,
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A1l to purrhsekenn illc an ferrs,’annd to
ﬁgrrhlokenn offtae,

att upponn all piss boc ne be nan word 3=n
Cristess lars,

Nan word tatt swipe wel ne be to trowwenn annd
to follzhenn. ' ‘

(Dickins & Wilson, Dedication, 11. 33-36)

Finally, I draw attention to Orm's instructions to subsequent scribes
who would copy his work. As has been seen, this device in ﬁlfric's‘

prefaces is closely related to his warning to preserve orthodoxy.

Similarly, Orm's comment echoes his earlier concern for the preservation

}

of Cristess lare, as well as referring to another important aspect of

his production:

Annd whase wilenn shall biss boc efft operr
sipe writenn,

Himm bidde icc batt het write rihht, swa summ
piss boc himm tache)p

All pwerrt ut affterr patt itt iss vppo piss
firrste bisne, ~

Wipp all swillc rime alls her iss sett, wipp
all-se fele wordess;

Annd tatt he loke wel patt he an bocstaff write
twiz3ess,

E33whar per 1tt uppo Piss boc iss writenn o patt
wise.

Loke he wel patt het write swa, forr he ne ma33
nohht elless

Onn Ennglissh writenn ribht te word, patt wite
he wel to sobe.

(ITbid., 11. 48-55)

Orm's admonition is two-fold. He asks that his work be reproduced

rihht in the sense that no words should be omitted - wibp all-se fele

wordess. In view of his explanation (Dickina & Wilson, Dedication,

11. 21-29) for the addition of his own matter to that of the Gospel, it
is clear that his concern lies with the possible departure from orthodoxy
which a future scribe might unwittingly effect. At the same time, Orm

calls attention to his spelling system, insisting on its retention, thus
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indicating the great significance he attached to it.

In terms of the rhetorical devices, the incluéion of the refersnce to
orthography illustrates that although the admonition to later scribes
was a motif traditionally applied by writers to their work, it was not
accepted unc;itically by Orm since he uses it as a vehicle to draw
attention to his spelling; he grafts this individual preoccupation of

his onto a stereotyped 'formula'.

Recognitién of th;s fact leads me to stress that while the prefator; ‘
pronouncements just discussed are standafd featuxes of many works of
religious instruction written in the earlj Middle Ages, their content is
nof to be summarily dismissed as having no relation to fa%%? In the
Ormulum, the information they contain, revealing at times the author's
principal concerns and emphgses, is indispensable in an appreciation of
his intentions and achievemeiig.

I submit, therefore, that it is certain that Orm, in the use of these
rhetorical tools, makeé a declaration of his firm adherence to the theo-
logical and literary traditioné of Christian latin Burope, as exemplified
in the writings’of‘the Church Fathers (one of whgm was highly esteemed
also as the 'founder' of the religious order to which Q&m belonged) and
later writers, some of whom Orm drew upon directly for material fof his
homilies. Further, it can be said that Orm oonsiders himself to be
actively engaged in oontributiné to the genre of hémily writing and that
he had a clear idea of his role in the continuation‘of this essential work.
His‘reliancebon Bede's In Lucam and sevefal of his éonuine homilies, on
portions of the Glossa and probably on other standard authors, his

imitation, in the coining of the word Orrmulum, of Speculum, to describe

his book of religious instruction, and his choice of a non-native,
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syllabic verse metre based on the Latin septenary, all confirm the

thoroughly Latinate character of his background.

1.5 Flfric and Orm and Vernacular Preaching.

At the same time, howsver, Orm is an English writer, the implications of
which fact are not quite so obvious as the statement itself. 1In thi;
section, I want to draw together several strands of\evidence, most of it
weli-known, in order to give a more precise characterisation of Orm's

literary milieu.

Orm's homilies are amongst the earliest post-Conquest writings produced
outside the direct influence of their OE predecessors. His choice of
verse as a literary med%ﬁg may suggest that prose composition was n&
longer desirable because the once popular productions of the tenth and
eleventh centuries were regarded as increasingly unserviceable and in-
appropriate as models for his design. His choice of a Latinate metre
indicates, equally, that knowledge of an familiafity with OE poetic forms
was wholly inadequate to serve Orm's purpose. Besldes, religious
instruction in the vernacular had always been conveyed predominantly
through the prose medium; OZ homilieé and related works continuéd to be
copied in the 1attef half of the.eleventh century and through the whole
of the twelfth, whereas the history of OE poetry committed to writing
ends, excepting only a handful of pieces, in the early years of the

eleventh century.

Most scholars are agreed that William the Conqueror's introduction into
the country of Norman barons, Nbrﬁan administrative procedures and Norman

bishops hastened the breakdown of the OE literary tradition and that the
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éurviving EME writings reflect this loss in the various ways their
authors tried to overcome the difficulties presented by an absence of
instructive models. Only in the West Midlands, it is said, is there any
evidence of a body of writers working to sustain, in prose_composition,
the remnants of this tradition. Chambersvwas the first to draw attention
to the continuation of English prosej the basis of hiskargumant is to
show the existence of 'a series of links, sometimes‘working ver& thin, but

141 .
never unbroken', and through citing religious treatises like The History

of the Holy Rood Tree and the Vices and Virtues, together with a large

number of late eleventh and twelfth century manuscripts whic& preserve
both Alfredian and Klfrician writings, establishes quite conclusively that
'the work of teachiné our‘people in English, though cheéked, was not

stopped' (Chambers, p.xci).

Turning to the texts of the Katherine Group, Chambers notes that both of

the manuscripts in which language AB is preserved come from the area in
which interest in OE writings was presérved the iongest (Chambers, p.xciv),
an interest which, it is thought, was fostered by the long episcopate of

- bishop Wulfstan of Worcester, last of the Saxon bishops. SubsequentIY,
Dorothy Bethurum differentiated between the Katherine Group lives of
saints and the other, related texts by showing how the former conform

more rigidly to the style of rhythmical prose adopted by £lfric for his
Lives of Saints, and she considers it probable that £lfric's work provided

142
the model for these later productions.

It is updeniahle that Chamber's basic thesis, and Bethurﬁm's claims for

the strong influence of Alfric's writings (which must have been regarded
genérally as a prestigious model), are soundly based. The evidence for
the continuation of a tradition of prose writing from OE to EME times is

beyond dispute; yet,'concentration on the existence of these West Midland
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texts and their strong similarity to OE rhythmical prose writings has
tended to obscure some of the less obvious implications which the con-

ditions of their existence ( and that of othér, related works) suggest.

Chambers cites the Vices and Virtues in the same context as the prose

texts from the West Midlands, but fails to make any distinction between

them. But the eastern provenance of the Vices and Virtues, of the

Lambeth, Cotton Vespasian and Trinity homilies, and of the Peterborough

Chronicle points to what Elizabeth Zeeman (Salter) has called 'the . -
gradual shift of emphasis from the west to the East of the country! which
highlights 'the ipcreasing use of the language of the East of Engiand as
a medium for literatigg'. This shift of emphasis is symptomatic of a

change in the dominant centre of literary production. Zeeman goes ont

‘ 144
seeprose activity was to increase in

the East over the next three centuries.

Biblical translation is attempted; Walter
Hilton, the author of The Cloud of Unknowing,
Dame Julian of Norwich, Margery Kempe of Lynne,
Nicholas Love and John Capgrave all write from
Eastern areas and the West is practically silent.

while the influence of the Ancrene Wisse and the treatises Sawles Warde

and Hali MeiBhad which, of all the Katherine Group texts, are most akin
145 .
to it, the three saints' lives of Seinte Marharete, Seinte Iuliene and

Seinte Katherins represent, not the beginnings of a new departure in

prose composition, but essentially the revival of a dead (or, at least,
waning) form. AKlfric's reétrained and highly effecéive use of alliter-
ation in His>rhythmical prose is the result of his innate understgnding
of the power of stress and rﬁythm in spoken language; with the Katherine
Qgggg saints' lives, fhe form lapses ipto decadence because, especially

in the case of Seinte Marharete, the application of alliterative devices

is so insistent and over-bearing as to be mechanical. It ceases to be

a tool for carefully weighted didactic insistence and becomes the all-
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informing principle by which the author worked.

I stress these characteristics, not to deny or cast doubt on the

generaliy held view that the Katherine Group texts derive from a

tradition of prose writing in English which goes back to OE times, and

which is represented principally by £1fric's Lives of Saints, but to

bring into question the nature of that tradition available to writers
in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. - The author of the Ancrene
Wisse writes in the same literary idiom aeithat used by the writers .of

146 :
the Katherine Group liveé; the language of Oxford MS Bodleian, Bodley

34 and Cambridge MS CCC 402 is identical ih grammar and spelling and,
though based on living local speech, 'is evidently one that had received
anew in the Middle English period some polish and 'standardizatio&ég

It is, moreover, a language 'preserved by the English gentgy impoverished
by the Norman Conquest' who ‘clung to the English tradit}gn'. Recog~
nition that this was a true literary idiom of great ancestry and not
simply a dialect form should not obscure the fact that its existence was,
in one sense, contrived and artificial. By this I mean that it repres-
ents the desire, on the part of a section of learned and polite society,
to preserve a standard literary language of English origin which would

compensate for the loss of LWS.

The milieu in which language AB was writteh was,‘in part, backward looking.
The authors of the saints' lives may be said to reveal antiqﬁarian prd-
dilections; they adhere to the form in which Elfric's lives were written,
and they preserve the memory of saints whosé lives drew the attent{on of
OE hagiographers. Although there is no evidence to suggest the existence
of an OE life of St. Catherine, there are clear CE antecedents to the
other two lives; the Katherine Group life of Juliana is paralleled by

149
Cynewulf's Juliana to which it corresponds in many respects, and no less
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than three versions of the life of Margaret were written by OE hagio— '
graphi?g. Thus the conservative, preservative tendency which d'q%f;nne
detected in tﬁe use o{'language AB is complemented by this marked
interest in saints who were long venerated in the Anglo-Saxon chuiZi.
Reversion td the literary accomplishmehts of the past is, furtﬁermofe,

" a feature of post-Conquest literary activity in other parfs of the
country; Chambers, .as has been noted, draws éttention to the many manu-
scpipts written in the late eleventh and twelfth centuries in which-OE
homilies ahd other religious treatisés are preserved, and argues from
their existence that English was still considered useful as a medium of
instruction. Several years later, R.M. Wilson discussed the phenomenon
more fully. In declaring that much of our knowledge of OE prose is
‘derived from.post-Conquest MSS, he notes, for eiample, that &Jffic's
Grammar was still thought worthy of reéopying as late as 1180, that
British Library MS., Cotton Otho A vi, of twelfth century date, is the

only complete copy of Alfred's translation of Boethius's De Consolatione

Philosophiae, and that many of £lfric's works, including the Interro-

gationes Sigeuulfi Presbyteri, the biblical translations from the OE

Heptateuch and a large proportion of the homilies, are substantially

152
represented in twelfth century MSS. [Evidence of original composition

amongst the homilies in British Library MS., Cotton Vespasian D xiv,
153
predominantly an Elfrician collection, is slight. Most of the material

in the lLambeth, Vespasian and Trinity homily collections is a re-working

of CE materials which were considered useful.

The existence of such MSS reveals, as Chambers rightly pointed out, that
OE homilies and religious treatises continued to be understood and,
presumably, usedy it shows also the high esteem in which £lfric's works,

particularly the biblical translations and homilies, were held by sub-
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sequent generations. At the same time, howevéf, it indicates the
absence of a climate in which fresh English preachihg’materials could
have been composed. It is hard to determine whether this silence of
twelfth century homilists is due solely to the deference shown to
Elfric's writings as prestigious models or, which seems likely, whether
other factors like the gradual disappearance of a standard literary
language should not also be considered; whatever the precise nature of
their relationship, these two demonstrable facts are closely linked to

each other.,

Furthermore, the contents of some of these M3S, paradoxically it seems,
throw doubt on the ability of £lfric's contemporaries and immediate
successors fully to appreciate and comprehend the extent of his achieve-
ment. Not only did Zlfric present in a systematic, almost 'official’
form a comprehensive teaching programme for laity and clergy alike, he
also corrected, by example, the many doctrinal errors he found in earlier
English books and effectively established the supreme importance of
unswerving adherence to orthodoxy in doctrinal matters. He inveighs

against the mycel gedwyld on manegum Engliscum bocum, (Thorpe, Qﬂ 1.2),

refuses to preach on the subject of the Assumption of the Virgin because
of the prevalence of apocryphal stories asséciated with ?t, and warns
specifically of the dangers in using the Visio Pauli (Thorpe CH II.332)-
Yet, in a MS written shortly after his death, Oxford MS Bodleian,

Junius 85 and 86, a translation of the Visio Pauli is inserted alongside
several of.ﬁlfric 8 writings. The most ;eoent_critio of Elfric as
homilist comments on the irony of the eveAt, and emphasises the inability
of his later adapters to apply the same caution and restraint to his
work as Elfric had originally dona. A similar instance is the inclusion

of a translation of part of the apocryphal Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew in

Oxford M3 Bodleian, Bodley 343, of the mid-twelfth century, a mainly

\
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Klfrician but 'unsystematic collection of homilies and related pieces'
which were 'all assembled from pre~-Conquest materiifﬁ'.

Gatch further draws attention to the fact that £lfric's injunctions to
future scribes are frequently not heeded, or are overlooizg, and that

the charge of heterodoxy aside, the teitual integrity of his writings was
ignored.v of particular interest ih this‘respeot are.the recent findings
of Malcoim Godden from his study of some OE homilies which were compi}ed
directly from existing OE pieces. Though th059 éomposite homilies, are
extant, for the most part, in only éne cogy ahd had, thus, a more limited
circulation than the original work of £lfric and Wulfstan, Godden is

right in stressing, without fear of overstatement, that:

such homilies can tell us a great deal

about the homiletic tradition in England:

about attitudes towards homiletic form

and content; about the interests of those

who read and plundered the homilies of

£lfric and Wulfstan; and about the avail-

ability of particular texts in particular

areas, and the form in which they were known.
Godden discusses two composite homilies from Cambridge ¥S, Univ. ILib.
I1.4.6, dated by Ker to the middle of the eleventh century, and origin-
ating from & scriptorium at Winchester. Like the MSS discussed by
Gatch, referred to earlier,.the Cambridge MS is essentially a collection
of Elfrician homilies, to which two pieces for Rogationtide have been
added.  These two pieces, dealing with Rogationtide themes,are typical
of other anonymous homilies on the same subject in that they make

frequent exhortations to repentence and stress the necessity of prayer,

fasting and the giving of alms.

Godden notes that the compiler made use of at least thirteen COE sourcés,

mainly from the homilies and Lives of Saints of £lfric. In the first,

he relied heavily on a long extract from £lfric's Sermo ad Populum in
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Octavis Pentecosten Dicendus, to which he added a general introduction

and conclusion, producing, in the event, a homily very different from
Klfric's piece:

161
He rejected £lfric's lengthy explanation of
the church year and the liturgy but picked
out his discussion of death, the fate of the
soul and the Last Judgement, and added to it
passages of exhortation to repentance, prayer,
fasting and almsgiving, to produce that com-
bination of general exhortation with accounts
of death and judgement which is character-
istic of the many anonymous homilies in 0ld
English produced for Lent and Rogationtide.

The process of compilation in the case of the second homily in the
Cambridge MS is much more involved, drawing as it does on a wider range

and number of OE pieces, some of which would not readily suggest them-

selves -~ like Klfric's piece for Dominica XI post Pentecosten (Thorpe

CH, I.402-14) from which a single sentence has skilfully been extracted -
as repositories for the sort of general admonitory statements which the
cqmpiler sought. As Godden remarks:
162

The compiler must have had a detailed

knowledge of Klfric's work to be able

to abstract such appropriate passages

from such inappropriate homilies.
At the same time, his treatment of his sources is conservative and his
high esteem of the worth of #£1fric's writings is evident in the care
which he took in accurate transcription. Yet, a man so well acQP31Nt°d
with the corpus 6f his illustrious predecessor must inevitablyvhave beqn
conversant with the form and method of eiegetical.bomilies which account
for the greater part of Xlfric's preaching materials. It is thus clear
that the compiler intentionally avoided the writing of an exegetical
piece, preferring the general, often highly 1mpassioged admonitory gtate-
ments typical of the majority of pieces extant in the Blickling and

Vercelli collections. I refer to Godden again who states:
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I do not know of any composite homily which
could be described as explanatory or exegetical.
Like a number of his contemporaries, the
Winchester compiler has picked out from the work
of Elfric and Wulfstan and others appropriate
passages of injunction and warning and discarded
the rest -~ the explanation and interpretaticn
and narrative.

and concludes with the important statement that:
. 163

In general, these two Winchester homilles are

fairly typical of what was being produced in

England in the eleventh century. v .
The combined weight of this evidence stiongly suggests that the practice
of writing exegetical homily for the purposes of popular preaching was
largely ignored by those who succeeded Alfric. It is to Elfric's great
credit that he was able to establish vernacular exegetical instruction
as the norm, providing for the illiterate the orthodox and doctrinally -
necessary teaching which Bede had earlier made available in Latin to
English pfiests. Yet, it seems that the practice of'exegetical com-
position was not continued in England, even by those who were intimately
acquainted with Alfric's work and who‘shéwea respect for and deference
to the validity of that work. Exegetical homilies cpntinued to be
copied, of course, but Godden's evidence‘léads to the conclusion that
fresh composition in the exegetical mode virfually ceased with the

Elfrician corpus.

