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THE YEAR’S WORK IN OLD ENGLISH STUDIES, 1994

This is the twenty-eighth issue of The Year’s Work in Old English Studies. It is the last for two of our valued
contributors. Jonathan Wilcox of the University of Iowa leaves our enterprise for the larger task of editing the
Old English Newsletter. Katherine O'Brien O'Keeffe of the University of Notre Dame has a major research
project on the horizon to which she needs to devote full time. Both are fine reviewers and will be missed.

The History section of YWOES "93 appears in this number as an appendix, edited by David A.E. Pelteret
of the University of Toronto and Timothy Graham of Cambridge and the Medieval Institute at Western
Michigan. History for '94 and "g5 will appear in next year’s volume, edited by Graham and others.

With very few exceptions, the editorial practices developed over the years for YWOES by founding editor
Rowland Collins have been retained. Contributors continue to be independent in their judgments and opin-
ions. They work from the Old English Newsletter bibliography, marking items not included in that bibliogra-
phy with an asterisk and occasionally adding items from the previous year’s list of “Works not seen.” Some
variations in citation style, based on practices in different disciplines, may occur. Dissertations, redactions, and
summaries are sometimes silently omitted at the discretion of individual contribucors; their absence in no way
constitutes negative judgment. Contributors are named on the title page, and the authorship of individual
sections or parts of sections is indicated by initials at the end of each section or part. Scholarship written by a
contributor which falls wichin that contributor’s area is sometimes reviewed by the editor or another contribu-
tor identified by initials.

Professor Peter Baker of the University of Virginia has once again provided the layout and enhanced
typography for the volume. This major contribution to our effort is greatly appreciated. Norma Meredith of
the University of Tennessee has assisted with the typing. Comments and suggestions, as well as review copies
of articles and books, may be sent to the editor at the Department of English, University of Tennessee,
Knoxville, TN 37996-0430.
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1. General and Miscellaneous Subjects

a. History of Anglo-Saxon Studies

The first settlement of Britain was not by Brutus buc by
Samothes, a grandson of Noah. So asserted William Fleerwood
(15252-1594), who made a substantial effort to verify the claim.
The historical research undertaken by Fleetwood, by profes-
sion a lawyer and the recorder of the City of London, ranged
in topic from originary tales to medieval legal documents,
and his place as a British historian is the subject of investiga-
tion by J.D. Alsop in “William Flectwood and Elizabethan
Historical Scholarship” (Sixteenth Century Jnl 25: 155-76).
Fleetwood has, so far, been largely ignored as an antiquary
despite his association with a better known circle of Elizabe-
than scholars, including Marthew Parker, and despite the fact
that he collected medieval manuscripts and gave parliamen-
tary speeches in which he displayed his antiquarian interests.
Alsop reports, for instance, that in a “1571 parliamentary de-
bate [Fleerwood) confidently cited the laws of Edgar, Athelred,
and Edward the Confessor” (160). A new piece of informa-
tion regarding Fleetwood is Alsop’s claim that he authored
not just a history of the Duchy of Lancaster, but its dedica-
tory epistle, which is the only known contemporary text to
link Matthew Parker’s circle with the establishment of the
Society of Antiquaries. Alsop argues that Flectwood merits
placement among the mose tmportant carly antiquarians; cer-
tainly it appears that Fleerwood and his work enjoyed more
promincnce and respect among his contemporaries than re-
cent scholarship has allowed him.

In “The Comet in the Eadwine Psalter: a Recently Dis-
cavered Seventeenth-Century Transcription” (Manuscripta 37
{1993): 322~-24), Stuart Lee describes a drawing hidden in
plain sight. Preceding William Lisle’s transcription of the
Eadwine Psalter in Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Laud, Misc.
201, are two pages pasted together, Lee, using cold-light, has
discovered that on one of the obscured sides, Lisle copied a
drawing of a comet and transcribed and translated the accom-
panying Old English text. Lisle, a seventeenth cencury Anglo-
Saxonist, was working from a wwelfth-century Cambridge
manuscript (Trinity MS R.17.1) of the Eadwine Psalter, in
which the comet macerial appears as a note to Psalm 5. With
his transcription of thar Psalm later in the Laud manuscript,
Lisle includes only a smaller version of the comet drawing
and leaves out the Old English text. The presence of the
comet note ac all, let alone twice, is plausibly accounted for by
Lec’s sugpestions that “perhaps [Lisle] was simply struck with
the illustration itself,” or perhaps he simply followed his source
in offering an extra bit of information (323).

Donald Matthew's essay, “The Making of Anglo-Saxon
England” (111-34), concludes a collection of published lec-
tures from a November 1993 colloquium at Reading in honor
of the fiftieth anniversary of the publication of Sir Frank
Stenton’s Anglo-Saxon England (Donald Matthew, with Anne
Curry and Ewen Green, ed., Stenton's Anglo-Saxon England’
Fifty Years On, Reading Hist. Stud., 1 (Reading: Univ. of

Reading); the five essays that precede Matchew’s are reviewed
under the appropriate headings below. Matthew traces
Stenton’s book from its conception just after World War I,
through its development as part of the Oxford University Press
English history series and its increasing girth in the 1930s,
when Stenton did most of his writing. World War II scems
to have interfered somewhat with production, and when Anglo-
Saxon England finally appeared, it had been more than twenty
years in the making. Much of this history Matthew derives
from letters between Stenton and Kenneth Sisam ac the press,
and another large collection of letters in the Stenton archive
indicates that the book was immediatcly well-received. In-
deed “the demand for the book was so overwhelming thac
Sisam introduced an informal rationing system, issuing about
100 copics a month to booksellers in the interest of persistenc
customers” {121). Matthew offers not only an account of how
Anglo-Saxon England came into print, but also begins an ex-
ploration of the way in which it came to be a standard history.

b. Present and Future of Anglo-Saxon Studics

Although all twenty-four of the essays in The Past and Fi-
tuere of Medieval Studies, edited by John Van Engen (Notre
Dame and London: Univ. of Notre Dame Press), might be
of interest to Anglo-Saxonists concerned about the field, two
¢ssays in particular touch on Old English: Kathleen Biddick,
“Bede’s Blush: Postcards from Bali, Bombay, and Palo Altwo”
(16-44), and Roberta Frank, “On the Field” (204-16). All of
the essays in the volume are derived from a 1992 conference at
the Medieval Institute of the University of Notre Dame.
Biddick underscores the disparate views of the Middle
Ages in popular culture and in the academy. The period is
perccived both as one of profound alterity (by “pastists”) and
as one of reflective similarity (by “presentists™), views which
yield a “double bind of the construct of medieval studies” (34):
“As both non-origin and origin, the Middle Ages can be ev-
erywhere, both medieval and post-modern, and nowhere, sub-
lime and redemprive, What better material for a dream-frame
for popular culture, a truly relative past which can be read as
cither the present or che future?” (17). Biddick seeks to stimu-
late a revision of the ways in which medievalists perceive and
present the Middle Ages. The first of three “vignettes”—the
“postcard” from Bali—takes up Clifford Geerez's anthropo-
togical essay, “Decp Play: Notes on the Balinesc Cockfight,”
as 2 means of discussing what is left out of medieval studics.
Biddick reads Geerr2's essay not as a model, but as a lesson.
She argues that he creates 2 “hyper-masculine” narrative chat
“disappears” important decails. Her reading raises questions
about the use of Geertz's essay by other medievalists in che
1990s, theorists who fail, in her estimation, to investigate fully
Geertz's ethnography. In vignetee two, the “disappeared bod-
ies” of the cockfight description become evidence of an
“orientalist” perspective, one that “reducfes] complex, per-
meable, relational identities to simple, bounded, unitary iden-



6 The Year's Work

tities” (24) and that needs to be defined in relation to con-
temporary medicval studies, Biddick uses an historical ancc-
dote about Early English Text Socicty volumes in the Bombay
Asiatic Society’s library to demonstrate the need for linking
studies of imperialism and gender to the investigations of na-
tionalism and class already begun. Vignette three is the most
engaging and direct. Biddick envisions “the transformation of
the cultural construct of the Middle Ages in a specific set-
ting” (29): in a reading room arc meeting Stanford University's
dean—representative of the recent removal of required Old
English—Bede, a professor of Old English, and “the chair of
the Humanitics curriculum committee, a self-identified
Chicana feminist theorist” (30). While the dean and the pro-
fessor recite old debates about the presence of Old English in
the curriculum, Bede and the Chicana theorist engage in a
synthesizing discussion about multilingualism and being 2 “go-
berween” for different parts of language and culture, about
identifying and negortiating various borders. Bede is thus
“reconceptualized”—and blushes when confronted with it—
as an example of Biddick’s proposal to “open up the study of
Old English” (33). By focusing more on the present, Anglo-
Saxonists can, implies Biddick, expand for themselves and for
a wider audience the understanding of both present and past.