At the same time, it cannot be denied that OE homilies, especially those
of &Jfrié‘and Wulfstan, continued to bg read until the end of the twelfth
century at least and that theif existence would have provided_the e;ample
for the subsequent writing of preaching m&terials. Evidence from the
glosses found in these post-Conquest MSS confirms that their contents

. 16
were understood, read and studied over a relatively long period of time?
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While £lfric's homilies are particularly favoured, and while some later
compilers of homiletic material strove to make accurate transcriptions
from his writings, £lfric's pleas both for the suppression of heterodoxy
and for the faithful transcription of'aach of his pieces in toto were
evidently ignored. The picture painted by the observable facts is con-
fused and thus of greater significance than Chambers had originally

imagined.

I would sqggest that the evidence is lafgely éonsistent with the view
that highlights Zlfric's achievements at the expense of his contemporaries
and immediate successors. Alone among 03 homilists, with the exception |
of Wulfstan and, doubtiess, some others of a small minority, Klfric is
able to discrimate between theologically orthodox and4unorthodox source
materiig? through him, for the first timé, is established a comprehen-
sive, learned, eminently useful programme bf religious instruction
designed to meet the needs of the educated and illiterate, the monks, lay
clerice and laity alike. His marked preference for biblical exegesis
not only bétrays the source of his intellectual stimulus, the patristic
tradition which he identified himself with, it also sets a standard of
vernacular.preaching unmatched in his own 323 and‘subsequently not
attempted until Orm began to write. Above all, his work may be seen,

as 1t surely was by those who immediately followed him, as possessing a
national, not merely a local, relevance. It was written in, and it
continued to be copied in, Late West Saxon which emerged from the status
of dialect to be a standard literary idiom suitable for all literary
productions. The range of his achievement reflects the breadth of his
learning and the extent of his critical powers; 1t is the fitting climax,
in literary terms, of the revival of interest in broad cultural activity

which was stimulated by the endeavours of X£thelwold, Oswald and Dunstan

167
in the mid-tenth century.
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Klfric, therefore, is the dominant literary figure in the early

'eleventh century and 1tlis thus reasonablé to assume that his work,
readily availgble to later scrides, was wholly accepted as authoritative
and capable of fulfilling the needs of later preachers and their audiences.
If the excellence and thoroughness of Klfric's work actively discouraged
the production of fresh material in the veinacular, it must also be
remembered that the majority of English writers who followed him were
unlikely ,to have been either capable or willihgrtb work in accordanqe'
with the‘high standards he set. Exegetical homily virtually ceases,
while new compilations recall the earlier tradition of prespriptive sermon
ﬁriting which Eﬂféic largely ignored. The ability to discrimate between
sources was a faculty which his successors failed to learn, and the power
and subtlety of the rhythmical prose which £lfric gradually developed and

which became associated with his Lives of Sainfs, especially, was also

imperfectly understood in later works. If the bﬁsic components of the
OE literary prose tradition survived into the twelfth century, the real
gains, both theological and literary, for which £lfric was responéible,
were either largely ignored or misunderstood. I propose these strictures
on the traditionally held view of 'continuity' because I believe they are
crucial for any valuable assessment of Orm's achievement, and it is to

the Ormulum, with this background in mind, that I now wish to turn.

There are several areas, some more significant than others, where £lfric
and Orm and their works compare favourably. Earlier, I characterised
Elfric's writings as a fitting culmination to a period of general cultural
progress ushered in by the monastic reforms of the tenth century and it is
useful, in this instance, to dwell briefly on this historical impetus. -
Gatch makes the point that it is reform of the monasteries and the effect
the movement had which marks off the work of £lfric and Wulfstan from

that of their predecessors. He describes the conditions which brought
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it about in these terms:

168
More than & reform, the English movement

.was virtually a reintroduction of the
regular life in a nation whose church had,
in effect if not by intention, been
secularized after the Danish raids.
Although King Alfred had done much for the
revival of learning, his reign had not

been propitious for a monastic revival.

But in the course of the tenth century,
contacts with the new monasticism abroad
and growing awareness of the scandalous
lack of clerical discipline coalesced and
resulted in a movement of major proportions .
which would profoundly affect all of church
life in England.

The 'scandalous lack of clerical discipline' would have had severe
repercussions both on the regular monastic 1life and on the condition

of the parish church where services ahd, especially; the preacﬁing of
sermons would undoubtedly have been of irregular occurrence. Though

not of the fi:st genefation of reformers, £lfric and Wulfstan stand in
direct line with their objectives, and in these terms it can be seen that
Elfric{s teach@ng programme developed as a practical response to very
prressing needs and effectively cﬁred the unhealth& climate which was
prevalent and which consisted of a mixture of silence and erroneous =

ic geseah and gehyrde mycel gedwyld (Thorpe, CH I.2) - teaching. The

range and comprehensiveness of £lfric's corpus accurately reflects the
extent of the decline of basic, sound instruction which the reformers

sought to remedy.

The social eonditione ih which Orm undertoek his task are very similar.
Dickinson, as has been hoted, finds very little evidence of popular
preaching in the twelfth century. The caee of Abbot Samson of Bury St
Edmunds, frequent}y cited as an active preacher 15 English in the late
twelfth centur&, ought not to be regarded as typic:g? Yety in terms

similar to those used by Gatch to characterise the tenth century reforms,
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Dickinson speaks of the 'disgust for contenmporary worldliness' which
triggered off the rise 6f the Augustinian cano%l? If evidence for
regﬁlar, popular preaching in the twelfth century is scanty, Orm's
endeavour can be seen as a vitally important part of the attempt to
re-establish ilf’

Like Elfrié, his response is all-embraciné. R fric's schéme of
instruction is encyclopaedic in scopes hé ﬁiahed to cover the chief
points of univergal history with the Redemption at its centre.’ The .
description exactly fits the Ormulum which systematically applies teaching
derived from Christ's ministry to sawle nede, which was intended to cover
the whole of the gospels, yet which often introduced typologically com-
parable matter from the 0ld Testament - the stoiy of Job (11. 4756-4855),
of Abraham's issue (11. 9815-9932), of Abraham and Isaac, (1l. 14656~
14693), the Exodus (11. 14774-819) etc. It is fair to say that Omm
ranges over the territory of the Bible as widely as Klfric, in his

homilies and translations, had done, even though Orm's teaching is often

laboriously expressed when compared to Elfric's lucidity.

There is another area in which comparison is Justified.v Both homilists,
as has been seen, admonish futuré scribes to preserve tﬁe.integrity'of
their ﬁork; and although it has beenrstressed that such statements
derive from an older practice of rhetorioAI embellishment, they reveél
something of the authors' own estimate of their work. Only Alfric and
Orm, among early Medieval vernacular preachers confer on their homilies
an importance which appears to transcend %he confines of their local
situafion.‘ Both men, through oénsietency and systematization, set out
to produce standérd preaching materials. The most obviously observable
fact of the Ormulum MS is that its author constantly revised the text

in respect of both spelling and subject matter; recent research has



shown precisely the same authorial habits in the case of Elfril?

Both homilists expressed a concern that orthbdox teaching should be
preferred, and both create high standards for English homiletics by
making available in the language popular instruction in the exegetical
mode, more readily aséociated with patristic and later Lﬁtin write%Z§
Klfric writes in the Late West Saxon languaée, a national literary idiom
which was the most fitting vehicle for thgvtransmission of his substantial
teaching programme;' the authoritativénesé of his work is matched exactly

by the language in which it was disseminated.

The case of the Ormulum, however, is somewhat different. It can be
reasonably assumed that Orm and his audience were sufficiently removed
from the modified LWS used in the copying of some OE MSS and from the
preserved form of the W Midland dialect, stemming from the Vespasian
Psalter gloss and the language of the OE homily on St Chad, subsequently

moulded into language AB of the Katherine Groupkand other texts, as to

preclude them from cohsideration in the compilation of his preaching
materials. His distance from the remnants of an OE prose tradition
obliged him to use veréZ? and the disapﬁearance of OE litérary verse

forms demanded that his model be féreign. The commonly accepted view

of Orm's isolation from OE 1itefary forms admits of two contrasting iﬁter-
pretations. The opinion which holds swéy at present, and to which Ibam ‘

unsympathetic, is adequately expressed by Shepherd, who writes:

175 .
[Orm's] attempt at fulness in content and5
at standardization in presentation are
evidence of what the breakdown of the Anglo-
Saxon tradition entailed.
The collapse was not so total as this work
may suggest, for it reads rather like the
composition of a diligent and ingenious
missionary in foreign parts struggling to
put Scripture for the first time into a
barbarous tongue.
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‘Orm's activities demonstrate that when a writer,

even one of only moderate literary gifts, deprived

of the support of a literary tradition, takes on an

extensive piece of composition, he is obliged to

‘confront and solve some problems of form,
On the face of it, theie would seem to be little or nothing here which
invites argument. Shepherd's characterization of Orm as a 'missionary'
is well-judged, suggesting both thé necessity 6f making basic religious
instruction available to his audience, and réflecting the extreme care
and thoroughness in its composifion. Equally, the evidence fully bears
out the 'problems of form' and the difficulty they must have posed.
The other interpretation, which I argue is admissible is, however,

inherent in the open-ended, ambiguous first sentence above, and is further

hinted at in the surely untenable proposition of Orm's 'barbarous tongue.'

'Barbarous', in its primary sense, describes those language and peoples
which are neither Greek nor Latin; by extension, it means 'foreign' and
has, through process of time, come to be synonymous with pejoratives like

‘coarse', 'rude.' Orm, however, is a sophisticated English writer and

rit would be wholly unnecessary to make such an obvious statement were it
not for the fact that his English is too readily construed as an 1dio~

syncratic, bizarre idioiect emerging fromia milieu of literary obscurity.
The main factor reéponsible in the shaping of this view is Orm's épecial

‘orthography.

The basis of Orm's language is the written expression of speech forms
.current in the East Midland dialect area. Within thebephere of his
compositional techniques, there are two areas of supreme importance for
the realization of Orm's achievement. This achievement,‘barely stated,
is the conscious re-creation of a standarg literary idiom, similar in

its regularity both to L¥S and to language AﬁzG for the dissemination of
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religious instruction in the homiletic genre which had previously enjoyed
widespread authority, both through the erudition of its principal exponent,
£lfric, and through its preservation in a national literary idiom, that

of IWS. Acceptance of the proposal that Orm set out to achieve the same.
measure of didactic effectiveness and linguistic uniformity presupposes
his awareness, if only vicariously, of the worth and desirability of such
a comprehensive prbgramme, his awareness of its increasing obsolescence

and his understanding of the gulf created by its eventual loss.

His high esteem for the achievements of the past is not an isolated
phenomenon; the writers of the West Midland texts, the copiers of OE MSS

and the scribes of the continuations in the Peterborough Chronicle all

sought to preserve literary forms established and popularized in Anglo-
Saxon England. The particular conditions pre%ailing in the West of the
country permitted either the preservation:of OE literary forms in a
language derived from old Mercian prose, as in the case of the Katherine
Group texts, or the more innovative construction of new forms of literary
expression, exemplified by LaZamon's Brut. ‘In the Bast, too, in the

case of the Peterborough Chronicle, OE continues to be used, principally

in the annals 1010-1121 which represent a fairly accurate copy of their
unknown archetype, while the continuations, divided on palaeographical
grounds into two blocks from 1122 to 1131 énd from 1132 to 1154 ~ are
important witnesses to the evolution of the languagé from the Schrift-
sprache available in the archetype to the form displaying many of the
morphological and phonological developments coﬁmonly associated with
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Middle English, and which are well established in the First Continuation.

The first of the important areas of reference, mentioned above, for an
evaluation of Orm's achievement concerns his systematized orthography.

In this respect, the language of the Peterborough Chronicle Continuations
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is of the greatest relevance. As Cecily Clark points out:

i

The text most relevant to the Chronicle 19178

the Ormulum, tentatively localized in North

Lincolnshire and showing a language in many

ways like a systematization of the usage of

the Final Continuation.
The Final Continuation is an original Peterborough document, composed
not long after 1154 and thus, in all probability, close enough in time
to the text of the Ormulum to provide important admissible comparative
material, Clafk's assertion that the Ormulum evidences a systemat-
ization of the usage of the Final Continuation will bear investigation
since it will demonstrate that Orm's exhaustive and, apparently, over

elaborate regularization is firmly based on realization of the inade-

quacies of current linguistic forms.

For example, as has been noted in the diséussion of earlier research,
Napier drew attention to the fact that in addition to the retention of
OE yogh -3~ for gutteral and palatal spirants, as in le3zhenn, and the
adoption of the continental letter form g to represent the dzh sound,
Orm introduced a barred g in order to distinguish the sound of the
guttural stoppea consonant, as in god and gFoddspell. The assumption
that this innovation attempts to clarify phonetic value, and that it is
a response to confusion prevalent in the language at that time, is borne
out by this account of the scribal practice of the annalist of‘the Final

Continuation of the Peterboroush Chronicle:

Native 3 is replaced, regardless of phonetiolao
value, by Caroline g......thus, godzs, king,
gear, gyuen, undergzton, flugen and even heglice.
The scribe does make some unsystematic attempt
to distinguish some of the sounds in this range.

The annalist's proéedure is reductive aﬁd unsystematics Orm's arrange-

ment is elaborate, systematic and, above all, comprehensive. Moreover,
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the untidy state of MS Bodleian Junius I demonstrates the range and
thoroughness of Orm's corrections; Burchfield assigns to these
corrections "a common principlec....a principle that may provisionally

be called the 'elimination of variants'". He further states that:‘
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by and large, a given word was to have one form

throughout the work, and a given sound was always
to be represented by the same graph.

As illustration, he notes that of the six variant forms of leafe ‘'belief’,
(OE geleafa) presumably available to Orm, he invariably wrote ;gﬁgj.at
the same time, he points to the three different fo?ms - leafe, leus and
lzfe- of OE leaf, 'permission' used by the scribe of the Chronicle.

The illustration is doubly useful; 1t shows not only that Orm is con-
sistent in oonfigégs himself to one orthographic form of any given term,
whereas the scribes show considerable fluctuation, but also that lack of
standardization could result in-compléte distortion gf meaning. If,
within the same dialect area, two writers could produce the same word
form: lafe to denote widely differing concepts, the motivation behind

Orm's regularization and elimination of variants can be seen as a response

. 183
to contemporary linguistic confusion of the highest order.

Within the annals 1132-1154, comprising the Final Continuation of the

Peterborough Chronicle and constituting the work of one scribe who com-

posed, rather than copied, thers are numberous examples of orthographic
variation between identical for@s of the same word. Aﬁoﬁg thbsb I héve
located, the following are of rélevance to Orm's prdoedures:

helden sa. 1135 (twice), 1140 (twice), 1154.

Also halden, sa. 1140 (thre times)

heolden sa. 1137 (twice), 1140 (twice)

ferde sa. 1140 (many occurrences), 1154
feorde sa. 1140 (twice). 1132, 1135. Also fordfeorde, 1140
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Lack of discrimation between the use of e and eo may not have resulted
in phonetic confusigg, but the continued presence of redundant forms
cannof have aided clarity, either for scribe or reader, and Orm does not
tolerats them. Having taken the decision;at about 1.13000 fo abandon
the graph eo in favour of e, he carefully corrected the whole of eo text,
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removing every occurrence.

The most striking component of Orm's orthogfaphic regularization is hiq
doubling of consonants after short vowels invclosed syllables, and the
effect of such an arrangement is to give visual expression to different
sounds'in order to remove ambiguity between terms of similar, or possibly
identical, orthograpﬁy with different meanings. Thus, 'God' in the
Ormulum is always written §Qgg (gen. §g§g§§), while the adjective ‘good’
appears as god (gen, god, Zode). . The rule, formulated by Burchfield that
'a given word was to have one form throughout the work' is confirmed by
the example of these two very common terms. But in no way can this

practice be said to be typical of Orm's contemporaries.

A measure of Orm's linguistic perception and insistence on clarity can be

gauged from an examination of the same terms in the Final Continuation of .

the Chronicle and in the Genesis and Exodus, generally reckoned to digplay

close linguistic affinity with the Ormulum. In the case of the Chronicle,
'God' is expressed in the form God, sa.1137 (cp. ggg, 52,1130 (twice),
genitive, Godes, sa.1132. These forms are distinéuished in the text from
SQQ’V'BOOd', 8a.1137 (several examples), 1140, 1154, only by capitalizations

yet, even this flimsiest of devices breaks down in the face of such phrases

as God man he wes, sa.1135, and God wimman sc® wzs, 8a.1140, where the
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adjective starts the sentence.

" In the case of the Genesis and Exodus, of which it has been sald that:
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the spelling is fairly regular and consiétigz,

apart from scribal errors and numerous compromise

forms, the latter of which may derive from the

present scribe or a predecessor of his.
the absence of uniformity is more apparent. For 'God', the scribe
(or his predecessor) wrote godd on one occasion (1.35) - the form con-
sistently employed by Orm - but most often used the form god (11.5.23.
41.64.89. etc) without regular capitalization or indication of vowel
length or stfess. At the same time, god appears as the adjective 'good’
at 11.407.718.939.1153 etc. Yet, on two‘occasiqns, the scribe wro%e
£od for 'God' (11.3979.4132), reproducing exactly the form of the second
person singular in the present tense of gon, 'to go', (11.3069.3585).
Some of these anomalies are certainly due to scribal error, yet they also
show, along with genitive forms, godes (11.104.195.239.403.588 etc) and
ggggg§>(1.1241) a vague perception of phonetic uncertainty through
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irregular orthography which the scribe is unable to resolve.