Roberta Frank, in “On the Field” (204-16), issues an-
other call for action by Anglo-Saxonists, but hers is a more
personal and concise recommendation for the furure of medi-
eval studies. Frank praises the continuum of Anglo-Saxon
studies, threatened by contemporary culture’s emphasis on
the present. She notes the rigorous and diverse scholarship in
the field’s history—and the changeable nature of academic
stances—and urges promotion of the discipline, in part by
explaining why medievalists are medievalists. Frank's own ra-
tionale comes under four headings: history, courtesy, love of
the word, and wisdom. History works for the presentand the
future in Frank’s assessment; medievalists can encourage stu-
dents and other scholars to develop appreciation of history
and can produce enduring scholarship. In an adroic analogy,
Frank couches the study required to read Old English in terms
of the attentive courtesy one pays an unusual guest. Love of
the word means giving students a familiarity with grammar,
with the historical transformation of words, with decails of
structure and style; it means acquainting them with Old En-
glish and Old Norse poctry and hoping that the mental flex-
ibiliry required to read such verse will be of broader use. Un-
der the final heading of “Wisdom,” Frank quotes a letter to
the editor of the Guardian, written in response to an article
on the Oxford debate over the place of Old English. The
letter writer validates Frank’s clim of the wisdom that Old
English poetry can still offer, and of the ongoing value of
medicval studies.

Peter Richardson's “The Consolation of Philology” (MP
92: 1=13) is both a re-examination of the history of philology
and a contribution to the ongoing discussion of the future of
medicval studies. Richardson argues that Old and New Phi-
lology are fundamentally connected modes of investigation.

Further definition of philology comes in his review of recent
criticisms of philology by R. Howard Bloch and Allen
Frantzen, To Bloch’s account of the rise of positivist philol-
ogy in the first half of this century, Richardson responds with
a refinement of categories. Instead of unifying early philology
and medieval scudies, he points to a divide beginning in the
mid-nineteenth century between the positivist and Roman-
ticist veins of philology: positivism was the forerunner of
modern linguistics; Romanticism informed the study of lit-
crature. Bloch’s criticisms, Richardson argues, are largely di-
rected toward the Romantic, nationalist development of phi-
lology and are not accurately applied to the more rigorous
and sophisticated positivist philology that initiated research
in such arcas as comparative grammar and phonology.
Richardson then addresses the perception of philology in the
madern academy. He refutes Frantzen’s claim thac Anglo-
Saxon studies are faltering because of self-inflicted isolation
from political concerns, arguing instead that lack of separa-
tion between Anglo-Saxon studies and the politics of wo
world wars initiated its disfavor. Yet linguistically oriented
philology has been culturally influential, as Michel Foucaulr,
notes Richardson, has pointed out. This significance leads
Richardson to conclude that it is a muration of philology so
decried by Bloch and Frantzen and not Old Philology itsclf,
which involved close linguistic analysis of texts. New Philol-
ogy can take up this type of linguistic investigation in investi-
gating and describing narrative strategies, and in bringing dis-
course analysis to bear on textual editing, on traditional and
theoretical literary criticism, including narrative theory, re-
ception theory, reader-response criticism, and speech act
theory.

The fractured state of modern Anglo-Saxon studies
prompts Allen J. Frantzen to ask, “Who Do These Anglo-
Saxon(ist)s Think They Are, Anyway?" (Estel 2: 1-43).
Frantzen takes issue with the idea that traditional and mod-
ern theoretical approaches to medieval studies cannot be in-
tegrated, citing his own work as an example to the contrary,
and calls for better integration of the ficld into the contem-
porary academy. His focus, in a four part discussion, is the
resistance to change he perceives within the discipline. Joyee
Hill’s review (in Anglia 11 (1993): 161-64) of his 1990 book,
Desire for Origins, prompts and guides the first part of
Frantzen's discussion. Frantzen contests Hill's reading of his
book and in particular her clim that he misrepresents the
field of Anglo-Saxon studies. He argues that his vision of the
scholarly community is much more inclusive than is hers, and
uses her response as example of an exclusive faction of Anglo-
Saxonists, one that seeks to exclude new methodological ap-
proaches to the study of Old English. Hill's is one of several
reviewers’ voices to which Frantzen responds, but she takes
the brunt of his extensive criticism. The second half of the
article sounds a morc positive note as Frantzen turns toward
the future of the field. Picking up Thomas Shippey’s use (see
Astel 1 (1993): 111-34) of the example of Radbod, an carly
eighth century Frisian resistor to Christian conversion, to
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describe interactions of old and new ideas in the discipline,
Frantzen notes that, in the ¢end, the new mode won. Radbod
turns up again in the rale of Lohengrin, Parsifal’s son, trans-
muted into Richard Wagner’s opera. Frantzen summarizes
the events of the opera and reads them as a more complicated
vision of the interaction of old and new than Shippey’s Radbod
example allows. The story offers “no resolution or clear way
forward” (29}, yet it shows a past that does not dic easily and
a present wichout a clear path to the future. For Frantzen,
exchange and connection in the present, such as in Werner
Herzog's different ending production of Lobengrin and Gillian
Overing's response to Shippey, “supply persuasive models for
the future” (32). The interaction of old and new in the Year's
Work in Old English Studies leads Frantzen to encourage and
offer new category headings, particularly one for electronic
media. In pleading for a separate “Theory” heading, however,
Frantzen runs the risk of marginalizing such studies; carego-
ries by topic rather than methodology may have a betrer chance
of bringing about the conversation between old and new chat
Frantzen sceks. The article concludes wich Frantzen making
peace with past and present Anglo-Saxon studies as he looks
forward to better connections of ideas and approaches in it.
Selections from Estel are available online at htep://
w:bcr.u.wnshington.cdu/-mcnelis/AEstclindcx.html;
Frantzen’s article, complete with notes, can be reached di-
rectly at htp://weber.u.washington.edu/-menelis/AEstel2/
Franczen2.html.
c. Editing
The cdited text is the predominant means of access to medi-
eval literature, and medievalists are paying increasing atten-
tion to the methods and implications of editing. The Editing
of Old English: Papers from the 1990 Manchester Conference
(Woodbridge and Rochester, NY: Brewer), edited by D.G.
Scragg and Paul E. Szarmach, is a collection of twenty cssays
on the practices of and directions in editing. In the introduc-
tion, Szarmach reviews current debates in editing practice,
and divides stances into old 2nd new, or those who tend to
attempt to fix the text and those who argue it cannot be fixed
(“Introduction,” 1-6). Despite complications from such is-
sues as orality, Szarmach perceives an inclination toward con-
servative editing of Old English. Overlaps of interest among
the different approaches 1o editing are neatly conveyed in a
list of the collection’s essays according ro the topics they ad-
dress, such as “Reconstruction of a supposed original,” “Edit-
ing within a manuscript context,” “Canon,” and “Hypertext.”
The collection begins with what Szarmach refers to asa
“classic statement on editing” (1), Helmut Gneuss's “Guide
to the Editing and Preparation of Texts for the Dictionary of
Old English.” (7-26). Itis a slightly revised reprinc of the 1973
article from A Plan for the Dictionary of Old English in which
Gneuss explains how to create an edition that will case prepa-
ration of the DOE (7). For editors and for anyone even think-
ing about editing an Old English cext, as well as for users of
edited texts, Gneuss’s guide is valuable. The topics covered

range from identification of weaknesses in existing editions
to proposed standardization of certain editorial marks. Gneuss
states his goal as not so much to provide a step by step guide
as to forewarn of possible problems and to offer suggestions
based on the history of editing. In doing so, however, he lays
out instructions both for planning and for assessing the pre-
sentation of an edited text. Gneuss's methods point to a con-
servative, clean, and consistent edition.