The text of the Genesis and Exodus is either of roughly the same date as
that of the Ormulum, or slightly latér; its provenance is said, tentat-
ively, to be the southern part of the East Midland dialect area, perhaps
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around Cambridge. In relation to the Final Continuation of the Chronicle

and to the Genesis and Exodus, the Ormulum stands somewhere between in
terms of date. While Orm, through orthographic innovation and the
‘elimination of variants' strives for regularity,‘what Burchfield terms
‘hyper-correct uniformiig?, the two other works display word forms which
not only differ widely from those adopted by Orm, but which also reveal

a widespread internal inconsistency in each of them, taken individually.

The practicality of Orm's orthographic procedures is stressed by

Burchfield, who states:
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Most of the devices adopted by Orm can be

paralleled in other English manuscripts of

the period, but nowhere else is there any-

thing like the uniformity of the Ormulum.
Orm's devices, most of which had been formulated before anything was
written down, come in response to the pressing need for clarity which
was easily obscured by the numerous linguistic and orthographio_alter—

natives prevalent in his own dialect. Instead of trying to preserve

a well-established idiom, as did the writers of the Katherine Group

lives of saints, Orm raises his language from the levsl of dialect,‘with
all its inconsistencies, to that of a new, stahdardized literary idiom.
Alone asmong EME writers, he provides a literary language which is free
from ambiguity and thus évailable, potentially at least, to a much wider

audience than either the Chronicle or the Genesis and Exodus. The com-

prehensive range of his religious instruction, designed to replace
increasingly obsolescent OE materials required, and was given, a corres-
pondingly comprehensive medium of expressiony the one demands the other
and both are complementgry parts of a newly established, serviceable, |

standard literary idiom.

1.6 Orm's Compositional Methodss the Establishment
of Standard Homiletic Phraseology.

The claim, in the first instance, may seem to be a bold one to make.
There is no evidence that the work ever exercised any infiuenca on sub-
sequent write%g? the sole authority for the assumption that the work was
completed is the author's (thought there is no reason to doubt his test-
imony), and it is not-possible to assume that it ever circulated outside

the institution in which it was produced. However, these conditions are
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products of historical accident, and it seems clear that the attention
given to them in the past has tended to obscure what can reasonably be
inferred from the text and from the intentions of its author. Practic-
ally every aspect of the Ormulum marks it as untypical of its ti%gé
while at the same time inviting comparison with the very similar body of
late OE prose, and especially with £lfric's writings. In terms of
homiletic form and contenf, in terQs of regularized language and orfho-
graphy, in terms of the range of religious instruction made available’

and the didactic emphasis drawn from that instruoction, in terms of ;he
widely differing audiences for which it was intended, the Ormulum conforms
to s remérkably high degree with the earlier body of prestigious material.

It is thus reasonable to enquire whether there is additional evidence to

support the claim for the standard literary idiom of the Ormulum.

In §his sectiony I propose to examine, selectively, some of the recurring
homiletic phraseology in the Ormulum. Ofm shows remarkable consistency
in his use of phrases which are, syntactically and met:ically, of & figed
form. Gene?ally speaking, these phrases and longer sense units fall
into two categories: those which figured largely in, and which were
predominantly associated with, CE homiletics, and those whicﬁ Orm con-
structed himself. Of the two, the latter group is by far the more

important.

From the former groupigg, two types of evidence may be adduceds

(a) evidence of Orm's use of stereotyped phrases, wholly homiletic in
character and of very frequent éccurrence in OB homilies as a whole, and
(b) evidence of Orm's knowledge of rather more distinctive descriptions

or characterisations of commonplace religious concepts.

It is to be expected that certain phrases, wholly conventional and of

| great frequency, should be present in the Ormulums; a writer contributing
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to the homiletic genre in English will, in the period under discussion,
inherit certain commonplaces most readily associated with that genre as
a mafter of course. I have detected the foilowing examples. Orm mekes
frequent use of a variety of closely related phrases to‘express the

praise and glory of God:

to lofe 7 wurrpe (11. 1141. 1621. 3375)

To lofenn himm 7 wurrpenn (11. 208. 3485; cp.2252
2760. 3895)

loff 7 wullderr (1. 3379) .
To lofenn 7 to pannkenn (1. 3409)

Wurrpshipe, 7 loff, 7 wullderr (1. 3925) |
Wurrpshipe 7 eche wullderr (1. 76303 ¢p.19232)

Wass lofedd a33 7 wurrpedd (1. 8444)

The close association of these particular terms and their application

to God is to be accounted for by the widespread practice oflOE homilists
of making use of various combinations of these terms in the.formation of
the explicit to their homilies, For comparison, I offer a small select-

ion of the numerous examples available from homilies and related workst

Oam sy wuldor and lof mid Sam Almihtigum Fader.

(Thorpe, CH I.44, 102, 364, 476, 556, 6065 CH. II.36, 154, etc.)

Him sy lof and wuldor

(Bethurum, Homilies, 122, 127, 166, 168, etc.
ThOrpO, 9_1;1_0 10414, %O; _qg_o I1.240, 286, oetc.§
Morris, Blickling Homilies, 53, 65, 137).

Pam is wuldor and wurdmynt

(Thorpe, CH. I.76; CH. II.116, 380, 424, 460, etc.
Pope, Homilies, 368). |

Wuldor and wurdmynt
Swylce lof and 1if
194
(Judgement Day II. 11, 270-T1l; op, Morris,
Blickling Homilies, 65, Pope, Homilies,216)
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Wuldor sy Oe and wurdmynt ' (Gloria II. 1. 1la)

Code lof 7 Banc - (Gloria I. 1. 39b)
Ponc ond 1lof (Crist, 1. 5128395
lof 7 wuldor 7 panc (Logeman, Minora II.500

Sy pe banc and lof pinre mildse ' ’
Wuldor and willa (Lord's Prayer II. 11.58-59)

- Wurpmynt and lof

(Thorpe, CH. 1.598; Bethurum, Homilies, 210, 224, 238)

These perfectly conventional endings derive from the translation of
stereotyped phrases which closed Latin homilies and which aﬁpeared at

the end of prayers in the liturgy, as with the phrase cui sit honor et

gloria.

Another example of a set phrase which derives from this and other

clausulae is the OE a butan ende which is as widespread as the various

combinations of lof, wuldor, wurlmynt and panc, given above. Like the

phrases containing these latter terms, OE a butan ende renders the Latin
in _sacula s=culorum, found ubiquitously in ﬁomilies and liturgical texts.
For this reason, the CE phrase 1s'commohly found as the closing ‘formula’
to many homilies, notably to Wulfstan's and those in the Blickling and
Vercelli books., It is less éommon in Flfric's writings but, because it
is an aliiterative phrase, it occurs with some regularity in poetic teigg.
Typical of the use of the phrase in the OE homiletioc corpus are these

examples:

Him sy lof 7 wuldor aa butan ende, amen.

(Bethurum, Homilies, 122)
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 Pem Drihtne sy lof & wuldor on
worlda world, a buton ende, on
ecnesse, AMEN,

(Morris Blickling Homilies, 137)

an ®lmihtig God, a butan ende, AMEN.
(Pope, Homilies, 447)

Although both a_butan ende and the phrases of the lof 7 wuldor type

198
.normally function as part of the closing eulogy to a homily, their

obvious attraction for religious poets resulted in the fact that they
became part of the stock of language to which poets and preachers alike
resorted in their compositi%gg. Thus, in the Ormulum, neither of the
types of phrase is found regularly associéted with the closing statements
of‘a homily, or fitt. In fact, only Orm's:

Swa patt we motenn heffness gripp
A - butenn ende brukenn.

(11. 10646-647)

which closes fitt thirteen, confbmms to the regular OE homiletic practice.

The range of Orm's phrases of the a butan ende type ist

a butenn ende (Introducfion, 213 11.4022. 10491. 10564)
A butenn ende i blisse (11.4049. 19324; op.409. 8764)
&fre a butenn ende (1.2090)

A butenn ende in helle (1.16105)

micele sellpe 7 sel

A butenn ende brukenn (11.17896-899)'
To drejhenn soeoscocee
A butenn ende pine (1.19190)

‘There are other, less emphatic instances of stereotyped phrases of a
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more general exhortatory nature available to Orm. His use of hold 7

trigg 7 trowwe (1.6177) and holde 7 trowwe (1.10174) (cp. triég annd

trowwe gribb, Maclean, Preface, 69) echoes the OE hold and getywe which

I have traced in:
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Fowler, Canons, 1l.

_ Bethu:um, Homilies, 209.
Skeat, 1SS I.28

Napier, Homilies, 119, 300. .

The OE phrase is not exclusively associafed with homiletic idiom, how-
ever; Wulfstan's épparent fondness for the phrase, indicated in the #bove
list (though Napier, Homilies, No. lviii is not a genuine Wulfstan piece,
it is made up of a series of extracts from his genuine work) is confirmed
by the presence of an equal nunber of occurrences of the phrase in "

\ ' L ' 201
various codes of law, for the most part associated with his name.

The occurrence in the Ormulum on two occésions of the phrase offte 7 lome

(11'2178 12925) at once calls to mind the OE word pair oft'ana gelome

which had wide currency in late OE writings, principally in those by
Wulfstan. Of the many examples from his work, I note:

Bethurum, Homilies, 117, 208, 223, 237, 257, 269.

' 202

Jost, Polity, 51, 53, 67, 76, 84, 85, 90, 91, 98, 108,
| 113, 137.

Liebermann, Gesstze, I.256 (twice), 258, 269, 288,\368, 471,

together with a sprinkling of occurrences from other textiss
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OE Bede, 224.

" Napier, Homilies, 144.

204 o
Exeter Book Riddle XXXI, 1lla.

Poetic Solomon and Saturn, 377b.
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Exhortation to Christian Living, 32b

A Pr& eTy 66bo

Though common in late OE writings, especially in Wulfstan's, who was

mainly responsible for its popularity, OF oft 7 gelome does not

function as a weighty sense unit, but as an intensifying adverbial
phrase, It is thus perfectly'suited to Wulfstan's hortatory style

where its effect can only properly be éssessed in the contexts in which
it appears. Orm does not use the phrase sjstematically to stiengthen
the force of his admonitions, he does not make use of lome anywhere in

~ his work outside of ité pairing with gfggé, and thus cannot be said to be
actively reproducing elements ofthis horfatory style. The occurrences

of offte 7 lome in the Ormulum seem to be chapce occurrences, reflecting

that the phrase passed into the common fund of language as a fixed syn-
tactic unit, and its availability to Orm should therefore occasion no

surprise nor merit any special significancegos

At the same time, however, the phfase possesses a rhythmical aptness

for verse. On both occasions Orm uses it to '£il1' the last four
syllables of an 'off' verse, and this apparently ﬁurely metrical function
calls to mind the bfief statement in the Dedication concerning one aspect

of compositiocnal technique:

Tcc hafe sett her o piss boc amang Goddspelless wordess,
A1l purrh mesellfenn, mani3 word pe rime swa to fillenn;

(Dickins & Wilson, 11.21-22)

If there are grounds for believing that Orm would have considered the

phrase offte 7 lome as an example of mani3 word, it follows, as a

strong likelihood, that he is here acknowledging the usefulness of harness-
ing well-established 'formulaic' expressions in filling out measures of

versej it also furnishes important evidence for the probable existence

92



of other, more complex 'formulaic' tools - compositional devices employed
for reasons other than metrical propriety - which will be investigated

in the next section.

Similar to offte 7 lome are the appearances in the Ormulum of the phrases

onn unnitt annd onn idell (Ibid., 1.41), 7 all unanitt 7 idell (1.4921)

and unnitt 7 idell dede (1.15127). Like OE a butan ende, OE idel 7 unnyt

is an allitersting word pair; it is, however, distinguished from g butan
ende in that it does not function as a mere closing 'formula' but conveys

to the contexts in which it is found 'a somewhat didactic (and religious)

207
flavour,' generally indicative of moral laxity and unacceptsble Chréatian
20
‘behaviour. It appears in the oldest postry: Beowulf, 413a, Gsnesis, 106a,

: 209
and in several prose works: OE Bede,400s OE Cura Pastoralis, 423, 4413

Morris, Blickling Homilies, 223; Napier, Homilies, 260210
In addition, the two terms are intimately associated in the following:

ne hy par mnig unnyt inne ne on
neaweste ne gebafianj ne idele
spece, ne idele dade, ne unnyt
gedryh, ne &fre #nig idel.

(Fowler, Canons, 26)
and

Ne @fre amnig man unnyt lof 7 idel
gylp lufige to swyde.

(Bethurum, Homilies, 204)

The numerous occurrences of the phrase in the Trinity Homiliegllsuggast
that it may have had a much wider currency in OF homilies than my examples

show, and indicate that it was known to and employed by post-Conquéat
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scribes,

The significance of this evidence is not to be overestimated. The
presence in the Ormulum of these and other syntactic units associated
predominantly with the OB homiletic genre or with more general didactic
works shows only that Orm, as a writer of English homilies, was heir to
some of the most popular and conventional phrases traditionally associatéd
with that genre, and can in no way be said to be indicative of his moge'
than general indebtedness to that tradition. Howevér, more specific
tests show that he was, to a certain‘extent, able to reproduce elements

of typical OE homiletic thought and phraseology, elements which, through
dint of repetition and re-copying, may be said to have achieved the status

of models for future writers.

One of the most striking examples of such a model may reasonably be claimed
in respect of Elfric's preaching on the Trinity. It is no exaggeration

to say that, for him, the explanation of the mystery of the Trinity held

a special place. In terms of its frequency and its distinctive, loosely
similar verbal patterns, this instruction is a hall-mark of Alfric's
homiletic output. I give below a list of some of the places in which
Elfric expounds, sometimes at great length, on the Trinityt‘

Sermo de initio Creatur=, ad Populum,
Quando Volueris. (Thorpe, CH I.10)

Dominica XVII post Pentecosten (Thorpe, CH I. 498-500)

Sermo in Apiphania Domini  (Thorpe, CH II.42)

Dominica in Media Quadragesime (Thorpe, CH II.204)

In letania Majore. Feria IIII (Thorpe, CH. II.362-64)

One of the Gebedu on Englisc  (Thorps, CH. II.600)

Feria VI in Quarta Ebdomada Quadragesims (Pope, Homilies
p.311ff, 11.228-268).
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Nativitas Domini Nostri Tesu Christi (Skeat, LSS I.
PP, 12-14, 11.33-81).

Nativitas Domini (Pope, Homilies, 201, 11.85-97)

Letter to Wulfgeat (Assmann,Homilies, I.ﬂ}1.8f15).

Elfric'svteacbing is both insistent énd extensive; allowing the reason-
able assumption that he was conversant with the contents of earlier
English books, it is probable that he responded to what was almost wholly
lacking in earlier English homiletic collectiopg, There are several:
references in the Blickling and Vercelli homilies to the Halgan Pr hasss,
but‘no éttempt is there mgde to clarify thgrobvious paradox presented by
the doctrine of three persons in one being. &ifric's response is
typically thorough and clear; in his teachings, it is of interest to
note that he invariably réproduces statemenfs compounded of the same or
very similar verbal elements, to the extent that it is possidle to dis-
cern a verbal pattern of relative stability.: Erbm the works cited above,

I offer the following for considerationt

Se God wunad on Drynnysse untodzledlic,
and on annysse anre Godcundnysse, soOlice
oler is se Fader, oder is se Sunu, oder
is se Halga Gast; ac peah-hwzOere Dara
Oreora is an Godcundnys, and gelic wuldor,
and efen-ece magenOrymnys. Klmihtig God
is se Fader, flmihtig God is se Sunu,
£Elmihtig God is se Halga Gast; ac peah-
hwadere ne sind Ory Almihtige Godas, ac
an £lmihtig God. DPry hi sind on hadum
and on naman, and an on Godcundnysse.

(Thorpe, CH. I.276)

Swa hwer swa heora an bid, paer hi beod
ealle Ory, #fre an God untodazledlic..
Nis na se Faeder ana Prynnys, odle se
Sunu DPrynnys, ob0e se Halga Gast Drynnys,
ac pas Ory hadas sindon an God on anre
Godcundnysse, '

| (Thorpe, QE I.284)
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Witodlice O=zre Halgan Prynnysse weorc is

afre untoda@ledliCesssecccccocceccasoscncss - |
eesecsssssseacssssdl ne magon beon togadere
genemnede, Fader, and Sunu, and Halig Gast,

ac hi ne beod mid @nigum fzce fram him

Sylfum awar totwamedeeeceessvvecvssecrcncses
oooooocooo.ooooc.oo‘ooand Peah.hwaaere on

@gdbrum weorce is seo Halige Prynnys wyrcende
untod=zledlice.’

(Thorpe, CH I. 498-500)

Per wes 3a seo Halige Prynnys, seode

is an God untOdﬁledlicooooooooaooono
eseececessssssscsssassand hi sindon ealle
gelice mihtige, and &fre hi Ory an God
untodzledlics pry on hadum, and an on
Godcundnysse, and on gecyndes..

(Thorpe, CH II, 42)

An God is ealra Oinga Scyppend, on Orim
hadum durhwunigende, pazt is, Fader, and
his Sunu, and heora begra Gast, ealle

gelic mihtige, and ®fre on anre Godcund-
nysse wunigende, Hi ne magon beon togzdere
genemnede, ac hi ne beod nzfre tod=zlde.

(Tvid., 204)

Eala Ou Halige Drynnys, Fader and Sunu and

Halig Gast, pu Oe @fre wzre, and nu eart,

and @fre bist an £lmihtig God untodzledlic...
(Ibid., 600)

Heora weorc beod zfre untod&lédlice,

and hi habbad ealle ane godcundnysse,

and ealle an (gecynd and @nne magenprymm.

(Pope, Homilies, 323, 11. 247-49)

These extracts illustrate one of the two chief emphasea in £lfrio's
handling of the topic, and in comparing them, it is evident that cPrtain
aspects of the description were first related in a relatively fixed form
and thereafter repeated and re-used by him in subsequent discussions?12

The outstanding elements are these: the indivisibility of the persons

of the Trinity:
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untodsledlic (Thorpe, CH 1.276; 498-500 (twice);
Pope, Homilies, 323).
&fre an God untodzledlic (Thorpe, CH I.284; CH II.42

(tWice Py
an &amihtig God untodzledlic (Thorpe, CH II.600
nafre todalede (Thorpe, CH I1.204)
N€eesoetotwemede (Thorpe, CH I.498)

Similarly, there is a marked emphasis on the unity of the Godhead:

anre Godcundnysse (Thorpe, CH I.276 (twice); 2843 CH II.
423 . 204; Popa, Homilies, 323)

and on fbe oqual might of these personss
ealle gelice mihtige (Thorpe, CH. II.42; 204)
There is the distinctive contrast:

Dry hi sind on hadum and on naman,
and an on Godcundnysse. (Thorpe, CH I. 276, 2843
. CH II.42, 204)

which is extended:!

an on Godcundnysse, and on gecyndé (Thorbe, CH. II.42;
Pope, Homilies, 323)

By making repeated use of identical or closely similar terms and phrases,
Klfric invests his teaching with a relatively  fixed form. In effect,

he establishes a close relationship between the FOPiO of the,TTiP?ty gnd
the small number of terms used to eluoidatevit; the consistency Wifh_
which £fric carried out this task was ciearly'ihflugntial inAshaﬁins the
choice of description favoured by hié confempofaries and succe;sors.

213
Wulfstan, for example, who had consulted Elfric's De Fide Catholica

(Thorpe, CH I1.274-94) includes, in his own plece of the same title, this

reference to the Trinity:

An is ece God, fader @luihtig, De gescop
heofonas 7 eordan 7 ealle gesceafta. On
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bane we gelyfad 7 on his sunu, urne Drihten
Crist,y 7 on pone halgan gast; pat is eall an
800 Godd, fader 7 sunu 7 halig gast. Ealle
pa Ory naman befehd an godcund miht, 7 is
untodsled an ece Godd, waldend 7 wyrhta ealra
gesceafta.

(Bethurum, Homilies, 158)

and in his HER ONGYND BE CRISTENDOME, he quotes from this passage in

an extract which includes another of Klfric's regularly employed details:

++.gelyfad huru georne 7 anrailice bepencad

pat annes 7 Orynnes on godcundnesse an isj .
gwt is fader 7 sunu 7 frofergast. Ealle pa

ry naman befehd an gedcund miht 7 is untodazled

an ece God, wealdend 7 wyrhta ealra gesceafta.

(Ivid., 207)

In an anonymous homily preserved in Oxford MS Bodleian Junius 85 and 86,
fol., 25r-40r, written not long after ffric's death, is found this short

reference to the Trinity:

Eala, Ou halige Drynnes, Fader ond Sunu onal4
Halig Gast, Ou Oe afre wzre ond zfre bist,
ond nu eart an Almihtig God untodsledlic,

on Oe we gelefal...

Allowing for a very minor adjustment in the word order, this passage
exactly reproduces the text of £lfric's English prayer (Thorpe, CH II.

600)’ quoted above, P. 960

The influence of Flfric's descriptive model is to be seen also in the
late twelfth century Sawles Warde. In the passage in which Liues Luue
relates the glory of heaven to the occupants of the household, comes

this statement:

Swa Ich habbe ofte isehen pe‘hali prumnesse,
Feader ant Sune ant Hali Gast, preo an unto-

dealet,
(Bennett & Smithers, Early Middle English
Verse and Prose, p.256, 11, 263-64)
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Neither Wulfstan nor the writers of the homily in Bodleian Junius 85

and 86 and of Sawles Warde attedpt to expound the Trinitarian doctrines

yet, the repetitive elements in the £lfrician extracts, especially the

phrase an God untodzledlic and related phrases, serve a clear purpose in

the elucidation of the mystery of the Trinity. It is, therefdre, likely
that the distinctive vérbal elements from £lfric's accounts came to be
readily associated with the subject of the Trinity, and were invariably
reproduced by later homilists working under the influence, direct or "

.

indirect,.of his model.

Orm's preaching on the Trinity provides inferesting additional evidence
of this trend and shows the extent to which his descriptions are shaped
according to the pattern of the Elfrician model.. In the exposition of
Matthew II.1-12, in the seventh fitt, Orm comments on the significance

of the number of gifts which the Magi presented to Christi

pe33 brohhtenn drihhtin prinne lac
To don uss tunnderrstanndenn,

patt ure godd is pripell godd

In allmahhti3 primmnesse

Fadgrr, T sune, 7 hali3 gast,

An godd all untodazledd,

patt afre wass, 7 iss, 7 bed
Wipputenn ord 7 ende,

7 all patt wass, 7 iss, 7 bep,

He shop, 7 ah, 7 sterepp.

(11. 6768-71)

Later, in the exposition of the temptation of Christ, fitt 15, comes
this shorter reference to the Trinity:

7 ure godd, allmahhti3 godd,

Iss an godd 7 pre hadess,

Faderr, T sune, 7 hali3 gast,

An godd all unntod=ledd.

(11. 11515—5i8)

Barlier, (p.» ) I proposed that the passage of which this extract forms
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a part, which sets out to explain the significance-of the number forty
(the number of days Christ fasted in the desert), was derived from a

more compressed, but closely similar, passage from the Clossa Interlin-

earis. If this identification be allowed, it is clear that Orm's
stimulus for the subject matter of the above four lines could have come

only from the Latin: Tria pertinent ad Deum (Migne, PL. 162, 1271); if,

on the other hand, the extract from Augustine's Sermo 1i,De Concordia

Evangelistarum Matthai et Lucae in Generationibus Domini, suggested by

21 .
White as a possible source? be considered as equally relevant, there is,

again, no direct verbal parallel to Orm's statement.

The supposition that the verbal form of Orm's evocation is based on an
established English model is strengthened by his adherence to the dis-
tinctive elements in later descriptions. In fitt 22, on the opening
verses of John's gospel, there is a fairly long passage in which Orm

presents his only extensive explanation of the subject:

7 godess word wass a wipp godd
An had wipp all an operr,
Forr ure godd, - allmahhti3 godd
Iss an goddcunnd primmnesse,
Faderr, 7 sune, 7 hali3 gast,
pre hadess, all an kinde.
Swa patt te sune is all an had,
pe faderr all an operr,
T hali3 gast iss ec an had
7 tatt iss all pe pridde.
7 11lc an had iss operr fra
Toskiledd 7 todzledds
For ser iss sune, 7 faderr ser,
1 ser iss pe33re bapre
Allmahhti3 gast, tatt frofre §ast
patt cumepp off hemm balpe;
T tohh be33 sinndenn alle pre
'~ An godd all unntodzledd. :
7 a33 occ a33 iss illc an had
Wipp operr all an kinde,
7 tohh swa pehh iss illec an had
Ser fra pe twe33enn opre. o

(11. 18641-662)
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Earlier in the same homily, commenting on Et Deus erat verbum, Ioan, I.i)

Orm evidently anticipates the imminent explanation of the Trinity by

asserting:

Forr godess word iss godess witt
T godess a3henn kinde, ‘
7 godess kinde 7 godess witt

Iss sop godd unntodzledd.

(11. 18533-536)

As was the cﬁée with &lfrgc, these passag#s froﬁ theybrmulum gﬁow tha¥
Orm adobtedﬂa‘fairly éonsistént and similar rangevof phfaaes which he
applied throughout the work. | It is also apparent that his favoured
verbal patterns conform in large measure to those established by Alfric.
Considers

therr, 7 suney T hali3 gast

‘An godd all unntodzledd.

- (11, 11517-518; 6772-13)
and compare?

. Patt 1ss an
Unnse33enndli’ primmnesse,
therr, 7 sune, 7 hali3 gast,
An godd all unntobrittnedd

(11. 11176f179)

all of which reproduce very closely, in form and verbal content,rﬂufrioiah

phrases of the type an God untodsledlic quoted above (p.g7 ). In

addition, Orm's mention of an godd, 7 pre hadess (1.11516), an had wipp

all an operr (1.18642), pre hadess (1.18646), and related phrases, all
call to mind the distinctive elements of the £lfrician model, as do the

use of phrases all an kinde (11.18646. 18660), Eodess;g}henn kinde

(1.18534) and the reference to an goddcunnd brimmnesse (1.18644).
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In all, it is the range of verbal elements, present in Flfric's accounts
and used by Orm, which is impressive. For, whereas the author of the
homily ig MS Bodleian Junius 85 and 86, and the writer of Sawles Warde
recall only one of the fundamental verb&l elements of £lfric's model,
Orm, who shows every sign of reconstructing authoritative preaching
materials only tangentially connected to the body of late OE religious
prose, recalls several of the outstanding phrases from the £lfrician
description and thus would seém, in this case at least, to be able to
re-use a relatively higbmproportion.of the elements of a previousli

established descriptive model, -

This type of evidence islinsfrﬁdfife in sb far as it reflects the
importance for later homilists_of Elfric's authoritativé writings. It
must not, however, be incautiéusly urged from such correspondences that
his work necessarily served as direct models fof'later writerss his
influence, if it may so be termed,‘is more likely to havé stemmed from
the éeneral currency of his oft-repeated and distinctive utterances
intimately aséociated with the homiletic genre, than to have taken the
form of direct, conscious imitation. Nevertheless, the few examples
given ﬁere show significant differenées of kindj; phrases such\as OE lof

7 wuldor and a butan ende are stock expressions of the type which would

automatically form part of the verbal resources of any homilist working
in this period; £lfric's teaching on the Trinity is much more distinotive
because its verbal structure is fashioned by him. Its configuration is
peculiarly £lfrician and traces of its applicatioh in later homiletic
collections, such as the Ormulum, raise questions not only of the strength
of the lingering influence of common OE homiletic material, but aleo of
the vitality of distinctively Flfrician modes; I offer a further '

illustration.
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It is well-known that OE homilists‘andipoets frequently portrayed Christ
as the Leéch, the healer of men's souls, although it is only Alfric, it
seems, who supplies the teaching in a way which effectively elucidates
the etymology of OE Helend, & common epithet for Christ as Saviogi?

Typical of the many references to the Christus Medicus in OE homilies

are these:

Us is ponne nedpearf pst we secan pone
lzcedom ure sauwlej; forpon pe Drihten is
swide mildheort... .

" (Morris, Blickling Homilies, 97)

ic myngie & l@re.ecececcccscercccccscrcses
pet he ponne hradlice gecyrre to pam
selran & to pon sopan lazcedome; ponne -
magon we us God #lmihtigne mildne habban.

(ibid., 107)

Similarly, there are, in £lfric's homilies, references to the sola lzce
and the goda Lazce which take no écdount of the healing metaphor inherent
in Eflﬁgé? At the same time, however, there are several examples of
the direct association of Hzlend with the verb helan, 'to heal', through

which the image of Christ the Leech is conveyed.

Klfric, in his homily for Octabas et Circumcisio Domini Nostri, (Thorpe,

CH I. 90-102), comments on the angel Gabriel's words to Mary related in
Luke's gospelt

ecce concipies in utero, et parieé £ilium,

et vocabis nomen eius IESUM.

(Luc. I.31)

words which Zlfric naturally associates with the complementary account

given by Matthew:
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Pariet autem filium: et vocabis nomen
eius Jesum: ipse enim salvum faciet
populum suum a peccatis eorum.

(Matth. I.21)

by saying:

hi ne dorston nznne oberne naman Criste

gescyppan ponne se heah-engel him gesette,

#rdan pe he on his modor innoOe geeacnod

were, P8t ig, IESUS, and on urum gereorde,

HELEND, fordan Oe he geh®l0 his folc fram

heora synnum. .

(Thorpe, CH. I.94)

Elfric's explanation is in the main a translation of Matthew's verse,
with the significant addition of Halend as the onomastic interpretation

of Tesum; the resulting association of hzlend and geh#l® brings out

the primary meaning of salvum faciet and‘establishes the healing metaphor.

In his piece for the Annunciatio S. Mariae, he again exposes the etymology
of Halend: |
- His nama was Hiesus, b=t is Helend,
fordan De he gehzlO ealle Ba }e on hine
rihtlice gelyfad.

(Thorpe, CH, I,198)

Thorpe, in his translations of £lfric's Catholic Homilies, was not always
aware of the metaphorical implications of the coupling; in the passage

last quoted, he renders Haslend and gehzld by ‘Saviour' and 'save' respect-

ively. Yet, in the later homily for Dominica in Media Quadragesime:

secunda sententia, Elfric uses exactly the same terms in his explanation

of the name Jesus, derived on this occasion from Hebrew and Latin to

English:

Iesus is Ebreisc nama, pat is on

Leden 'Saluator' and on Englisc

'Helend', fordan Oe he geh=zld his (
fole fram heora synnum. (Thorpe, CH II.214)
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Here, even though the remark is essentially a rendering of Matth. I.21,
Thorpe translates Hazlend and geh2l® by 'healing' and 'heals', respect-

ively.

There is at least one other example of this distinctive association
known to me. It comes in one of Alfric's homilies for Fridays in Lent,
composed perhaps at anvearly da%g? In his exposition of the miracle
at the pool of Bgthsaida, £lfric leaves éff his immediate source in Qrder
to insert this explanation: - ' | ' .

Hys) nama is Halend, fdr Pan pe he geh#l)p (his folc,

swa swa se eng) el cwap be him, =r pan pe he a?::::f

He gehzlp hys fol)c fram heora synnum.

(Pope, Homilies, 234)

These statements are of interest because the available evidehce shows
that they are of Alfrician origih; thé image of Christ as Saviour, and
hence, healer is common in Latin and English writings throughout the
Middle Ages, while the direct association of Hzlend and gehzlan, among

English writers is peculiar to Alfric.

Helend, as an epithet of Christ the Saviour, is much less common in EME
than in OE writings; Orm's application of the term to the healing image
is thus noteworthy. As with £lfric's homily on the Annunciation of the

Virgin, the corresponding piece in the Ormulum has tbis‘eiplanation'of

Cabriel's words:

220
He se3xde katt 3ho shollde ben
Off hali3 gast wipp childe,
7 tatt zho godess sune godd
To manne shollde childenn,’
T tatt 3ho shollde nemmnenn himm
Iesumm, patt iss, halennde,
Forr patt he shollde himm sellf mannkinn ,
Helenn off sinnes wunde.

(11. 2211-18)
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Here, as in other examples of thé coupling of Hzlennde and hslenn in
the Ormulum, the inclusion of the notion of the wounds of sin makes

explicit the significance which Orm attached to Hzlennde.

In the following fitt Orm expounds on Luc. II.21 - which relates the
circumcision of Jesus and reiterates his name - and in recalling the
earlier pronouncements by the angel Gabriel, sayss

7 wel patt ennéell se33de whi .

He shollde swa ben nemmneddj - .

He se33de patt he shollde ben

Jesus bi name nemmnedd,

Forr patt he shollde hiss a3henn folle

Helenn off sinness wunde;

Forr jesus o grickisshe mal

Onn ennglissh iss halennde.

7 crist iss nemmnedd swibe rihht

Haelennde onn ennglissh spaches

Forr he comm her to lachenn uss
Off all patt d=zpess wunde.

(11. 4264-15)

After having related briefly that Christ came to redeem man and heal
the wound caused by Adam's transgression, he concludes:

T forr0i ma33 pe laferrd crist

Wel nemmnedd ben halenndeg ,

Forr mannkinn hzledd wass purrh himm

Off sinness grimme wunde.

(11. 4298-4301)

White, (White-Holt, II.361), makes the plausible suggestion that Orm's
etymology Sf Jesus from Greek is taken from Bede'é closely similar
explanation in his In Lucam, and while the ciiginal impetus for the
etymological explanation may have come from the latin source, differing
in part from £lfric's derivation from ﬁe#rgw énd iatin, it would be hard
to deny some measure of £lfrician 'influénce' in the introduction of the

' 221
word Hzlennde and its correct English interpretation.2
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Orm's last example of the association of the two terms comes in his
exposition of Iocan. III.1—21,'te11ing of Jesus's meeting with Nicodemuss

commenting on ihe phrase quia hon credit in nomine unigeniti Filii Dei,

(Ioan, III,18), he says:

Nin Nameesccosssccsssccasscssnes
Patt nemmnedd iss helennde

Patt name patt.shall hzlenn all
Patt ®fre shall ben hzledd, -

Patt name patt shall berr3henn all
Patt @fre shall ben borrzhenn.

(11, 17725-730)

Orm's statement calls to mind the similar explanation given by #£lfric

in his homily for Dominica I Post Pentecosten, which treats the same .