Whether or not such editions will ever be read by stu-
dents and new scholars, and not just by current Anglo-
Saxonists, concerns Hugh Magennis in “Old English Texts
for Student Use” (115-23). Magennis explores the kinds of
editions that might revitalize student incerest in Anglo-Saxon
studies. Since increasing numbers of students arc introduced
to Old English in literature survey classes, Magennis begins
with the reminder that translations are 2 kind of edition and
that facing-page translations in particular can provide intro-
ductory access to Old English. They may also be of usc in
thematic courses that do or do not focus exclusively on Anglo-
Saxon licerature. Electronic student editions and “computer
workstation packages” may, Magennis believes, encourage stu-
dents in closer study of the language and literature. Good
printed editions for classroom use include Bernard Muir's
Leod: Six Old English Poems and Peter S. Baker’s “Wulf and
Eadwacer: A Classroom Edition,” and Magennis also encour-
ages the undertaking of teaching editions of prose hagiography.
He concludes with recommendations regarding editorial pro-
cedure. He s, finally, optimistic about the role that new edi-
tions can play in avracting students, and his ideas may ¢n-
courage cditors as well as new or experienced teachers of Old
English,

Studies such as Kathryn Sutherland’s, in which she ex-
plores ways that an earlier age constructed the Saxon past,
may aid in the reconstruction of Old English studics advo-
cated by Magennis. In “Editing for a New Century: Eliza-
beth Elstob’s Anglo-Saxon Manifesto and Elfric’s St. Gre-
gory Homily” (213-37), Sutherland gives an admiring account
of Elstob and her work, which offers possibilities for re-read-
ing both Anglo-Saxon history and the study of ic. The ar-
ticle includes substantial biographical information, in part in
the service of explaining Elstob's approach to editing. George
Hickes's support of Elstob’s scholarship was crucial; wich it,
“the foundation of all Elstob’s rescarches” is the belief that
“the preservation and continuance of an uncorrupted English
Christianity is bound up with the educational opportunitics
of women and the public exercise of female authority” (219).
The aricle is centered on explaining the personal and politi-
cal dimensions of the homily cdition. Elstob’s English-Saxon
Homily on the Birthday of St. Gregory includes a running trans-
lation, a lengthy preface, variant readings, annotations, notes,
and glosses, often on eighteenth century survivals of Old
English words; a concise Latin translation by Elstob's brother
and an appendix of annotated Gregorian epistles are also part
of the edition, the final picce of which is a list of subscribers,
nearly haif of whom are female. Sutherland examines physical
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text as well as social context, discussing the title-page and
other textual decoration and the interaction of text, transla-
tion, and commentary. In arguing that Elstob saw hersclf and
the homily edicion as carrying on Alfrician interests,
Sutherland describes the relationship of Alfric’s use of the
vernacular to Elstob’s desire for women to acquire learning,
The ultimate goal of the edition, suggests Sutherland, was
“that the recognition of Saxon's full status within the aca-
demic mainstream will create a change of cultural conscious-
ness and a resignification of Britain’s history, in women's
favour” {223). The article includes a postscript on ninetcenth
century atcention to Elstob.

In the final essay of the collection, “Postscript: Quo Vadis,
Editio?” (299-309), D.G. Scragg takes up the recurring con=
cern about the future of Old English studies. Scragg calls for
a re-cvaluation of editing practices, advocating more experi-
mentation and more discussion of editing theory instead of
routinely continuing to follow what are largely nineteenth
century editing procedures. A primary area of concern for
Scragg is the prevalence of editorial conservatism. In part, he
actributes this conservatism to the lexicographic interests and
influcnce of the Early English Text Socicey and of the Dic-
tionary of Old English (sec Gneuss’s “Guide to the Editing
and Preparation of Texts for the Dictionary of Old English”
above). The editor’s role, Scragg argues, needs to be re-ex-
amined in terms of other audiences and as substantially dis-
tinct from the role of a facsimile. He strongly supports edito-
rial intervention, yet acknowledges the need to resolve some
of the current inconsistencies of practice. He questions, how-
ever, Gneuss's preference for avoiding emendation and offers
his own advice for “[¢]mendation on the grounds of sense . . .
perhaps the most difficult of all problems facing an editor”
(302). That advice comes in the form of four questions for
editors to ask themselves, all of which rely on palcography.
Dealt with at greatest length is the second question, which
concerns “corrupefion] by mechanical error during transmis-
sion” (304); Scragg provides a previously unpublished example
from an anonymous homily and explores a complication of
the question.

The sixteen other essays in The Editing of Old English are
reviewed below under appropriate headings.

To observe editing practices in process, look for published
and forthcoming volumes from the Anglo-Saxon Chronide: A
Collaborative Edition, 2 twenty-three volume project; the first
volume was published by Boydell and Brewer in 1933, The
general editors of che project are David N. Dumville and Simon
Keynes, and Dumville, in “Edition and Re-edition of the
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle” (OEN 27.3: 21-22; reprine from
Med. Eng Stud. Newsletter 28 (1993): 4-6), summarizes the
edition plan and the status of its production. Semi-diplo-
matic editions of the surviving versions of the Chronicle will
occupy seven volumes; another seven volumes will be alloteed
to “reconstructed texts of the most important hypothesized
stages in the history of the Chronicle’s development”; eighe
volumes will be devoted to Latin, Old English, and Old French

supplementary material; and one volume, the last, will con-
tain “a general introduction, notes, and comprehensive indi-
ces” (21). In the years since the firse volume appeared, parts of
the project have changed hands and companion projects have
developed. Overflow material from the project may, notes
Dumville, appear in Boydell and Brewer’s Studies in Anglo-
Saxon History series.

d. Saints and Saints’ Lives

Two new editions of saints’ lives have been produced by David
Townsend: “Henry of Avranches: Vita saneti Oswald™ (MS
56: 1-66) and “The Vita Sancti Fredemundi of Henry of
Avranches” {/nl of Med. Latin 4: 1-24). Each edition includes
an introduction with full bibliographic notes, apparatus and
rextual notes. Metrical saints’ lives such as these two are the
predominant surviving evidence of Henry of Avranches’ writ-
ing career, which extended from roughly 1220 into the 1250's.
From 1243 to 1262, he was linked to the English court, but he
enjoyed other high-ranking patronage both in England and
on the continent. Townsend argues that despite the range of
Henry's work, he is primarily a hagiographer, one whose works
fit into a Latin tradition of rendering existing prose legends
into poctry. Although only one of Henry's saints’ lives, the
Viea sancti Francisci, carries a contemporary assertion of his
authorship, Townsend provides full justification for the attri-
bution of the lives of St. Oswald and St. Fremund.