-

pericopes

Wislice he understod pes Hzlendes wundra,

and micclan mihte be he on mannum gefremode,
for Oan pe he gehzlde @lcne pe him to com

fram eallum unhzlpum. , C

(Pope, Homilies, 481-82)

Elfric's statement, though based on an extract from Bede's homily on
Nicodemus (Pope, Homilies, 481) is clearly influenced by his earlier
explanations of Halend, since Bede's femarks provide only the germ of

the idea and lack any etymological associationgzz

These passages from £lfric's homily and from the Ormulum are very

similar in that they actively exploit the etymology of Hzlend and stress
the power of Christ to heal man's souly the identification of the term
and the theme is the more marked in the Ormulum in that Orm twice includes
referenceé to the“wounds of'sin. I can find no eiact parailel in &lfricfs

writings to thisiassociétion hmlenhde‘and sinness wunde, but the

collocation of Oam gastlicah loce and sawla wunda in this passage from

Ffric's piéce for Dominica IIT Tost Eniphahia Domini ¢
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Swa sceal eac se Oe mid heafod-leahtrum

. widinnan hreoflig bid cuman to Godes
sacerde, and geopenian his digelnysse
Oam gastlican lzce, and be his reade
and fultume his sawle wunda dadbetende
gelacnian.

(Thorpe, CH. I.124)

demonstrates the association of healing and wounding. Orm's utterances,

containing referehées to Halennde, h&lenn, sinnes wunde, l®chenn, dzpess

wunde and sinness Erimme wunde, qffectively reproduce the range of

teaching in Xlfric's homilies while at the same time echo the distinctive

verbal association of Helend and geh®ld.

As in the case of the evocation of the Trinity, there is nothing in Orm's
exploitation of the etymological possibilities of Hzlennde which could

be construed as providing definite proof of Alfric's direct influence.

Orm's familiarity with the conventional verbal elements of Alfric's
particular expression of the Trinitarian doctrine, his readiness to
exploit the etymological significance of hamlennde and to associate it
with the concept of the Wounds of Sin, establish good grounds for
believing that he worked with linguistic tools favoured by OE homiliéts

to a greater degree than the appearance of such phrases in the Ormulum

as a butenn ende and loff 7 wurrpe would initially suggest. There is
one important area of referéﬁce which fﬁrnishas evidencé fo strengthen
this belief, while at the same time displaying Orm's intention to estab-
lish a comprehensive, standardized homiletic idiom suitable to his own

‘milieu,

Close reading of the text of the Ormulum reveals that there are many
examples of fixed syntactic units which are repeated many times through-
out the work., Their mere presence is sufficient to indicate that it

wvas Orm's intention to give currency to particular phrases, corresponding
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to particular ideas, and thus to create, out of old mﬁterials, # new
homiletic idiom. Such an intention is wholly in keeping with the com-
plementary trends in the standardization of orthography and phonology,

trends which, as have been seen, occupied much of the homilist's energies.

These fixed syntactic units, as I prefer to call them for the present,
may be said to fall into two broad categoriesi ihose which corfespond
to outstanding aspects of doctrinal teaching and which‘ﬁre, theref&rg,
theologically motivated, and those which contain admonitory br eiplica—
tory statements through which the aﬁdience is addressed or ihvited;to ‘

become directly involved in the ensuing doctrinal teaching.
Belonging to this latter group is the block of verses:

Her enndenn twa goddspelless puss
T uss birrp hemm purrhsekenn

To lokenn whatt te33 larenn uss
Off ure sawle nede.

(11. 3490-93)

discussed above on pages 5o_3 . As pointed out there, this set phrase,
varying only with the number of pericopes paraphrased in any giﬁen fitt,
not only indicates the closing of the paraphrase and the imminence of
the BIPOSition,vit also draws the audience's atténtion firmly to their
52112_5222’ thue providing 5rief preparation for the teaching which is

about to be delivered. Similarly, the self-deprecating statement:

Affterr patt little witt patt me min Drihhtin
hafepp lenedd

(Dickins & Wilson, Dedication, 1.8)
: ’ 223
occurs on at least four other occasions throughout the homilies.

When Orm wished to expound a piece of diréct speech encountered in one

109



of the pericopes, it is noticeable that he very often resorted to the
phraset

patt wass swa summ 3ho se33de puss

Wipp all full openn spzche

(11. 2821-22)

which re-appears unchanged (apart from the number and gender of the

~ pronoun) at 11. 2837-38; 9605-065 9795-963 10354-3553 11673-674;
12910-911. The same phrase, showing the v;riation of opennlike for .
all full openn occurs at 11.2803-04; 10388-389, Similarly, with openn~
like retained and alls iff substituting gwa summ, Orm uses the phrase at
11,9513-143 9585-86. Three other examples - 11.17655-6563 17667-6683

17717-718 - show only the slightest syntactical variation.
The device is also made to work in respecf of actions or events:

7 tatt wass don alls iff itt tuss
Wibp openn spache se33de

(11. 7340-41)

repeated at 11.19245-246 and 19333-334, (cp. 11.18715-716). Occasion-
glly, the second half of the typographic line is given a new form: »
Forr patt wass sez3d alls iff he puss
Wipp opre wordess se33de

(11. 13010-011)

which occurs, verbatim, at 11.16222-223; 17471-472; 18484-485; -
(cp. 11.17096-0973 17156-157). |

- Belonging to this category also is the set phrese Swa summ be goddspell

kipepp which was written throughout by Hand A, and which was replaced

by Hand B's equally consistent phrase: patt witt tu wel to sope.
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For purposes of exhortation, Orm invafiably‘usea a phrase which begins

with the words uss birrp, as in:

7 uss birrp burrh ba prinne lac
Drihhtin Fastlike lakenn,

T uss birrp foll3henn pe33re slodp
To lefenn uppo criste,

(11. 6662-6 5)

which corresponds to, though does not reproduce the form of, phrases of

the type: Forpon hq_;s mqgole‘mgpe nedbearf... (Morris, Blickling

Homilies, 99)3 Nu is mycel neod eac eallum Godes bydelum... (Bethurum,
Homilies, 117), which are easily recognizable as étbndard features of OE

: 224 : R :
homiletic phraseoclogy.

These phrases in the Ormulum have a fixed formj they have a metric as
well as didactic function. Didactically, they are effective, not only
because they are often repeated, but also, in some cases at least,
because a particular expression of fixed form corresponds to a particular
notion or idea. While it is likély that the phrase patt witt tu wel

to sobe, like swa summ e gcddspéll kibebp, is most useful to the poet in
filling a metrical space, other fixed syntactic units convey weightier

matter and highlight Orm's didactic concerns. Thus, for example, there:
is the phrase which stresses the necessity and indicates the benefits of -
ths practice of truly Christian behaviour:

Bu cristess peww birrp lakenn orist
Gastlike i Zode pawess.

(11.984-85)

With minor variation, according to context, the phrase is repeated many
timess 11. 1118-19; 1166-67; 1172-73f 1196—97; 1220-21; 1354-55; 1286-87;
1292-93; 1308-09; 1586-87; 1600-01; 1618-19; 6730-31.
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Although most occurrences of the phrase appear in the teaching of the
significance of the Jewish Offerings,'examples in other contexts show

‘that the phrase could be applied generally.

At the same time, the gggg;gg contains exampies of fixed syntactic units
which correspond to major theological concepts. One striking example
of this tendency is supplied by the phraéex

To lesenn mannkinn purrh his dap

Ut off pe defless walde. .
The referent of the phfase, drawing attention-to the Cruxifi;ion and the
breaking of the devil's power whicﬁ it effected, is man's rédemption from
sin. In terms of‘homiletic intention, the concgpt is central to Orm's
purposess it 1s thus not surprising to learn that the poet‘makes constant
fefgrence and allusion to the Redemption, but it is of interest to note
that he invariably does so by means of this véry phrase. It ocours,
unchanged, on over twenty occasions: Dedication, 11.203-04; Preface,
(ed. Maclegpn), 11.63-643 91-92; Introduction, 11.87-88; Homilies,
11.349-50; 641-42; 6874-75; 8309-10; 9379-80; 11232-33; 10622-6233
11004-0055 14956-9573 16716-T175 17499-5003 19205-2063 19361-362;
Moreover, it is used with only minor syntactical variation on several
other occasionss 11.699-700; 3600-01; 4280-81; 5294-95; 11282283
11573-574; 12682-683; 12894-895; 17042-43.

Less frequently, Orm refers to the redemption'by means of a phrase which
shows both syntactic variation and lexical suﬁstitntion; as 1#8

patt shollde lesenn purrh hiss dap

Mannkinn ut fra pe defell.
|  (11.19373-374)
or | |

To lesenn purrh hiss hallzhe dap K ‘
Mannkinn off hellepine.  (11.8727-28; ¢p.12630-631, 15648-649)
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Essentially, there is in the Ormulum one distinctive, syntactically
sfable, phrase through which Orm directs attention to the means by which
mah's redemption was assured. Though a phrase of this type would have |
been naturally useful to him, both metrically and didactically, the
great frequency with which it was employed points, at the same time, to
his wish to”associate oné impoftant concept, itself’inviolable, with a

correspondingly stable verbal cohfiguration.

If Christ's voluntary death provided mankind with the opportunity 9f.
striving for salvation, previously denied to him, it is vital that he
should be awafe of thé best meéns with which to accomplish it. Orm's
teaching on the requisite olements of the Christian life is verious and
extensive; yet, it is évident that he effectively encapsulated these
essential eleﬁents in a fixed syntactic un;t qf‘the type under discussion.
In £itt 12, in which the significance Of”the teaching of John the Baptist
is expounded, Orm says:

7 Patt tatt cristess peww iohan

par se33de till pe lede, !

7 all patt obht iss wrang 7 crumb

Shall effnedd ben rihhtedd,

patt se33de he witterli3 forrpi

patt ta wass cumenn time, .

patt woh 7 sinne shollde ben

Till rihhtwisnesse wharrfedd, = .

purrh fulluhht 7 purrh crisstenndom,
T purrh pe rihhte lzfe.

(11. 9651-60)

The form of the two last lines quoted above, in which baptism, Christian-
1ty and true belief are brought together as the means by which sinfulness
is turned to righteousness, remains unchanged on a very large number of

occasions throughout the work. Allowing for the insignificant substit-

ution of Till for burrh in some cases where sense demands such a change,

this three-fold configuration appears in the following liness 7424-25;
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8551523 8731-32; 9901-02; 10095-0963 ~11008-009; 11238-239;
11449-4503 12688-689; 13040-0413 13960-9613 15228-229; 15714-715;
16502-5033 16962-9635 17164-165;5 17904-9053 18390-3913 18947-948;
18991-992; 19037-038; 19161-1625 19377-378.

Furthermore, there are an equal number of occurrences in which the
reference to fulluhht is omitted, leaving the coupling of Crisstendom
and rihht lzfe in a phrase of similar form. For example, Orm relates
that the Baptist undertook:

To rgllhtnenn T to spellenn

Off godess sune, crist, tatt he

Pa shollde cumenn newenn,

To lesenn mannkinn purrh hiss dzp

Ut of pe defless walde,

7 turrnenn menn till crisstenndom

7 til11 pe rihhte l=fe.

(11. 8306-12)

Other examples of this slightly reduced resume of essential Christian .
behaviour occur in 11.8484-85; 8543-44; 8561-62; 8575763 9391—92;.
9647-48; 11575-76; 12864-865; 13016-017; 13092-093; 13156-157;
14094-095;  15756-7573 16464-465; 16874-875;5 16994-995; 17198-199;
17320-321; 17354—3%%? 17769-7703 .17837-838; 18144-145; 18917-918;
19101-102; 19207-208; 19317-318. (cp. 11.17301-302; 18168-169;
19175-1763 19199-200).

Before a wider range of such fixed syntactic units in the Ormulum is
considered; }t should be nbtéd that the vaiié&s.Qerbal elements with
which these phrases are compounded appear frequently in OF homilies and
related genres in close, though less concrefe, association. Orm's
"phrase:

To lesenn mannkinn purrh hiss dap
Ut off pe defless walde.
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may be said to have developed from a number of similar statements on
the purpose of>Christ's ministry, spread widely in the earlier homileties

corpué. Consider these references in the Blickling Homilies:

[God the F;thar] wolde mid his Suna lichoman
bysne middangeard alysan fram deofles anwalde.

(Morris, Blickling Homilies, 31)

& pe syxtan dmge Tudeas hine shengan on rode,
par he his blod ageat for ure hale, & us
alesde of deofles peowdome.

(Ivid.,73) :

Uton we ealle wynsumian on Drihten we be his
sriste me&rsiap; forpon pe he his godcundnesse
nan wiht ne gewanode, ba he pone menniscan
lichoman onfeng, & us of deofles anwalde alesde.

(Ibid.,91)

From Elfric's homily for Dominica III in Quadragesima comes the statement:s

Deofol is se siranga pe ure Drihten embe sprac,

Oe hefde eall manncynn on his andwealde pa

Ourh Adames forg®gednysse, ac Godes Sunu com,
strengra ponne he, and hine gewylde,

and his wepna him =tbrsd and tobrzc his searocraftas,
and his herereaf todzlde pe he mid his deale alysde
pa Oa he Adam and Efan and heora ofspring genam.

(Pope,'Hdmilies, 274-15)

In his homily, Dominica Quarta post Pascha, Elfric relates the breaking

of the devil's power to the Resurrection:

ac he sodlice aras syddan of Bam deade,

to maran wundrunge, gewunnenum sige

of Osm ealdan deofle, (and) alysde us

fram pam ecan deale and pes deofles anwealde.

(Ibid., 345)

and later in the same piece, he speaks of the Scxgpghd:
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Pe us gesceop to mannum,
and us eft alysde fram deofles anwealde.

(Ibid., 347).

The De Sancta Trinitate et de Festibus Diebus per Annum comments on

the significance of Christ's suffering in these terms:

hu he us alysde of pam ladan Oeowte,
(7 fram) das deofles anwealde mid his ag(enu)m deade,
on rode shangen for urum (synnum), unsynnig h(im) sylf.

(Ibid., 468-69) .

Again, Elfric ends his exposition of Matth. IV,23-25 and Marc. VII.31-37,
which speak of Christ's healing miraclgs, by saying that such miracles
were worked in order fo confirm our f;ith, 8o that.we might recognise him
as the creator of all things and the one who

us pa alysde mid his agenum life

of deofles g(n)wealde.

(Ibid., 58)

Similarly, in a piece extant in Cambfidge 1 Ccce 302, ££.73~78 and in

" BL MS Cotton Faustina A ix, ff.22v-26v, with the rubric Dome IIII. Et

ggp uolveris be urvm drihtene, the homilist exhorts his congregation:

Ac us is mycel neodpearf, pat ve 3e pencan,
hu drihten us mid his prowunge alysde fram
deofles anwealde.

(Assmann, Homilies, 164)

Corresponding to Orm's combination of the three requisites for acceptable

Christian life:

purrh fullubht 7 purrh crisstenndom
T purrh pe rihhte lafe ~

there are many occurrences in CE homilies and poems of the obvious
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association of these terms. Again from the Blickling Homilies may

be cited these statements:

Manige men hine [ie Christ] habbap purh
pat halige fulwiht, and purh rihtne
geleafan Cristes ons®gdnesse, pe we st
pam weofode nimabp; ‘

(Morris, Blickling Homilies, T7)

St. Martin's rejection of the world and conversion to Christ's service

is told in theée terms:

pa he was tyn wintre, & hine hys yldran to
woruld-folgade tyhton ond lardan, Oa fleah

he to Godes ciricean, & bad pat hine mon
gecristnode, pat se @resta dzl his onginnes

& lifes ware to geleafan & to fulwihte gecyrred.

(Ivid., 211)

As with the distinctive phrasing of the effect of the Crucifixion for
mankind, many examples of the association of baptism, Christianity and
right belief are to be found in Eifric's homilies. Referring once again
to his piece for the fourth Sunday after Baster, £lfric explains Christ's

teaching to the apostles during the days before the Ascension:

and he hy wissode
mid manigfealdre lare hu hy l®ran sceoldon
eall manncynn to geleafan, pet hy rihtlice gelyfdon,
and to fulluhte gebugon fram heora fyrnlicum synnum.’

(Pope, Homilies, 346) .

Similarly, in his homily for Dominica post Ascensionem, he expands on

Christ's directive to his apostles, as given by Matthew:
euntes ergo docete omnes gentesj; baptizantes
eos in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti.

(Matth, XXVIII.19)
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and says:

Farad eornostlice to fyrlenum landumg

- lzrad ealle [pleoda, and mid geleafan fulliad

on pas Fader naman, and his Suna witodlice,

and pes Halgan CGastesy pus cwzO se Godes Sunu.

Her is micel swutelung pz=s soBan geleafan,

hu se Hzlend sylf hit sxde,

and bead pat ealle peoda sceoldon swa beon gefullode.

(Pope, Homilies, 383)

In the piece entitled De Falsis Diis, Alfric recounts the success of.

bishop Gregory in causing Apollo: the heathen god, to flee; thus effect-
ing the conversion of his priest, On realizing the heathen god's

inferiority to the Christian; the priest seeks out Gregory for baptism:

He beleac pa his tempel, mid geleafan onbryrd,
and ferde eft ongean mid pam ilcan gewrite

to pam awurdan biscope, and him ealle asade

be his godes geancyme, and be his modes smeaunge,
and feoll to his fotum, fulluhtes biddende,

and pat he hine betzhte pam heofonlican Gode,
purh pes mihte pe he afligde pzra hzpenra godas.
He bad pa swa jange mid geleafan pone bisceop-
b=t he hine cristnode;

(Ibid,, T10-11)

Geleafa and gelyfan appear in association with fulluht on several other

occasions: Pope, Homilies, 418, 443, 482, 677, T44; Skeat, LSS II. 1303

Cristendom apd fulluht are coupled in Pope, Homilies, 762, This trad-

itional association of baptism and faith is exemplified also in Elene,

11, 491, 1035, and in Christ, 1.484,

There are, in addition, several relevant examples of this association

in Wulfstan's homilies, He opens his piece entitled De Fide Catholica,

thus:

Leofan men, dod swa eow mycel pearf is,
understandad pamt zlc cristen man ah
micle pearfa b=t he his cristendomes gescead
wite, 7 b=t he cunne rihtne geleafan rihtlice
understandan, L

(Bethurum, Homilies, 157)
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Re-using some of this phraseology; Wulfstan opens his final English

version of his teaching on baptism - Sermo de Baptismate - with a

sentence which effectively explains the interdependence of the three
conceptss

Leofan men, eallum cristenum mannum is
mycel pearf pzt hy heora fulluhtes
gescead witan; and gehadedum mannum
gebyred swyle rihte Pzt hi geornlice
understandan huru pot manna gehwylce,
gyf he pere ylde 7 Oms andgytes

hefd pet he hit understandan mag

hwat him man to Oearfe segd, ponne mot .
he beon @rost Oinga gemynegad 7 gewisod
pet he cunne hu he of hzpendome mazge

to cristendome Surh rihtne geleafan 7
OSurh fulluht cuman,

(Ibid., 175)
A little later in the same picce; he points out the dependence of

baptism on this belief:

And sy®dan se man pet can 7 rihtne
geleafan hafd ariht understanden, ponne
bid he wyrle pwt he fulluht underfo...

~ (Ibid.,176)

OE homilists, then, show a fondness for referring to Christ's Crucifixion
and man's subsequent redemption with a vériety of phrases in which

certain terms are prominent and which are évidently favouréd more than
othe?, equally suitable terms. lan's subjectioﬁ to the devil, which lasted
until Christ's death cancelled Adam's briginal transgression, is invari-

ably. expressed by the word anveald; however, Alfric's use of lalan Oeowte

in apposition to bzs deofles anwealde (Pope, Homilies, 468) indicates

that anweald was not considered to be the sole acceptable term in

226
this context.

The other regularly employed term in the above extracts is the verb
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alysan through which the fact of rodemption is announceds and although
alysan seems to have been the term most regularly employed in such

contexts, it is by no means used exclusively. In his homily for

Dominica in Media Quadragesime, Llfric gives this typological explanation

of the Egyptian Pharaoh:

Pat Egypta-land hefde getacnunge byssere

worulde, and Pharao getacnode pone Owyran

deofol, pe symle Godes gecorenum ehinysse on
besett on andwerdum life, Swa swa se

Elmihtiga God 8a his fole ahredde wid pone SR
cyning Pharao, and hi ladde to Oam earde pe

he Abrahame and his ofspringe behet, swa eac
“he arett daghwomlice his gecorenan wid pone

ealdan deofol, and hi alyst fram his Oeowte,

and fram Oyssere geswincfullan worulde....

(Thorpe, CH II. 200)

Besides indicating the devil's power over man through the use of Qggzgg,
Elfric also describes man's redemption from that servitude by saying
that God arett his chosen ones, a term used in apposition to élxgi.

The appearance bf ahreddan in this context serves to show that alysan,
though undoub£ed1y the most pofular term for OE homilists, was not the
orily one capable of fulfilling the required sense. Murther, scrutiny
of the homiletic corpus as a whole shows that generian is prominent
among alternatives to g}zggggz7while gefreolsian and related terms are

also known to have been considered applicable?28

In the case of the grouping of the terms cristéndom, fuildht énd riht
geleafa together, I have not iocated any regularly employed alternatives;
Indeed, it is precisely because theée two, so@etimes three, terms are
constﬁntly employed that the collocatidn is seen to be distihctive. Nor

should this uniformity occasion any surprise since fulluht and cristendom

are, unlike the concepts of devilish power and redemption, the names of

ecclesiastical institutions, and as such are not liable to variations
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further, the phrase riht geleafa is so fundamental a fequisite for

entry into the body of cristendom that it, by its very nature, is
unchangeable. Bethurum has noted that Wulfstan's use of the phrase

w
answers to the lLatin fides catholicam, implying that the OE phrase, a

product of translation, may have acquired something of the fixed nominal
status of fulluht and cristendig?
The evidence, admittedly}highly selecfive, shéws that the genefal vegbal
patterns prevalent in OE homilies in expfessions which relateAto Christ's
redemption of man and to the fundaméntal components of ChriétianAlifg
necessary fo achieve that redemption have been used by Orm and given é
much more precise syntactic forme. The presence in the Ormulum of any
or all of these words or phrases is not remarkable; what is noticeable
is Orm's tendency to fashion phrases of fixed form and syntax out of
elements regularly employed by OE homilists in looser association.
In Orm's hands, the material available from earlier homilies has been
reworked in such a way as to produce fixed expressions which correspond
to fundamental, unchanging concepts eséential to the sawle nede. At
the same time, Orm's rigid standardisation of verbal elements employed
loosely by OF homilists may be said to be indicative of his attempt to
introduce uniform expressions into his work, expressions which,»throush
dint of repetition and the very small amount of variation to which they
are subjected, form part of the standardised preaching idiom which he °
sought to create. Burchfield has shown that one result of Orm's ortho-
graphic practice was to allow only one form of any given word to corres-—
230

pond to any given concept; on a wider, more complex level, his formation

of fixed syntactic units and their equation with specific points of

Christian theology exemplifies the same trend.
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I began this section on Orm's compositional techniques by locating
.examples of standard OE homiletic phraseology in the Ormulum, more or

less fixed phrases like a butenn ende and loff 7 wullderr, suggesting

that their availability to Orm should be regarded as a natural consequence
of his decision to write homilies in English. From these superficial
correspondences, I then showed how Orm and other writers of the period
were sufficiently receptive of OE homiletic descriptive models as to
reproduce some of the distinctive verbal patterns from Alfric's wide-"
spread teaching on the Trinity and from the etymological exploitatién of

OE hzlend in association with the image of Christ the healer, or lesch.

Subsequently, I proposed arguments for Orm's ability to refashion other
distinctive OE homiletic phrases which tended to be used in association
with specific concepts, and to produce thereby phrases of fixed syntactic
form which he then repeated on many occasions throughout the work. The
value of this evidence was, I suggested, two-fold: first, it indicated
that scme of Orm's verbal tools in their expression of weighty theological
concepts were furnished by the popular and prestigious body of CE .
homiletic material, and second, that their fixed form and.graat frequency
in the Ormulum pointed to a desire on the part of its authof to establish
more or less 'closed' expressions both corresponding to and reflecting

the inviolability of the concepts to which they refer. I maintain that
the cumulative weight of this evidence is consistent with the view that
the Ormulum displays a distinctive preaching idiom, a homiletic language
unique to that work but which, because of its regularity and repetition,
was designed to achieve the status of a norm. I now propose to offer

what I consider to be the evidence most persuasive of such a. conclusion.
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1.7 Orm's Compositional Methodst the Formulaio

Character of the Ormulum.

Throughout this study, I have had recourse to characterising the
Ormulum as systematic, as displaying regﬁlarisation and uniformity in
many aspects of its composition. The régularity of the form of the
expressions

To lesenn mannkihn pﬁrrh hié'dmp‘ | | :

Ut off pe defless walde
is, through repetition, indicative of the trend. In this particular
case, one fixed expression corresponds to one definite idea. Close
serutiny of the Ormulum showsvthat expressions of fixed syntactic form
which occur on more thén one occasion are very numerous. - Such an
observation would.lend support to the coﬂtention that Orm has attempted
to create a distinctive homiletic language; repetition of fixed phrases,
especially those reférring to significant theological concepts, not only
serves to emphasise the meanihg ofvthe concept; it also confers an
authority on the phrase in question commensurate with the importance
of the idea being transmitted. Yet, verbatim repetition is neither the
most important nor the most widespread facet of Ord's compositional
technique, for detailed analysis of those phrases which occur on more
than one occasion shows that they belong, not with each other as
repeated phrases, but with a very large number of similar phreses which
conform to the same syntactic pattern and which often, but not always,
have the same referent. Such exéressions aie merely part of a system
of phrases which obey identical metricéi and'syntactic patterns, Orm's
verse is, in effect, formuiaic, | |

: * 231
Since the work of Waldron and Benson, among others, it is now accepted
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that lettered poets working in the alliterative mode could and did make
use of formulas whiéh Mégoun had first characterised as bélonging
exclusively to oral poetsg? Neverthéless, many critics have extensively
re-examined Magoun's evidence and fhesis, prodﬁcing in the event a much
sharper definitlion of what a formula‘might be as well as a more éxacting
account of its inception, so that a consideration of the mosf,noteworthy

‘contributions to the subject is essential if the charscterisation of the'

Ormulum es formulaic verse is to have any merit or usefulness.

As is well-known, the notion that 6E narrative poetry is made up of
formlas was first proposed by Magoun, who applied to that verse the
methods and general principles elucidated by Parry and Lord in their
earlier enquiries into both Homeric language and to the songs of 1llit-

233
erate Yugoslav singers., lMagoun's analysis of 11.1-25 of Beowulf, and

of Christ and Satan, 11.512-35 proceeded with the acceptance of Parry's
definition of a formula as:

' 234
a group of words which is regularly employed
under the same metrical conditions to express
a given essential idea.

and of the characteristics which Parry claimed in respect of oral verse.
According to Parry, Lord and Magoun, all orally composed poetry is
totally formulaic in character, a discovery which prompted these early

scholars to maintain that the converse relationship was equally truee

In Mﬁgoun's wordss

: 235
the recurrence in a given poem of an

appreciable number of formulas or formulaic
phrases brands the latter as oral, just as

a lack of such repetitions marks a poem as
composed in a lettered tradition. Oral
poetry, it may safely be said, is composed
entirely of formulas, large and small, while
lettered poetry is never formulaic, though
lettered poets occasionally consciously repeat
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themselves or quote verbatim from other

poets in order to produce a specifiec

rhetorical or literary effect.
Magoun himself evidently felt some discomfort from the fact that
Cynewulf, a known lettered poet who runic signature appears at the end
of the four works ascribed to him, was as proficient in the use of

formulas as earlier, oral poets, since the discovery in Elene, Juliana,

Christ 1I and The Fates of the Apostles of repeated formulas and for@ulaio

systems would demand the conclusion that lettered pcets'ceuld and did
make use of rhythmical, formulaic verbal devices found originally in
poems made by unlettered singers. In the event, his explanation, that
the portions of Cynewulf's poems displaying formulas and formulaic
systems must have been composed by him in the traditional way (while the
other, non-formulaic parts were composed pen in hand before being committed
to writing),.is highly improbeble and unsatisfactory, The obvious
inference from Magoun's study, supported by Waldron, is that:

236

poetry may have been written by fully literate

poets and yet contain an admixture of oral

formulas.
For Parry and Magoun, the two fundamentai characteristics of oral poetry
are: the use of formulas, repeated verbatim, or with minor lexical
variation, and the identiflcation of formulas as belenging to themes or
to 'a given essential idea'. Of the work done eince Magoun s two
influential articies, Ray Lawrence's contribution to *gggszgg_§£x12_52Q
Language is useful in that some of tbe prevailing areas of confusion are
there effectively addressed. In the first place, Lawrence stresses the
difference‘between phrasal repetition and formu;as; the usefulness of
the latter, he asserts, lies in their identity with a recognised metrical

unit. Such units fit, metrically and syntactically, with the typical
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patterns of formulas lying on either side of them. Lawrence is led
to state, correctly, that the basic element of formulaic language is
not the word but the phrasal pattern of a grammatical and metrical valug,

237
and he applies the epithet 'grammetrical'! to this pattern.

In the same year, another importént fefinement to Magoun's position was
offered by D.K. Fry. Like‘Lawrence, Fry insisted that verbatim repetition
was not an essential characteristic of atformuia, although such a phrgsé
could be so defined provided it could be seen to form part of a definite
system. Referring to the work of 6'Nei1 and Diamond, Fry suggests that
reversal in word order in a given configufation, together with variati§ns
in gender, number, case, fense, mood, etc., should be allowed in any
asgsessment of whether a particular phrase belongs to a formulaic systgg?
Both Magoun and Creed had maiﬁtained that the metrical usefulness of any
formula or formulas demanded that they have the same number of stiressed
positions, or metrical fegi? Fry, and Rogers before hgg? had disputed
this 'space-filling' requirement on the ground that such a condition
would imply that poets used formﬁlas rigidly and unthinkingly. F;Y
observes that in OE verse, formulaic systems seem to occur in half-line
lengths; since there is no one metricai value for thé OE verse half-line,
1t would appear that Magoun's insistence on exact equivalency in stress
imposes too narrow constraints on the concept. Fﬁnall&, Fry offers his -
own definition of a system in OE verse; it is, he says:
A |

a group of half-lines, usually loosely related

metrically and semantically, which are related

in form by the identical relative placement of

two elements, one a variable word or element of

a compound usually supplying the alliteration,

and the other a constant word or element of a

compound, with approximately the same distribution
of non-siressed elements. .
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That the essence of the formula is not repetition but its systematic
origin was clearly realized several years earlier by R.A. Waldron who
first applied Magoun's thesis to ME alliterative verse of the fourteenth
centufy in order to locate 'the remains of an oral technique embedded
242
in written literature'. The importance of Waldron's work is two-fold:
in the first place, he succeeds in demonstrating that his chosen poems,
for the most part unrhymed romances in the alliterative long ling, were?!
- 243

written by poets who were familiar with a body

of formulas which probably originated in a

tradition of oral composition and for readers

who still retained a taste for the conventions

of an oral style. ‘
and thus, that the presence of formulaic language in an alliterative
poem is not sufficient warrant to determine the technique of composition.
Second, while Waldron followvaagoun in choosing 25 lines of verse for
" minute analysis, and in indicating those phrases which are repeated
elsewhere, he also introduces the concept of 'rhythmic-syntactic patterns’
or 'moulds' which, in their operation, comply to a large extent with the
conditions proposed by Fry in his definition of the formulaic system.
For example, Waldron quotes the lines:

(Mort. Arth, 138) Thow arte pe lordlyeste lede

Pat euer I one lukyde.

(W. Pal. 1007) as pe gladdest gom pat euer god
‘wrou3ht.

and proposes that they belong to the same system which may be described

schematically as:
«sothe (ADJ)-est (NOUN) that everse.s

It is the repetition of the pattern, not of the phrase, which assures
the validity of the identification.: Moreover, Waldron goes on to show

that this particular system was closely related to three others which
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display only minor variation in rhythm, syntax and sense.

In effect, Waldron's study highlights the existence of verbal patterns
of a given metrical value which can be used as the framework for a
variety of expressions, formed through a process of substitution of key
words; the above frame, or 'mould' allows a potentially infinite ‘number
of loosely similar expressions through the simple substitution of

' 244
adjective and noun..

-

It is on the basis of Fry's revised definition of the formula as:

245
a group of words, one half-line in length
which shows evidence of being the direct
product of a formulaic system.
together with his re-assessment of the formulaic system, and also on the
basis of Waldron's useful isolation of types of formula and rhythmic-
syntactic moulds that I apply the term formulaic to the Ormulum.

246
Although there are a good number of alliterative phrases in the Ormulum,

they are never employed systematically and the structure of Orm's verse
in no way approaches that of OE or late fourteenth century English poetry.
Orm's verse form, the septenarius, is a purely syllabic metre of seven
feet, withouf end rhyggz It diéplays the same consistent regularity,as
do the many other aspects of fhe work solfar discussed, in that each
typographic line is made up of fifteen s&llables, with a caesura after

the eighth, The regular rhythm of the verse can be illustrated by this

single example:

x / x / x/ x/ x/ == / x [/ \

piss boc iss nemmnedd Orrmulums forrpi patt Orrm itt wrohhte.

Each one of Orm's verses has the same number of major stresses and the
same number of syllables; each 'on' verse requires four main stresses

" in eight syllables, while the 'off' verse has seven syllables which carry
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three major and one minor stress.' The regularity of the pattern has
drawn the severe criticism of extreme monoto§§§. however, although
certainly based on syllabic county it is perhaps too readily assumed
that Orm's verse was heavily accented in recitation. - If read in a way

that observes normal speech stress, it is, in fact, far less monotonous

than has been supposed.

In contrast to OFE verse and that of th; alliterative”poehsrbf the layer
Middle Ages, the Ormulum differs in two obvious respects:t it does not
have to fulfil an alliterative réqﬁirement and, second, its strict
syllabic count confers on its verses a regular shape which alliterative
verse, on account of the variability of the number of syllables in both
‘on' and 'off' verses, did not possess. - F.G.:Cassidy, taking up the
challenge of Magoun and the Harvard school, expressed dissatisfaction at
the primary role given to verbal repetition in the identification of a
formula and, drawing on the work of O'Neil and Gattiker, asserted that
'OE formulaic language can be categorized as belonging to any one of
twenty-five syntactic framgg? In claiming a previously unrecognised

freedom for the Anglo-Saxon singer, Cassidy concludes:

220
evsesall verbal formulas were referable
to archetypal syntactic frames: the verbal
details could change, not only unstressed .
elements but even stressed ones as in
formulaic systems, within the steadying
pattern of the syntax. Most fundamental
of all, of course, was the structure of
the poetic line with its two alliteratively
linked halves, each built on a limited
number of established stress patterns. Yet
even here the syntactic frame beneath permitted
the scop to choose among synonyms for alliter-
ation, and to adjust the verse types in '
various ways.