The Vita sancti Oswaldi is “unique among Henry's verse
vitac” in its appacent use of diffuse traditions rather than a
single prose model (7). It is roughly twice as long the Vita
Sancti Fredemundi, and the fuller introduction Townsend
provides to it could also be useful to readers of the shorter
life. The section on “Heary’s Hagiographical Craft” is par-
ticularly useful. Townsend refers to Henry's sources and to
his other reworkings of Anglo-Saxon saints’ legends—the lives
of Birinus, Guthla¢, Edmund, and Fremund—as well as to
his lives of Hugh and Francis. The discussion of Henry's
style is extensive, covering arcas such as phrasing, descripave
devices, use of epic style and classical allusion, poetic meter
and verse structure. Henry, it appears, was fond of “scholastic
terminology,” “apostrophe and exclamation” (15) and “elabo-
rate distributio to spin out a series of parallel statements” (16).
The introduction also includes a substantial section on “Manu-
scripts and Textual Transmission,” in which Townsend pos-
its a basic stemma for the two versions of the Vita sancti Oswaldi
upon which his edition is based; variations are marked in the
text itself.

The brief (547 lines) Viea Sancti Fredemundi survives in
only one copy, although Townsend cites the evidence of at
least three other manuscripts extant in the sixteenth century.
Like the life of St. Oswald, the general style of the Vita Sancti
Fredemundi helps identify its author as Henry of Avranches,
but Townsend notes that the “most striking affinity of the
text with our author's other work is the inclusion of a dis-
tinctive topos of mutually witnessed cures” (). The life of St.
Fremund is typical of Henry's work as well in its reliance on
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a prose model, but St. Fremund is one of Henry's more ob-
scure subjects. The saint’s cult was “of extremely limited dis-
tribution” and he himself is “a subject of questionable histo-
ricity” (2); his legend links dates to his life that range from
before 630 to 865 or even later. Townsend plausibly supgests
that the prose source of Henry's text might have been parc of
an early thirteenth century attempt to revive or promote the
saint’s “popular and non-literate cult,” perhaps for the Au-
gustinian priory at Dunstable (4). An inventory of the inac-
curacies in Francis Hervey's 1907 edition of the text is in-
cluded,

The life of St. Fremund captured John Lydgare’s atren-
tion as well, and his Life of Saints Edmund and Fremund to-
gether with the Life of Saints Alban and Ampbibalus are Karen
A. Winstead's subjects in “Lydgate’s Lives of Saints Edmund
and Alban: Martyrdom and Prudent Pollicie” (Mediaevalia 17
(1994 for 1991): 221-41). Edmund and Alban in Lydgate’s ver-
sions of their lives are men in and of the world rather than
reclusive, heaven-focused, conventional saints. Winstead sup-
ports her claims of Lydgate’s difference with comparisons
throughour the article of Lydgate’s and the South English
Legendary's versions of the lives. She places Lydgate in a lin-
eage of hagiographies composed in Latin and French in En-
glish monasteries starting in the twelfth century. Bur, argues
Winstead, Lydgare exceeds even these more extensive narra-
tives. He “develops the political dimensions of his legends 1o
such a degree that he problematizes some of the longstanding
assumptions of hagiography” (226). In Lydgate’s rendering,
“Edmund and Alban are enthusiastic participants in political
affairs and exemplify such secular ideals as leadership, courtli-
ness, military prowess, hospitality, and diplomacy” (221). They
are also, by extension, not the sole focus of the narrative, In
the case of Edmund and Fremund, the story raises questions
about pacifism and social responsibility that had, asserts
Winstead, never before been raised in saints’ lives. Secular
political affairs play such a prominent role in the Life of Saints
Alban and Ampbibalus that Alban is martyred carly in the nar-
rative, Amphibalus fades away, and the remainder is concerned
with “the confused sequence of events whereby a Christian
community evolves from the ranks of anti-Christian extrem-
ists” (333). Winstead concludes that the tensions Lydgate ere-
ates between secular and spiritual pursuits and the vision of
grounded sainthood that results are likely to have appealed to
his fifteenth century audicence.

Issues of audience are also taken up by Anne B. Thomp-
son in her study of two versions of the life of St. Frideswide
{“Shaping a Saint’s Life: Frideswide of Oxford,” M.AE 63: 34—
52). A seventh century Anglo-Saxon abbess of an Oxford
double monastery—with no surviving Old English legend—
St. Frideswide is the subject of a twelfth cencury Vita attrib-
uted to Robert Cricklade, head of St. Frideswide's Priory,
and a thirceenth century version of it in the South English
Legendary. Thompson frames her analysis with an oppasition
of the two works’ audiences: Robert's narrative is written in
Latin for educated, clerical men; the legendary is written in

the vernacular, in rthyming couplets, presumably for a general
audience, The Vita, Thompson argues, largely diminishes
Frideswide's power; the South English Legendary humanizes
her and shows her as having agency and emotion. The dis-
tinction extends to Robert's conventional hagiographic con-
centration on heavenly rewards and the legendary narrator’s
more temporal awareness. Thompson proposes that the poet
of the legendary life is less well-educated than Robert and
attuned to his prospective broad audience; his narrative brings
together the saintly and mundane, so that “even torture is
domesticated through images comparing it to the process of
wool-carding, or the sowing of corn” (46). She provides par-
allels to suggest that the Legendary version may be in part
associated with a thirteenth century burst of scientific en-
quiry. Modern readers, notes Thompson, are more likely to
enjoy the South English Legendary life of St. Frideswide.

Antonia Gransden chronicles the physical side of the rise
of the cult of St. Edmund, and offers sccular explanations of
the reported condition of Edmund’s body on several distinctly
post-mortem occasions. In “The Alleged Incorruption of the
Body of St. Edmund, King and Marcyt” (4nef 74: 135-68),
Gransden summarizes and examines the accounts of the open-
ings of St. Edmund’s coffin, both identifying conventional
clements and attempting to read the descriptions as largely
factual with plausible explanations. The late centh century
Passio Sancti Eadmunds by Abbo of Fleury, roughly one hun-
dred years after Edmund’s death, contains the earliest claim
of St. Edmund’s undiminished corpse, although Gransden
argues that the belief was established earlier. The De Miraculis
Sancti Eadmundi, attributed to “Hermann the archdeacon”
(c. 1100}, relates two viewings, one between 1045-65, and onc
in 1095. Jocelin of Brakelond describes the last viewing of the
body, in 1198. The stories surrounding Edmund’s remains are
the stuff of gothic film: the coffin is carted off to London for
safekeeping, 2 London bishop tries to buy an ornament off
the body, the connection of head and body is tested during
translation to a new church, the corpse complains about the
ruined state of his shrine, reports circulate of the head being
given as a gift, an abbot leads a secret midnight viewing of the
body. For each account, Gransden provides historical con-
text; the article includes information abour medieval knowl-
edge of embalming technique, evaluation of possible sources
and influences for the narratives concerned, and assessment
of the religious politics involved in generating and sustaining
the cult of St. Edmund. Whether speculating on the possi-
bility that the “aromatics” reported on opening the coffin are
evidence of embalming or on the chance that Abbor Baldwin
replaced the decayed remains with a fresher corpse in order to
sustain the cult, Gransden offers clear, rationally laid out read-
ings. The texc is accompanied by extensive and interesting
notes.

The first part of Deborzh K.E. Crawford’s “St. Josephin
Britain: Reconsidering the Legends,” in Folklore 104 (1993):
86-98, is a review both of the textual evidence for legends
associating Joseph of Arimathea with Britain and of the criti-
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cism over the last century regarding that material. Crawford
is concerned with the stories and details—such as the Holy
Grail—associated with St. Joscph and with what and how
earlier critics have judged. The texts she cites, ranging in
date from the middie of the thirteenth to the sixteenth cen-
tury, cumulatively link St. Joseph to Glastonbury and genea-
logically to King Arthur; she draws also on William of
Malmesbury’s reference to “written versions of a legend re-
counting first-century Christian contact with Britain, spe-
cifically naming Glastonbury” (87). Crawford questions criti-
cal assumptions that these legends originated ac a single time,
derived primarily from imitation of Geoftrey of Monmouth
and claborated on by legends arising among Glastonbury
monks. She argues that the Joseph material needs to be re-
examined wich a revised understanding of the possible rela-
tionships between oral and written texts.

The second part of Crawford’s article, in Folklore 105
(1994): 51-59, begins wich asscrtions derived from pare one:
some of the material associated with the St. Joseph in Britain
stories is older than the late twelfth century and much of it is
dependent on extended oral tradition. Crawford attempts to
contextualize the development of the legends, exploring oral
tradicion and possible Celtic influences. She speculatively ex-
plains the absence of the grail from the Glastonbury legends
and looks to insular and continental texts for support of ele-
ments in the St. Joseph stories. Evidence of a first-century
British conversion to Christianity that might have originated
a body of St. Joseph legends is Crawford’s key interese. Her
conclusions are that the stories “evolved over time, incorpo-
rating traditional materials, Nor docs it appear that Glaston-
bury was the source of the original association of St. Joseph
and British conversion legend” (58).

Andrew Phillips's intreduction to his The Hallowing of
England: a Guide to the Saints of Old England and Their Places
of Pilgrimage (Pinner, Mddx: Anglo-Saxon Books), indicates
that the Glastonbury legends have perhaps not yet died; he
refers to the “ancient but unverifiable tradition” that holds
that Glastonbury “was visited by Our Lord and His Holy
Mother themselves, and then St. Joseph of Arimathea” (16).
The compact book (90 pp.) is broken down into an alpha-
betical list of English saints and the locations with which
they are associated; an alphabetical list by location, with a
brief description of the saint’s action at each place and the
feast date; a biographical list of twenty-two archbishops of
Canterbury “who were venerated either locally or nationally
as saines” (71); a Julian calendar of saints, including mission-
aries abroad; and an alphabetical index of saints’ sices by shire
and kingdom name.

c. Cultural History

“Anglo-Saxon England: a Three-Seript Community?” (Pro-
ceedings of the Third International Symposium on Runes and
Runic Inscriptions, Ed. James E. Knirk (Uppsala) 119-37} is
Christine Fell’s examination of the ways in which Anglo-
Saxons made use of runic, roman, and “the deliberate and

systematic mixrure of runic, roman and other that they evoived
for writing English” (119). She concentrates on Christian
Northumbria, beginning with the Latin dedication stone,
writcen in roman script with English names given Latin end-
ings, from St. Paul's Church Jarrow, A.D. 685. Lindisfarnc
yields an example of different scripts on a single stone, the
name Osgyd written once in runic and once in roman. One of
Feli’s most interesting cases is from Falstone, Northumberland.
On one side, the stone shows an English memorial written in
roman script; next to it, the memorial is essentially though
not exactly repeated in runic. Fell posits 2 number of reasons
for the dual text, including interest in a wide audience and
imitation of St. Luke’s description of the multilingual text
above the crucified Christ. Whatever the reason, throughout
the Northumbrian stones Fell found cthat runic and roman
scripts in secular or monastic contexts appeared to have the
same status; “Roman is normally but not invariably used for
Latin, roman and runic both for English. The only conces-
sion to coping with writing English in the roman alphabet
was the use of capital ‘@ on the Osgy® stone at Lindisfarne.
Yet we have only to look at English personal or place-names
. .. to realise how maddening the inadequacies of the roman
alphabet must have been” (130). Fell carefully tracks the rep-
resentation of English “ch” in her cxamples, and argues that
such adaptations of alphabert to phonology and orthography
slowly produced the third script, a “modificd roman” used by
later Anglo-Saxons. Her discussion of this synthesized third
seript centers on numismatic evidence. She ultimately poses a
sequence of development in which the separation of runic
and roman, English and Latin, is interrupted by Viking inva-
sions, and by the tenth and cleventh centuries, blended epig-
raphy appears. Late Anglo-Saxon Yorkshire becomes largely
a one-script community that uses modified roman, now “En-
glish,” orthography.

John Hines begins his exploration of “The Becoming of
the English: Identity, Material Culrure and Language in Early
Anglo-Saxon England” (45S4H 7: 49-59) with a working
definition of the term ethnic identity as “a certain form of
attributed membership of a group of people . . . disunctly a
product of ideology” (49); it may be influenced by economic
or social situation and cither applied to or reflexively by mem-
bers of a group, yet it shows some familial kinds of connce-
tion. For information about the carly ethnic identities in
Anglo-Saxon England, Hines turns to multiple references in
Bede’s History. Bede, material culture, and language are dis-
cussed in support of the idea that cthnic identity was, for
carly Anglo-Saxons, a construct rather than a natural condi-
tion. Although the Saxons “first emerged with so distinctive
a material culture that one can reasonably suggest it was be-
ing deliberately deployed as a symbol of the group’s identity”
{52), the central example Hines cites is of a distinctive Anglian
dress-fastener used as a means of reinforcing Anglian iden-
tity. As an alternative to the Germanic language tree’s inad-
equacy in representing sub-group identitics and developments,
he proposes that carly Anglo-Saxon linguistic variations be
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mapped in relation to “a new and distinctive set of norms for
an ‘English’ language” (56). Hines concludes his essay with
the hypothesis “thar linguistic f[l)exibility {and thus relative
homogencity) varies with the level of political organization”
(57)-

In “Anglo-Saxon Attitudes: in Search of the Origins of
English Racism” (European Review of History 1: 143-57), Debby
Banham reads the Germanic invasion of England and the
Anglo-Saxons’ subsequent relationships with che Britons in
terms of twentieth century racism. She focuses on references
to Britons in Bede’s Ecclesiastical History and the Anglo-Sasxon
Chronicle. The collective view of the Welsh that Banham
finds is one of a people oppressed and enslaved by a racist
Anglo-Saxon populace. Her core questions concern authorial
intention and effect; she argues, for instance, that “[flor Bede,
a believer in a loving and forgiving God, the British needed to
be very evil, perpetrators of terrible sins and devoid of moral
scruple, for che English treatment of them to be un-
problematic, let alone a suitable subject for his glorifying nar-
rative” (147). Issues of Christianity, archacology, vocabulary,
and place name history are part of Banham'’s discussion; she
also utilizes analogies to twentieth century racism and politi-
cal history. Potential critics of her investigation are addressed
in the conclusion, in which Banham suggests that Anglo-
Saxonists are reluctant to acknowledge the carly English-
Welsh relationship in terms of racism because of an unwill-
ingness to make connections between Anglo-Saxon and con-
temporary England and because, nevertheless, of an ongoing
identification with the Anglo-Saxons. If the Anglo-Saxons
are revealed to have originated English racism, then, argues
Banham, racism has been and is an essential part of being
English to this day.

O.J. Padel’s “The Nature of Arthur” (Cambrian Med;-
eval Celtic Studies 27: 1-31) advances Arthur as historical fic-
tion rather than historical fact. Padel looks at the dispersal
and variety of Arthurian tales prior to Geoffrey of Monmouth
and finds not so much a lack of support as an overabundance
of divergent support for Arthur’s historical existence. Start-
ing with the Historia Brittonum, Padel articulates a dichotomy
in the references to Arthur: he is associated both with sixth
century bactles against the English and with marvelous tales
that explain some feature of the natural landscape. Padel pos-
its an inversion of the assumed process of an historical hero
generating a body of legends. He suggests instead that even
the references in the Historia Brittonum show the accretion
of “pseudo-historical material” in existing legends. Archur is
first and foremost a mythical hero, about whom a variously
localized but content-consistent set of tales arose, a counter-
part to the folkloric figure of Fionn mac Cumbaill: “These
legends of Fionn occur localized wherever a Goidelic language
was spoken, from the south of Ireland to northern Scotland,
just as those of Arthur are found localized wherever a Britconic
language was spoken, from Cornwall (and perhaps Brittany)
to southern Scotland” (20). Arthur fits into a category of
mythical figures around whom spring up tales regarding dis-

tinctive aspects of the physical landscape. Place names associ-
ated with Arthur, then, proposes Padel, are older than Geoffrey
of Monmouth’s references to the hero. Padel goes out with a
nod to a possible historical Arthur, divested of the legendary
garb; he endorses Lucius Artorius Castus, who matches a
single detail from the Arthurian corpus, a description by
Geoffrey of Monmouth. The connection by no means un-
dermines Padel’s persuasively made argument thar it is the
foll/literary hero's existence that makes possible the histori-
cal construction.