As I will demonstrate shortly, the basid principleé which underlie this

statement, leaving aside the role éf alliteration, can be applied loosely

~
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to Orm's verse. However, unlike OF scopas or poets, Orm could not,
becausg of his chosen metrical form, 'adjust the versé types in various
ways', and it is therefore probable that if his verse can be shown to
be formulaic, it will display fewer different syntactic frames; on the
other hand, the relative rigidity of his verse form mékes it equaily
likely that whafever rhythmic mdulds or frames Orm adopted, the number
of different formulas which fit them will be relatively hiég}

On very many occaéions in the Ormulum, the poet makes use of the phrase

To winnenn heffness blisse to convey the notion of the end of the process

of man's redemption (11.7538, 8314, 10401, 14131, 14335, 14481, 14205,
14625, 14725, 14972, 15063, 15415, 17632, 18920, 19104). As earlier
commenfators on formulaic language have established, verbatim repetition
of a fixed syntgctic unit is, of itself, of no relevance in determining
whether the phrase is a formula; such a status démands that it form part
of a system. As it stands, this undoubtedly very popular phrase of
Orm's can be identified as no more than a convenient. 1literary device.
However, the syntactic structure of this 'off' verse, which may be

described schematically as:

Infin. verb + adj./genitive noun+ noun
rrovides the frame for a series of phrases, syntactically identical

and semantically very similar. Thus

To brukenn heffness blisse (11.3263, 16467, 19882, 3557)
To brukenn eche blissé (11.11318, 644, 5557,2154’ 2730 eto)

To winnenn eche blisse (11.1539, 1769, 2696, 10981, 11089,
11544, 12565, 13111, 14307

To winnenn cristess are (11.2726, 8346, 11125, 14599, _
14717, 14835, 14929, 15025, 17886 etc)

To winnenn godess are (11.1455, 1623) \
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To winnenn eche resste (1. 11307)

To findenn godess are (1.17319)

With the addition of one syllable, the frame can be made to operate in

an ‘on' verse, sometlmes with the same referent, as int: To winnen cristess

are swa (1. 2721), or more often, with reference to other concepts:

To pewwtenn ure laferrd crist (1.12642)

' To demenn her adamess stren (1.17040)

where the extra syllable is inserted in a medial position. It should
be added that formulas belonging to this particular system are largely
confined to the 'off' verse; exemples of such formulas in the ‘on' verse

position are rare,

These formulas display fhe same grammatical elements and satisfy the same
metrical requirements; thus they are equally worthy of the epithet

‘grammatical' as the formulas discussed by Lawrence.

Fry, it will be recalled, pointed out tﬁat where Magoun had demanded
semantic equivalency for systems, O'Neil did n%E% In tﬁe examples quoted
above from the Ormulum, I have confined myself in the main to formulas
which are semantically equivalent; however, the inclusion of the formulas
in 11.12642 and 17040 shows that a particular frame could hold gram-
metrical units of wide semantic divergence. Indeed, this is a common

feature of Orm's formulaic systems. To return to the rhythmic-syntactic

mould of the 'off' verse, to which the formule To winnenn heffness blisse

belongs, it is evident that this frame is used by Orm to convey quite
different concepts. ‘Prominent among these are phrases of the type:
To follzhenn godess wille (11 2330, 4527, 13317,
‘ o o 2750, 10048, 12184)

which seem to form a small sub-grouping of their own.
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Modelled on this phrase are the following:
To follzhenn godess lare (1.3819: Hall,
Selections, I.114)
To follzhenn cristess lare  (1.11494)
To follzhenn cristess bisne  (11.5289, 6651)
To foll3henn sop mecnesse | (1.14921)

These four formulas have the same referent as To follzhenn Eodess willes

they agree with this phrase also in fitting its syntactic pattern -

which itself corresponds to that illustrated by 7, winnenn heffness blisse.

Rather than assert that these two sets of phrases display the existence
of two distinct systems, the one beginning with To winnen, the other

with To foll3henn, it is clear that fhey are to be regarded as the product

of one formulaic system, since it is the confofmity to the whole syn-
tactic frame and not to one specific area of meaning which marks the
formulas as products of a system. Furthermore, if one accepts that
only one system is here being investigated, the observation of the prom-

inence of groups of formulas beginning with To winnenncand To follzhenn

respactively, and referring to the end of the redemption process and to
the necessity of imitating Christ's behaviour, respectively, provides a
means of confirming Orm's major didactic conéerns and inevitably reflects

on the function of his formulaic language in relation to his particular

homiletic idiom.

The formulas of this sub-grouping, if it may so be called, can be made
to function in an 'on' verse, again with the addition of an extra

syllabie in the medial positions

A33 foll3henn sop mecnessess slop (1.3238)
To foll3henn nowess (MS- nopess) hallzhe sloP (1. 14588)
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To foll3henn all pe flashess lusst (1.12145)

To follzhenn ani3 manness will (16310).

The existence in the Ormulum of this one formulaic system displaying
the particular syntactic configuration I have ascribed to it, fulfilling
a multiplicity of tasks with regard to meaning, is illustrated by the

following phrases belonging to the same system:

To polenn ille unnsellpe (1.1569)
To lachenn tobess e3hne (1.18%6)
To scrennkenn ure sawless (1.2618)
To 3emenn 3ure macchess (1.2911: Einh. p.107)

To wirrkenn miccle tacness (11.13957, 16807, etc.)

The prominence of the disyllabic infinitive verb provides the basis for
a distinct but nearly related formulaic system in the 'off' verse. On
two occasions in the Ormulum, the concept of God's angels; serviné to

comfort and fortify the faithful, is eipressed by the coupling of these

two verbs:

254
To beldenn 7 to frofrenn (1.662)
To frofrenn annd to beldenn (1.3345: Bennett &
Smithers, p.177)

The syntgctic frame displayed by these formulas is:

disyllabic infin. verb + 7 + a nearly equivalent
disyllabic infin, verb.

and belonging to the same system are the following:

To barnenn 7 to pinenn (1.10563)
To spellenn 7 to fullhtmenn  (11.10347, 10270)

To follzhenn 7 to fillenn (1.10811)
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To barnenn 7 to wallenn (1.10507)

To lefenn 7 to trowwenn  (11.16491, 1349)
To follzhenn 7 to trowwenn (1.1009)

To sterenn 7 and berrzhenn (1.1559)

To lerenn 7 to gztenn (1.1781)

To rotenn 7 to stinnkenn  (1.4781)

To winnenn 7 to brukenn (1.11514)

To reccnenn 7 to rimenn (1.12217)

The number of formulas belonging to-this system is certainly greater
than that of the examples given aboves their marked popularity can be
explained, partly at least, by the fact that such phrases provide a
relatively simple yet effective means of f£illing the metre required in
an 'off' verse; in addition, the second verb very often intensifies the
meaning of the first, thus producing an emphatic statement of the tyée
normally associated with OE prose works which are comparable to the

255

Ormulum in their didactic, instructional functioh:

At the same time, Orm evidently felt that such combinations served
purposes other than those relating to metrical space, since they are
occasionally fitted into an ‘on' verse with the addition of an extra

8yllable placed at the end of the formula:

To beldenn 7 to frofrenn pe | (1-559)‘

To frofrenn 7 to beldenn itt  (1.1780) |
To frofrenn 7 to beldenn hemm (Dedication, 237)
To lesenn 7 to clennsenn menn (1.1153): |
To fedenn 7 to fosstrenn hemm  (1.558)

To biggenn 7 to resstenn himm  (1.13370).
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Further, there are examples in the Ormulum of formulas which belong to
a system which is identified by the striking use of a fixed phrase in

which one element is capable of substitution. Thus the formula:
" Aco whas itt iss patt wepnedd iss (11.677, 2781, 3840)

forming an ‘on' verse, is part of the system compounded of these

elements:
(x) whas itt iss patt + verdb (x) .

where the first syllable, insignificant as regards meaning, is variable
to suit the context, and where it is in the substitution of the verd
that the semantic usefulness of the formula is assured. Formulas of

this'system include:

Forr wha sitt iss patt heshedd iss (1.2641)

Forr whase itt iss patt stizhepp dun (1.10790)
- 7 whase itt iss patt hafepp her (1.5720)

7 whase itt iss patt lufepp Bripp (1.65645

7 whas itt iss patt follshepp wel  (1.4572)

Forr whase itt iss patt ma33 7 can (1.9809).

Conforming less strictly to the syntactic frame outlined above, but dis-

playing the same essential process of substitution are the following:

Forr wha se itt iss patt illke mann (1.3698:
Hall, II.116)

T whase 1tt iss patt nohht niss off (11.11705, 11711,
11719)

Forr wha sitt iss patt mann patt iss (1.6082)

Forr whase itt iss batt gredi3 iss (1.10217)

The identification of these phrases as formulas belonging to a system
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based on the manipulation around the nucleus, whase itt iss patt, iss

256

assured through the constant substitution of the vital sense elements,

Such formulas are metrically useful since the consistent repetition of

whase itt iss batt effectively controls the verse in that the number of

syllables required in the complementary substitution is strictly defined.
Didactically, of course, such an exclamétory pronouncement would have
been particularly effective in oral deliQery and it is this consideration,
I suspect, which accounts for the relative frequency of the formulas and

for the creation of the formulaic system itself.

The formulas and systems identi{ied so far have, for the most part,
covered the length of either an 'on' or an 'off' verse; and dgspite

the fact that Orm can cause 'off! verse formulas to fill fhe metrical
space of the 'on' verse by the simple addition of an extra syllable in

a position which does not affect his stress pattern, it is evident that
many of Orm's formulaic systems are based on thg metrical length of the
half-line, both before and after the ca®sura. Yet the extentlof.formul-
aic language in the Ormulum is greater than these citations illustrate
because formulaic systems can be seen to operate across the whole of the
typographic-line. Considerably more intricate syntactic patterning

is displayed by the following statements

To stizhenn upp till haliz 1if
7 upp till he3he mahhtess

(11.11827-828; cp.é753-54)

On the basis of Waldron's proposed 'rhythmic-syntactic moulds', the
formulaic pattern to which these verses correspond may be expressed as

“follows:
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Infinitive vb.*prep./pronoun*object rhrease

:Repetition of same prep./pronoun*object phrase which
varies or extends the meaning of the first.

Belonging to the same formulaic system as 11,11827-828 are the

followings

‘To tachenn purrh hiﬁm sellfenn swa,

7 purrh hiss hall3he bisne (11.3614-15)

To ledenn himm till cristess hus,

Till cristess hallZhe genge (211.11110-111) :
To fallenn unnderr idell Jéllp

7 unnderr modiZnesse (11.11967-968)

To cumenn till pe crisstenndom

7 till pe rihhte lafe. (11.17320—3213

17769-710

To turrnenn folle till crisstenndom o , ‘

7 till pe rihhte lafe (11.12864-865;
4284-85, etc. )

To fra33nenn himm off crisstenndom
7 off pe rihhte lafe (11.16994-995)

To shadenn uss fra sinne sWa
T fra pe defless wille (11.7567-68)

To lesenn menn off defless band ,
7 ut off helle pine ' (11.17519-520)

To cumenn upp till heffness ard
upp inntill eche blisse -~ (11.17130-131)

To Zarrkenn 3uw 3=n hiss fulluhht .
7 3en hiss hallzhe lare (11.18334-335)

To stanndenn 3an pe lape gast
7 32n all patt he larepp -~ (11.3806-07:

257
Many other examples could be adduced.

I will illustrate one other example of a formulaic system which extends

across the typographic line. The phrases:

Forr all hiss word, 7 all his werrc,
7 all hiss lape trowwpe (11.6522-23)
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belongs to a system whose syntactic pattern may be described as a series
of three clauses linked by a conjunction, usually 'and', in each of
which there is, in the first major stress position, the same verbal
element, which is itself qualified by a variable term in each of the
clauses; these variable terms either repéat or extend the meaning of

each other. Modelled on the pattern of‘ll. 6652-53 are the following:

Forr criétess resste T cristess ro
7 cristess swete slzpess (11. 7042-43) -

T clene off hete 7 clene off nip .
T clene off gredi3nesse ) ’ (11. 8013-14)

7 fulle off hete, 7 fulle off nip
7 fulle off modiZnesse (11. 9787-88)

Forr hepenndom 7 hzpenn 1if
7 hapenn follkess herrte (11. 9877-78)

Forr mann iss were, 7 mann iss wif,
7 mann iss ma33denn nemmnedd (11. 13890-891)

Patt godess mahht 7 Fodess witt -
7 Bodess darne rune (11. 18863-864)

Wipp clene pohht, wibp clene word
Wipp clene trowwpe 7 dede (11. 10043-044)

I pe33re pohht. i pe33re word,

I pe33re bodis dede (11. 11949-9%0)
‘I have not attempted a full survey of Orm's formulaic language here.
I have not ascertained the ex%ent of the variety of formulaic systems,
neither have I approached systematically the processes through which
various systems are combined and re-arranged to suit metre and sense.
Yet, it cannot be doubted that such concerns will repay investigation.
My concern, through these selective illustrations has been, in the first
place, to show that much of Orm's language is composed of formuias, ahd
that this compositional method was adopted by him to increase the effect—'
iveness of his didacticism. Although I have made reference to the
work of thése interested in oral formulasy I am not asserting that form-

ulaic composition in the Ormulum is derived from oral tradition in the
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way that this phrase is usually understocd. Orm's formulas have a
predominantly homiletic function; they relate, and come in response,

to the overriding moral concerns of the work.

I have presented a relatively small nuﬁber of different systems observ-
able in the Ormulum and have been able to identify for them a large
number of examples, This is consistent with the suggestion made above
(pp.129—36 ), that owing to the rigidity of the metre and the syllable
count, the Ormulum is likely to have relatively few different systems,
yet a large number of formulas defiving from these systems. Now, even
though it is not possible to gauge accurately the proportion of Orm's
language which is formulaic from the gi?en examples alone, it is notice-
able that those syntactic patterns which have been identified as
belonging to a parficular system recur with great frequency, and aré

by no means confined to particular contexts or to specific areas of
meaningf Thus, the impression is formed‘that Orm's language is not
simply formulaic - and observation which of itself may occasion surprise —
but that it is highly formulaic, in that these metrical and syntactic

devices are a conspicuous feature of the poem's composition.

Orm's reliance on formulas and systems in his composition is directly
related to thé oral delivery of the matter, yet in a way far removed

from the conditions of extempore recitation which were applicable to

some, atvleast, of the earliest OE poems, which may or maylnot be now
extant,. O:m composed pen in hand; his material is derived from

written sources. In such a long work - the extant text is only a
f:agment - the creation of rhythmical-s&ntactical moulds and cher, less
complicated fofmulaic systemsbwoﬁld hav; eased, cohsiderably, the problems
involved in composition. More positiiély, however; the implementation

of formulas, adaptable to any context and meaning, provides the perfect
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2
mode of expression for his subject matter.

CE homilists,'notably £lfric and Wulfstan, writing for an unlettered
audience, evolved stylistic devices designed to ensure the maximum
receptivity of their teachingj; Orm, like-wise, considered it essential
that his material should be presented without ambigﬁity, and in such

a way that his audience would be able to grasp the essential teaching
with the least impediment. The regularization of orthography, the
elimination of variant word forms and tﬁe establishment of certain fixed
expressions corresponding to particular doctrinal issues all serve this
ove:riding purpose. So, too, does the manipulation of formulaic
languagé in, for example, the continuous insistence on the soul's

salvation by the use of To winnenn heffness blisse and many other ident-

ically constructed formulas; in the momentary suspension of narrative
progress and the inevitable emphasis provided by formulas such as 1o

beldenn 7 to frofrenny in the exclamatory, arresting, direot addrqss

to the audience facilitated by formulas such as those built around the

phrase whase itt iss batt; and in the gradually increasing intensity

provided by formulas involving a certain amount of repetition, as int

T fulle off hete T fulle off nip
T fulle off modiZnesse,

The establishment of a distinctive homiletic idiom does not only depend

on the repetition of fixed phrases like:

To lesenn mannkinn purrh his dap
Ut off pe defless walde

although such expressions are an important ingredient in Orm's language
because they rapidly acquire familiarity and their continued usefulness

confers on them an authoritative identity; equally important, in terms
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of both the metrical requirement and the effectiveness of doctrinai
teaching, is the widespread imprégnation'of formulaic systems in the
language. When compared to the last quoted verses sbove, which do
not belong to any system as far as I am able to determine, Orm's
formulas can be seen as agents which greatly extend the range of the
distinctiveness and standardization which the presence of guch verses

imparts to the whole work.