The historical practice of constructing identity using myth
is the subject of Herwig Wolfram's “Origo et religio. Ethnic
Traditions and Literature in Early Medieval Texts” in Early
Med. Europe 3: 19-38. Wolfram argues that the formation of
Germanic ancestral tradition, an origo gentis, “is not a matter
of common descent but one of political decision” (21). Wol-
fram cites as an example the Lombard origin story, in which
the people “sacrifice their entire past and cultic existence for
the salvation and survival of the tribe and thus legitimize the
new cthnogenesis” (22). Other examples of this kind of mythic
separation and victory come from the Getica and among the
Amal Goths, and Wolfram compares variations in genealogi-
cal myth-making with English and Scandinavian traditions.
The more recent myth-making of Nazi Germany leads him
to frame the remainder of his discussion in terms of questions
about the identiry, literary history, and function of origin sto-
ries, which he stresses as dependent and successive. Their
generic form and oral transmission further muddle the idea
of asingle, historical beginning. The question of how to “rec-
oncile a trbal tradition, memorta, with historical circum-
stances” (32) leads Wolfram to Scandinavian, Angio-Saxon,
and Irish tradition, and the esteem given to extensive gene-
alogies: “Since high prestige depended on a long list of ances-
tors, old traditions were always attractive and thus became
politically relevant” (33). Ancestry in the form of stories and
traditions could be shifted with movements and changes
among even relatively small groups of peoples. Origin myth
works pragmatically, in Wolfram’s final assessment, even as it
retains traces of the “sacred realities” once associated with the
gods.

A glimpse of Germanic paganism is pieced together by
Kachleen Herbert in Looking for the Lost Gods of England
(Pinner, Mddx: Anglo-Saxon Books). Herbert’s book is a
transcript of an oral presentation given to the Anglo-Saxon
interest group called Tha Engliscan Gesithas (The English
Companions). With material from Germanic, Old English,
Middle English, and continental sources, Herbert presents a
conversational and anccdoral, if rather loose and wide-rang-
ing, introduction to Germanic religious traditions and in par-
ticular to what she desctibes as the goddess-centered English
traditions. The starting points in her search for Old English
traces of paganism are royal genealogies, medical and educa-
tional texts, and poctry. She touches on Germanic tribes,
Tacits, Old English chronicles, calendars, charms, pocms,
place-names, and Norse mythology.
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Course lectures at Cambridge inspired the collection of
essays in Carolingian Culture: Emulation and Innovarion (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge Univ. Press), edited by Rosamond
McKitterick. The introductory essay by Giles Brown (“In-
troduction: the Carolingian Renaissance,” 1—51} is divided into
subsections on the origins of the Carolingian Renaissance,
on Frankish Church reform, and on erudition during the pe-
riod. With the detailed outline of history and extensive bib-
liographic notes (as in all the essays), Brown's introduction
provides a valuable starting place and reference point for study
of the period. The volume includes ten other essays—many
of which touch on Anglo-Saxon England—dealing with kings
and kingdoms, grammar, Latin and vernacular licerature, phi-
losophy, history, manuscripts, art, music, and “The Legacy
of the Carolingians” (the title of the final essay, by
McKirrerick). Sclect bibliography for each essay, illustrations,
and a cumulative manuscript index—as well as a full subject
index—are included in this substantial volume.

f. Teaching the Language

Teaching Old English to students whose eyes glaze over at
the barest mention of grammar may be made casier by Begin-
ning Old English: an Elementary Grammar for Use with Com-
puterized Exercises (OEN Subsidia, 21 (Binghamton:
CEMERS) ix. 57 pp. + 3.5 disk), the work of Constance B.
Hieatt, Brian Shaw, and Duncan Macrae-Gibson. The texe
is thirteen chapters with two appendices and is accompanied
by graded exercises on disk; it is designed as a supplement to
a fuller grammar and/or reader. For students unfamiliar with
grammar or grammatical terms, the first chapter of Beginning
Old English reviews basic Modern English grammar (my un-
dergraduate class of honors English majors found this very
useful, and they referred back to it as we wenc over new parts
of OE). The sccond chapter covers pronunciation and spell-
ing; the third introduces paradigms. The remainder of the
printed text primarily consists of paradigms with concise, clear
explanations. The accompanying computer exercises ask stu-
dents to apply that information to sentences, often in Old
English with on-command glossing; this encourages students
to become familiar with forms and sentence structures even
before or while they acquire vocabulary. The exercises may
ask students to identify parts of speech, or case, number, gen-
der. The program only accepts the Early West Saxon forms
given in the text. The computerized exercises have the ad-
vantage of flexible pacing and immediate feedback for stu-
dents. The simple point system gives students some sense of
progress, but the real emphasis is on learning the basic mate-
rial. At the end of an exercise, students may choose to “rerun
the fauley bit(s)” or go on. If in the course of an exercise,
students are having substantial difficulty, the program refers
them to the relevant section of the printed text or to another
screen summarizing the grammatical issue involved. One weak-
ness of the program is that it does not allow skipping around
within or across exercises. Students cannor easily refer back
cither to a previous exercise or to an earlier answer within an
exercise. When students do not find sufficient explanation in

the text, a printout of the exercises for teachers who do not
have computers in classroom would be helpful in responding
to questions about specific exercises.

The visual presentation of both book and disk are a bit
bland but perfectly serviceable, and a bargain at $10 for the
package. The disk is available in MS-DOS only, for use with
a CGA, EGA, or VGA screen, alcthough it will run in M$S
Windows. A version for Macintosh has been rumored for
some time to be in progress, but new takers for the project
might contact OEN,

Stephen Pollington’s An Introduction to the Old English
Language and Its Literature (Pinner, Mddx: Anglo-Saxon
Books) is a gentle overview that offers concise answers to the
questions it poses, “what is Old English?” and “why learn Old
English?” The text is aimed at a general audience and might
work as a preface to a more detailed introduction for serious
students. Pollington provides a sketch of the development of
Old English and of its grammar before turning to a brief dis-
cussion of place and personal names and a sampling of texts
such as laws, charms, and the bookworm riddle. The fimited,
historical-interest answer Pollington provides to “why learn
Qld English?” may not lure in anyone not already interested
in doing so, but the text as a whole may help confirm and
begin refining a general attraction.

g- Computing

Sarah Larract Keefer's overview of the applications of com-
puters in Anglo-Saxon studies (“Computing in Anglo-Saxon
Studies: a Representative Retrospective,” OEN 27.3: 31-34)
indicates the pervasive and promising role Anglo-Saxonists
continue to give to computer technology. Keefer provides
concise summary of the status of the Dictionary of Old En-
glish, ANSAXNET, ANSAXDAT, assorted other large and
small databases in development, applications in archacology,
digteal image processing, statistical analysis of OE metrics,
editing, and teaching.

Computer technology has also yiclded Peter Baker’s Old
English fonts (sce OEN 27.1), for which Christian Liebl of-
fers a summary help sheet in “Jottings on ‘Junius’: an Aid to
Users of Old English Letter Fonts,” OEN 27.3: 30. Licbl
provides tables of the keyboard assignments and key codes of
characters for Times Old English, Junius, and Anglo-Saxon
Capitals. The singlc page presentation allows quick reference.
While Liebl’s only mention of Windows is parenthetical, his
tables are only for DOS or Windows users of the fonts and
may not work for all word processing programs. Similar tables
that will work for anyone using the fonts, either in Mac or
DOS/Windows, come with the latest version of Baker’s “OE
Font Pack.”

The Beowulf Project continued to be well publicized. Carl
Berkhout (“Beowulf Goes Digital,” Computing and Commu-
nications News (Univ. of Arizona) 4.4: 8) provides a summary
description of the project, starting with a concise report of
the manuscript’s physical history and condition, then briefly
explaining how the project got started and the technologies
involved in its progress. He includes directions on how to
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view, via the internet, samples of the work. Elizabeth Heichler
offers another review and promation of the project, reaching
a wider audience (“Beowulf Prowls the Internet through Li-
brary Project,” Computerworld 23 May: 77). Heichler stresses
the project’s links to the British Library’s Initiatives for Ac-
cess program; all of the images to which she refers, Beownf
included, are now available on-line. Also available on-line is
Heichler's article, in full or in summary in the Compurerworld
archives, at hotp://www.computerworld.com/search/AT-
html/g405/940523SL2obeowulfhemi.

h. Anglo-Norman Studies

The ecclesiast Baudri of Bourgeuil (1046-1130) refers more
than once, in a panegyric poem known as the “Adelae
Comitissae,” to a wall-hanging that depicts the Norman Con-
quest. Since the carly history of the Bayeux Tapestry—its
first four hundred years actually—is obscure, the object and
veracity of Baudri’s reference have remained open to debate.
In “The Adelae Comitissac of Baudri of Bourgeuil and the
Baycux Tapestry” (Anglo-Norman Studies 16: 55-73), Shirley
Ann Brown and Michael W. Herren set out to answer two
questions: “(1) Did Baudri himself have direct experience of
the Bayeux Tapestry? (2) If so, did he see it in the chamber of
Adeéle, Countess of Blois,” William the Conqueror’s daugh-
ter (58)? The answers come in a lucid and careful argument
that compares descriptions in Baudri’s poem with particular
scencs in the Tapestry and with other possible source ac-
counts of the Norman Conquest. Although Baudri clabo-
rates on the Tapestry’s visual delincacion of the story, Brown
and Herren identify details in his poem that appear to be
drawn directly and only from the Tapestry. In describing
Harold's death, for instance, Baudri is the first to name an
arrow as the killing weapon. His source, Brown and Herren
suggest, is a misreading of the Tapestry scene, an attribution
of the caption announcing Harold’s death to the arrow-
wounded figure rather than to the wounded figure just to the
right surrounded by four knights. The writers summarize their
evidence and address the opposition point by point, with the
persuasive conclusions that Baudri did indeed see and study
the Bayeux Tapestry, burt did not do so in Adtle’s bed cham-
ber. Baudri’s mention of the Countess's bed-hangings is, in-
stead, pare of his hyperbolic praise of Addle and of a series of
references 1o literary invention (including one in a caption to
a crossing scene, newly re-translated by Brown and Herren),
His goal, argue Brown and Herren, was to win patronage
from the countess.

Drawing on two details in a single Bayeux Tapestry panci,
Derck F. Renn, explores the functions of particular towers
and flags at the time of the Norman Conquest. His starting
point in “Burhgeat and gonfanon: Two Sidelights from the
Bayeux Tapestry” (Anglo-Norman Studies 16: 177-98) is a pancl
that shows an armed man who seems to be William the Con-
queror ready to set off for batele. The figure stands near an
open-doored tower and holds aloft a split-tailed flag. Renn
examines other towers depicted in the Tapestry as well as

surviving examples of similar buildings—those with “with large
upper openings™—in England at the time of the Conquest.
In his careful descriptions of the towers, Renn attempts to
distinguish berween those with religious and with secular func-
tion. He proposes that the building from which William ap-
pears to have emerged had a secular funcrion linked to a dis-
play of social standing and power. In making this argument,
Renn has “appropriated the term ‘burhgeat’ . . . to mean a
free-standing building of at least two storeys, the upper with
large openings, the architectural detail of which suggests a
date no larer than the twelfth century. Its purpose might be
either secular or religious, or a joint corporate venture with
compatible objectives. An open gallery or a large upper door-
way <an only have been for display (of people or of relics) and
not for defense” (183).

The functions and types of the thircy-seven flags shown
in the Baycux Tapestry are the subject of the second section
of the article. The identification of all che flags, not just the
gonfanon held aloft on William's lance, is actempted. Renn
argues moreover that a close succession of variously poised
flags depicts movement. While more illustrations could have
provided summary support for both sections of the article,
Renn provides detailed descriptions and some line drawings
of the buildings with which he is concerned. The article in-
cludes two appendices: an archacological account of “The West
Tower of St. Michael at the Northgate, Oxford,” and a table
of “The Gonfanons of the Bayeux Tapestry.”

The history of Anglo-Norman studics is addressed in
Amos Lee Laine’s “John Rastell and the Norman Conquest:
Tudor Theories about the Feudal Age” (The Rusted Hauberk:
Feudal Ideas of Order and Their Decline, Ed. Liam O. Purdon
and Cindy L. Vitto (Gainesville, FL) 299-308). Laine gath-
ers criteria for judging whether or not early Renaissance think-
ers perceived the Norman conquest as a significant and del-
cterious break from Anglo-Saxon England and for assessing
Tudor perceptions of Anglo-Norman feudalism. John Rastell
(1475-1536), a lawyer and printer, and che brother-in-law of
Thomas More, is Laine's test case. Rastell vigorously sup-
ported the English Church and was zealously anti-Roman.
He promoted medicval law written in English rather than in
French, defending both the idea of inherencly English law
and the language itself. In these parriotisms, Rastell reveals
the sense of history Lainc is secking. Rastell, Laine argucs,
understood the Norman Conquest as a major breaking point
in English history and culture and had a developed enough
perception of the past to question the accuracy of contempo-
rary views of Arthur. Because Rastell never reveals any aware-
ness of the post-Conquest changes in fief and tenure, how-
ever, Laine resists “the temptation to fit Rastell into the for-
mula that could prove that he, an carly Tudor humanist, un-
derstood whac later men would term feudalism” (306).

1. Varia

The “Anonymus ad Cuimnanum”: Expossitio Latinitatis,
Corpus Christianorum, Series Latina, 133D (Turnhout:
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Brepols, 1992), edited by Bernhard Bischoff and Benge
Léfstedr, is 2 Donatus commentary in a northern English
manuscript from the first half of the cighth century. By roughly
800, the manuscript, part of the “Codex Lauantinus” and the
only complete version of the “Anonymus” text, was in the
possession of the monastery at Murbach; four fragmentary
versions are continental. While Bischoff believes that
“Anonymus” was an Irish grammarian, the original text icself
may have been eicher insular or continental; the title of the
work is Bischoff’s (given in 1958, indicating the length of
time Bischoff worked on the text). The dedication says about
Cuimnan only that he is blind, and though the name can be
found in various forms in carly Ireland, Bischoff proposes a
continental identificatton, “Bishop™ Cumian of Bobbio. The
inscription on the burial marker of this Cuimian, erected by
the Lombard King Liudprand in the fiest half of the cighth
century, notes “his noble descent from the Irish race” as well
as his ccclesiastical position—"[tlhe title episcopts can mean
here more than the functions of an Irish monastic bishop”
(xii). The writer of the grammatical commentary itself “tries
to grant a particular intensity fo the presentation of his sub-
ject mateer,” evident, for instance, in the “innumerable times”
the reader is encouraged in study (xx). Bischoff reviews the
somewhat unusual grammartical sources drawn upon in the
text and its Christian character—the text opens with a prayer
and “Anonymus” draws in particular on Jerome. Bischoff's
discussion of the tradition and author of the text forms the
first of two introductory scctions. Loéfstedt’s valuable work
on the text, completed after Bischoff’s death, can be seen in
part in the second section. He addresses the language of the
text under the headings of orchography, morphology, syntax,
vocabulary, and style. The edited texe has twenty-five parts,
some quite brief, plus the concluding dedication to Cuimnan.