Finally, the incidence of this highly formulaic language can be placed
on a broader background, augmenting what already has been said about

Orm's position in the tradition of English letters,

Unlike other men of his generation, Orm eschewed bothALatin and French
as literary mediums; his decision to write in English and to form from
traditional elements a highly wrought preaching idiom testifies to his
commitment to the vernacular, and is entirely consistent with the pro-
' posal that he sought to replace prestigious preaching materials which

were becoming obsolets,

The presence of formulaic language in the Ormulum shows that Orm is no
mere translator of latin MOdels, but a homilist actively engaged, as

| &ifric héd‘been; in distilling orthodox Christian instruction into a
mode of‘expression which was:éuthoritative, functional and effective.
The frequency with which the formulaic mode is used and the severely
practical object of its use, ultimately the sawle nede, demonstrate that
Orm is by no means trying inexpertly tb control the vernacular as it is
used in homily-writing; he demonstrates, rather, a high degree of
sophistication in being able to manipulate the trgditional elements of
the vernacular to create a new énd effective literary language. The

decision to manipulate his audience through the association of formulaic
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language and homiletic theme accounts in large measure for this

" achievement.

I.8 Summary

To sum up, the results of £he work of Matthes, Turville-~Petre and
Burchfield, in particular, which have laid the foundations for the
present study, have estgblished that the Ormulum is a homogeneous,
uniform collection of metrical homilies displaying consistency and
comprehensiveness in a variety of different but related areas. Orm's
primary consideration was the provision of easily assimilable, doctrin-
ally acceptable religious teaching for the sake of sawle nede, and every
distinctive facet of his work which I have examined is integral yet

subordinate to that end.

E;amination of the autobiographical, explanatory matter in the
Dedication, Preface and Introduction established that the Ormulum was
designed to be read aloud to an audience made up of the illiterate
laity, to the lafferrdinnéess of presumablf higher social standing than
these former, and also, in all probability to groups composed, entirely
or in part, of Orm's fellow canons. Independent assessment of the
conditions surrounding the foundation and overriding pastoral function
of the order confirmed that thekappearance of the Ormulum around the

year 1200 was entirely consistent with the prevailing religious climate.

So far as is known,\the Ormulum is the first major homiletic collection

to have been written in English since the appearance of £lfric's two

series of Catholic Homilies and his Lives of Saints. Recognition of
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the fﬁct that it wés £lfric who first established the exegetical mode
in English hoﬁily writing and that it was not until the composition of
the Ormulum that biblical exegesis was again attempted in English
homiletics, led to a preliminary investigation of the types of similar-
ity between the two writers, their intentions, methods and achievements.
It was Gatch, in his recent study of &lfric and Wulfstan, who remarked

- that Elfric had no successors in the writing of exegetical homil§?9
within the confines of the 0ld English period he is obviously correct,
yet in the wider perspective of early Medieval English homiletics, it
is equally clear that £lfric and Orm stand alone as writers.of a sub-

stantial body of exegetical material designed for popular consumption.

I would argue that the Ormulum represents, in felation to its exegetical
mode, a continuum of a norm established by #£lfric. This similarity

in homiletic procedure led to a general consideration of the areas in
which the writings of both hcmilists shared cohmon ground. It was
suggested, thpugh in no detailed way, that the historical conditions
which pertained at the end of the tenth and of the twelfth centuries
displayed certain similaritiés in the prevalence of clerical worldlin-
ess, in the ebb of the regul#r 1ife, resulting in the disregard for the
spiritual needs of many parochial communities; -the abnegation of
pastoral responsibility, in turn, resulted in the emergence of refprm
movements which set out to rg-establish regularity in ritual'and woréhip
of both the monks and lay clergy, and of the lay population as a.whole.
One consequence of the decline in standardé was thé increasingly felt
need for serviceable preaching materials, a need to which Elfric and

Orm responded with like comprehensiveneés.

Both homilists produced a wide range of orthodox, essential teaching

on the Bible, with the redemptibn of mankind as the central point of
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reference. The comprehensiveness of the material made available
by_&lfric is likely to reflect, accurately, the virtual absence of
doctrinally acceptable popular preaching materials in the latter half
of the tenth century. His all-inclusive response to pressing needs
was motivated by the practical consideration of providing his lay
audiences with the instruction necessary if they were to avail them-
selves of the possibility of eternal salvationy he was helped in this
endeavour also by the emergence, at that time, of a standard literaéy
language which, in its regularity, complemented the standardized

material it expressed.

Klfric is‘untypical of his age in the sense that it is to his'credit
that he wés able to achieve in homily writiné what othérs, to judge

from the surviving literatufé, could only dimly perceive.  Further,

the grandeur of his gchievement is highlighted retrospectively by the
seeming inability of his contemporaries and immediate successors to
 follow the example of his erudition and judgement. In terms of
historical development, the Ormulum draws attention to itself as the
first attempt since the writings of Alfric to re-establish many of the
distinctive features of popular preaching which the 014 English homilist

had created.

The Ormulum is confined for tﬁe most part to the New Testament, yet its
author ranges widely ovef relevant 0ld Testament materia1§ revealing

his undeistanding of the effectiveness of typology and reflecting the
breadth of his (wholly traditional) learning. Since the extant text is
but a fragment, it can be assumed that the complete work would have
matched £lfric's homiletic output in comprehensiveness, in its fidelity
to doctrinally acceptable matter and in its reliance on the exegetical

mode,
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Moreover, Orm's all-inclusive response to the need for popular preaching
materials, his standardization of orthography, his elimination of
variants in both spelling and vocabulary, is strong argument for recog-
nising that the Ormulum was intended to be the repository of standard
homiletio material. Comparison with contemporary English writings of
roughly the same dialect area shows that those features of Orm's language
and orthography once thought to be idiosynoratic and over-elaborate are
intimately connected with a variety of contemporary usages in which’
linguistic confusion was likely to. appear. The conscious removai of
equivooation results in the creation of 8 standardized 1i terary 1diom

which would have made his material available, theoretically at least,

to a greater number of people than his own locality would hava allowed.

Neither is Orm peculiar in this respect, because it has been seen that

the writers of Katherine Group texts in the W, Midlands displayed

standardizing tendencies. The grammar and phonology of Language AB
has been called, and properly»so, a standard literary idio§§o, However,
where some of the writers of these prose texts showed backward-looking,
preservative tendencies in respeot of the style and content of Old
English saints' lives, in pgrticular, Orm apparently developed an
essentially new literary language from the traditional language of
vernacular homily which was available to him, and which seemed approp-

riate to his purpose. Seen in these terms, his work displays tendencies

more accurately comparable to La3amon's Brut than to the Katherine Group.

Thos it moy be said of Orm, as it has been said-ofvﬂlfric, that he is
untypical of his time in so far as he is able to bring to fruition a
series of theological and linguistic regularizing principles only
partially understood by his contemporaries. There are, then a signif-

icantly iarge number of pointé at which fhe parallel developments of
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Flfric and Orm coincide, leading to the suggestion that the motivation
behind Orm's performance is his awareness of the worth of the teasching
programme Elfric had made available, and others had kept in circulation,
his realization that such 0ld English matérials, prestigious though
they were, were decreasing in usefulness, and his desire to replace
this material with a body of writings which endeavoured to fulfil the

same needs and be available to a similarly all-inclusive audience.

The suggestion thgt the language and orthography of the Ormulum, in its
gradual modification'and move towa;ds unifo;mity; represented the
emergence of a new, distinctive homiletic idiom was supported by a
demonstration that, in some réspécté at least, the fixed syntactic units
corresponding to inalienable theological concepts which Orm qlearly
favoured, were constructed from the less syétem#tically arranged, bpt
equally popular, vgrbal ingfedients commonly found in Old English
homilies. That Orm should have conferred oh an unchanging, absolutely
essential point of doctrine an equally fixed lexical identity is, of
itself, of some importance; but the versatility of his distinctive
homiletic language is greater than these illustrations would suggest,
since it is clear that, in some cases, such fixed phrases form part of
an extensive pattern of formulaic language. Thus, the repetition of

the phrase To winnenn heffness blisse invests that phrase with distinct-

iveness and authority; at the same time, the fact that it is but one
formula of a much used system, many other members of which have the
same referent, means that Orm can maintain the particular syntactic -
frame with which the concept is associated, while at the same time
produce a greater range of expressive power in the careful substitution
of key terms. In this respect, therefore, Orm's formulaic language

is intimately bound up with his didactic concerns and so with the

establishment of his unique homiletic idiom,
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For a work whose literary qualities (and shortcomings) have been
virtually ignored by all those whose attention has turned to the
Ormulum, this is a considergble achiévement. It could be argued

“that Orm failed in his intention and th; literary and historical
evidence,‘all of it negative, supportsvthe claim that the work
exercised no influence on later homilisfs, ané that it may never

have been recited in its complete form.: Yet incidence of historical
accident ought not to cloud judgement in respect of intention; it is
perfectly clear that Orm intended~td provide orthodox, 'qld—fashi;nedf
feligioﬁs insfruction, comprehensive in scope, by means of a language
free from the orthographical, phonological and terminological ambiguity
which thwarted clarity of meaning. In absolute terms, the Ormulum is
llittle more than a shadow of £lfric's Catholic Homilies; relatively
speaking, however, there are r931 grounds for considering Orm's |
achievement as distinctive and, potentially, as fa:—reaching es Afric's

had been.
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Notes to Chapter One

1. Description‘of the M3 is based on my own first-hand observations,
and on the earlier work of Robert Meadows White, ed., The Ormulum, two
volumes (OxfordiClarendon Press, 1852), revised by Robert Holt, ed..,

The Ormulum, with the Notes and Glossary of Dr, R.M, White, two volumes

(Oxford:Clarendon Press, 1878), I. lxxvi-lxxxi, lxxxviii, and of

Joan Turville-Petre, 'Studies on the Ormulum MS', Journal of English

and Germanic Philology, 46 (1947), 1-27; 1-2, hereafter referred to

as 'Studies'. Quotations throughout this study are taken (unless
otherwise stated) from Holt's revised edition of the Ormulum, which is
referred to; in the citation of secondar& material, as White-Holt,
followed by volume and page numbers. My quotations differ from the

text in White-Holt in suppressing the graph eo-, in the excision of
médial capitals where there is no M5 authority for them, and in the
re-establishment of Orm's barred g. On these refinementé to the printed

edition, see below, pp. 15-16, 25.

2. The original make;up of gathering two is conjecturalj ses Turville-

Petre, 'Studies', p.l.

3. Only a few letters are visible on this fragmentary leaf. Since

no obvious sense can be made from them, they.are not included in{thé
text, and this leaf is not noticed in the description of inserted leaves
given below. See White-Holt, II.397 for the readings from this leaf

and its probable significance before multilation.

4. The text occasionally carries over the whole width of the page.
For an analysis of the incidence of this practice, sée Turville-Petre,

'Studies!, PP-13-14; |
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5  The material in the list below,'which I have derived from consult-
ation of the MS, differs in some respects from the abbreviated list
given by Turville-Petre, 'Studies', p.l, fn.l.

6. Quoted by White-Holt, I. 1vi, fn.83.

7."‘ Humphrey Wanley, Antiquae Literaturae Septentrionalis, libe: alter,

(Oxford, 1705), p.59.

8, Falconer Madan, H.E,E. Craster and N, Denholm Young, ed., 4 Summary

Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library at Oxford,

vol. II.2 (Oxford:Clarendon Press, 1937), p.963, give the date of 'about
1200' and place it 'in or near Lincolnshire'. Joseph Hall, ed.,

Selections from Early Middle English, 1130-1250, two volumes (Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1920), I.487; hereafter referred to as Hall, Selections,
followed by volume and page numbers. George L. Brook, English Dialeqts

(London:André Deutsch, 1963), pp. 66-67. For a more cautious statement,

see Richard M, Wilson, Early Middle English Literature, 3rd edition

(LondonsMethuen, 1968), pp. 177-78.
9. Hall, Selections, II.486.

10. Jack A. W, Bennett & G.V. Smithers, eds., Early Middle English

Verse and Prose, 2nd edition (Oxford:Clarendon Press, 1968), p.364.

White, in White-Holt, I. lxix, also draws attention to this fact.

11. See Brook, English Dialects, p.67. .

12, Henry B. Hinckley, 'The Riddle of the Ormulum', Philological -

Quarterly, 14 (1935), 193-209, esp. 193-95, 202.
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13. Simonne R.T.O. d'Ardenne, ed., Pe Liflade Ant Te Passiun Of

Seinte Iuliene, EETS 248 (London:Oxford University Press, 1961), p.173.

I accept her dating of the Katherine Group MSS, making them roughly

contemporary with the Ormulum MS,

14. Two scholars have recently endorsed the identification of the
dialect of the Ormulum. See Geoffrey T. Shepherd, 'Early Middle‘Engliah

Literature', in Witney F. Bolton, ed., The Middle Ages, vol. I of The

History of Literature in the English Language (London:Sphere Books, 1970),

p.101; Derek A. Pearsall, 01d English and Middle English Poetry, vol, I

of the Routledge History of Enzlish Poetry (LondoniRoutledge & Kegan Paul,

1977), p.102.

15. On the use of the extract from the Ormulum in Bruce Dickins &

Richard M. Wilson, ed., Early Middle English Texts (Cambridge:Bowes &

Bowes, 1950), see p.9 and fn.29.

16. See Robert W, Burchfield, 'The language and Orthography of the

Ormulum MS', Transactions of the Philological Society (1956), 56-873 58,

who estimates that the complete work could have run to 160,000 short

lines,

17. The division of the text indicating the extent of each of the
homilies, following the pattern laid down by the Latin pericopes, is set
out in White-Holt, I.lxxxii-lxxxviii, but should be used in conjunctipn
with the revised list of fitts proposed by Heinrich C. Matthes, Die

Einheitlichkeit des Orrmulum: Studien zur Textkritik, zu den Quellen

und zur Sprachlichen Form von Orrmins Evangelienbuch (Heidelberg:Carl

Winter, 1933), pp. 40-47. This work is referred to hereafter as Einh.
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18, Turville-Petre, 'Studies', p.l.

419. Sigurd Holm, Corrections and Additions in the Ormulum Manuscript.

(Uppsala:Almqvist & Wiksells, 1922), referred to hereafter as Holm,

Corrections.

20. Eugen Kglbing, 'Zur Textkritik des Orrmulum', Englische Studien, 1

(1877), 1-16.

21, Eugen Kolbing, Review of Holt's revised edition of the Ormulum

(Oxford:Clarendon Press, 1878) in Englische Studien, 2 (1878), 494-99.

22, - Robert W, Burchfield, 'The language and Orthography of the

Ormulum MS', Transactions of the Philological Society (1956),56-8T3

the list appears in the appendix, pp.84-87. He also echoes, pp.61-62,

Holm's criticism of Holt's glossary.
23, Burchfield, 'Language and Orthography', p.84.

24, Two further examples of editorial misreadings are highlighted by
Robert W. Burchfield, 'Two Misreadings of the Ormulum Manuscript',
Medium Svum, 21 (1952), 37-39. Burchfield's 'Language and Ortho-

graphy' contains much valuable information on textual errors.

25.  Neil R. Ker, 'Unpublished Parts of the Ormulum Printed from MS.

Lambeth 783', Medium Avum, 9 (1940), 1-22.

26. Ker, 'Unpublished Parts', p.3.

151



27. Ker, 'Unpublished Parts'y pp.2-3 describes Vliet's interest and

method of working.

28. Robert W, Burchfield, 'Ormulum: Words Copied by Jan van Vliet
from Parts Now Lost, 'in Norman Davis & C.L. Wrenn, eds., English and

Medieval Studies Presented to J.R.R. Tolkien (London:Allen & Unwin,

1962), pp.94-111.

1}

29.  Dickins & Wilson, Early Middle English Texts, pp. 83-85. The

‘short lines of White-Holt have been substituted for the longer typo-

graphical line of fifteen syllables.

30. G.E., MacLean, ed., An Old and Middle English Reader on the Basis

"
of Professor Julius Zupitza's Alt-und Mittel-englisches Ubungsbuch

(New York:Macmillan, 1893), pp. 63-69.
Holm, Corrections, p.xiv, assesses these extracts as 'fairly reliable'

and indicates two small errors of transcription.

31, Matthes, Einhheitlichkeit, pp. 106-120.

32, Bennett & Smithers, Early Middle English Verse and Prose,

pp. 175-83.

33, Hall, Selections, I.112-17. Like Diékins & Wilson, Early Middle
English Texts, Hall prints the fifteen‘syllable line. Burchfield,
'Language and Orthography', p.59, fn.l, findé.evidence of 'discernible
errors' in Hall's extract, and prints corrections which should be

inserted in the appropriate places.
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34. Arthur Napier, ed., The History of the Holy Rood Tree,

EETS 05 103 (LondontKegan Paul, 1894), pp. 71-74 in which his short

article, 'Notes on the Orthography of the Ormulum' appears.
35. Burchfield, 'Two Misreadings' makes the point well.

36, These views, which ére complementary, are implied in White-Holt,
I.1xx, are openly stated by George Saintsbury who describes the .

Ormulum as being 'great in point of size and of curiosity, if not

exactly in point of literary merit' in A History of English Prosody

from the Twelfth Century to the Present Day, three volumes (London:

Macmillan, 1906-10), I.38, and have passed unchallengéd into most of

the more recent criticism. See further, Dickins & Wilson, Early Middle

English Texts, p.82; Pearsall, Old and Middle English Poetry, p.102.

Others could be citéd.

37. ' Kenneth Sisam, 'MSS Bodley 340 and 342 : £lfric's Catholic

Homilies', Review of English Studies, 9 (1933), 1-12; reprinted in

his Studies in the History of 0ld English Iiterature (Oxford:Clarendon

Press, 1953). pp.188-95., I refer throughout to the article as it

appears in the Studies, and this quotation is taken from p.188.

38, GCeorge H., McKnight, 'Orm's Double Consonant Again', Englische

Studien,