Daniel F. Pigg endeavors to raisc the estimation of the
fourteenth century poctic romance, Athelston. In “The Im-
plications of Realist Poetics in the Middle English Athelston”
(ELN 32.2:1-8), Pigg argues that traditional source and ana-
logue approaches to the poem have failed to explain its as-
sorted contents. He proposes instead that the poem be read
in terms of its contemporary political (royal) and ecclestasti-
cal systems of signification. In particular, he reads the act of
treason—a major issuc in the poem—as an attack on signifi-
cation. Pigg briefly examines church and state signs at the
time Athelston was composed (1355-1380) before moving to a
discussion of the romance itself. The narrative reaches clo-
sure and social order is restored by the correct reading of signs
by Archbishop Alryke. The Church’s prominence in govern-
ing meaning does not, asserts Pigg, overshadow the multiple
approaches to defining truth (or realism) in the poem. The
interplay of political and ccclesiastical signs, and some of the
overlapping numerical signs, in the romance leads Pigg to
conclude that Athelston centers on issucs of truth and false-
niess articelated in terms of testing pledges and defining trea-
son, both within the romance and against the historical, po-

litical context of the reign of Edward II.

The Reign of Cnut: King of England, Denmark and Nor-
way (London: Leicester Univ. Press; Rutherford, NJ: Fairleigh
Dickinson Univ. Press) contains twelve essays, amply illus-
trated, on political, literary, legal, religious, and numismatic
topics, several of which are revisions of papers given at a 1990
conference at the Manchester Centre for Anglo-Saxon Stud-
ics. All but onc of the essays are covered under subsequent
headings. John Crook’s “A Worthy Antiquity’: the Move-
ment of King Cnut’s Bones in Winchester Carhedral” (165-
92) begins in Winchester Cathedral with the mortuary boxes
said to contain the bones of an array of Anglo-Saxon greats,
including Egbert, Cynewulf, Emma, and Cnut. Crook argues
that Cnut {d. 1035) “was either reburied or even buried from
the first near to Winchester's principle saine, the ninth-cen-
tury Bishop Swithun” {172). By tracing the construction his-
tory of the cathedral from before the rebuilding of the Old
Minster begun in 971, Crook tracks the changing locations
and conrainers of the relics as well as cheir occasional rough
treatment {bones were scattered by raging Parliamentarians).
The contents of the boxes have been examined at least three
times since the late eighteenth century; Crook calls for a new
study. Despite the jumble of history and of bones in the chests,
Crook concludes that the evidence supports Cnut’s remains
being among those that line the presbytery of Winchester
Cathedral.

The physical traces of ancient Essex are catalogued by
Stephen Pewsey and Andrew Brooks in a scholarly travelogue
entitled East Saxon Heritage: an Essex Gazetteer (Stroud,
Gloucs., and Dover, NH: Alan Sutton, 1993). The ineroduc-
tion offers an overview of East Saxon history from Roman
Britain to the Norman Conquest. The place name entries
that follow, in alphabetical order, include in cach heading the
earliest known form of the place name and its derivation. A
description of what remains visible at the sight, historical,
archacological, and litcrary information, and detailed direc-
tions for finding the location form the body of each entry.
The e¢ntry on Barking, for instance, is three pages long and
covers not just details of the abbey’s history, but discussion of
the problems exactly locating its original site, of evidence con~
cerning whether or not it was burnt by Vikings, and of its
various reconstructions; the entry also refers travellers to the
nearby museum that houses finds from the abbey. The book
is fun reading for the actual or the armchair traveller.

Klaus R. Grinda and Claus-Dicter Wetzel have edited a
collection of twenty-cight essays in honor of Hans Schabram,
entitled Anglo-Saxonica: Beitriige zur Vor- und Friibgeschichte
der englischen Sprache und zur altenglischen Literatur. Festschrift
fiir Hans Schabram zum 65 Geburestag (Munich: Tink, 1993).
The international group of contributors presents mostly es-
says in German, alchough ten are in English. All but four of
the essays are reviewed in subsequent categories; the four are
Rudolf Schiitzeichel’s study of the place of morphology in
dictionary making, specifically concerned with the Dictio-
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nary of Old High German; Wolfgang P. Schmid’s discussion
of the relationship between the Lithuanian and Germanic
words for amber and Giinter Neumann's companion piece on
classical reference 10 amber, especially in a description in Pliny's
Nasural History; and Ulrich Mslk's discussion of the fox and
wolf episode in Marie de France’s Yengrimus and its connec-
tion to an English fable collection attributed to King Alfred.

Commemorations published this year included those of
Jess B. Bessinger, Jr., T.A.M. Bishop, Danicl G. Calder, C.R.
Dodwell, Rupert Bruce-Mitford, and Laurence Kennedy
Shook. See also David Ganz's bibliography of the publica-
tions of T.A.M. Bishop (OEN 27.3: 16).

JS.E.

2. Language

Works Not Seen:

Kahlas-Tarkka, Leena, and Macti Rissanen. “Medieval En-
glish Studies in Finland.” Med. Eng. Stud. Newsletter 30:
2—6.

Kubouchi, Tadao; Haruo Iwasaki, John Scahill, 2nd Yasuhiro
Yano. A Bibliography of Publications on Medieval English
Language and Literature in Japan. Tokyo: Center for
Medieval English Studies, Univ. of Tokye. xi, 1g pp.

Mirarchi, Giovanni, et al, Gemma Manganella. Alessandria:
Edizioni dell'Orso. 17 pp.

Young-Bac, Park. “Medicval English Studies in Korea.” Med.
Eng. Stud. Newsletter 31: 4~7.

a. Lexicon, Glosses

A.diP. Healey and the other editors bring us the Dictionary of
Old English: A (26 pp- + 8 fiches). This reviewer has now seen
A, which is added to /&, B, Beon, C, and D of the DOE as of
our bibliographic compilation. Those sections along with the
preface and list of texts already have proven invatuable to many
OE scholars—bravo. A.diP. Healey’s “The Search for Mean-
ing” (The Editing of Old English, pp. 85-96) discusses in some
detail the use of editions to compile the DOE files rather
than manuscripts, and the author entertains some of the prob-
lems that decision presented. All of the examples are from
the B fascicle. T. Hoad’s “Word Geography: Previous Ap-
proaches and Achievements” (Speaking in Our Tongues, pp.
197-203) reviews various works based on the 1937 work of
Kaiser and those who follow the work of McIntosh. The
article is interesting by way of review, but only mentions OE
in passing. L. Kornex!'s “Progress in Historical Lexicogra-
phy: the Dictionary of Old English” (Anglia 112, 421-53) re-
views the development of the DOE and points out the stan-
dard problems with any sort of work which is to be consid-
cred comprehensive. The author praises the entire DOE
project and notes that the editors expressly welcome con-
structive criticism.

A. Liberman, in “An Analytic Dictionary of English Ety-
mology” (Dictionaries 15, 1=29), outlines plans for an analyric
dictionary of English ctymology. The project has arrived at a
list of 8,000 words, made progress in collecting resource/ref-
erence material, and discussed editorial problems. The project
still lacks funding.

J. Roberts’ “Report on A Thesaurus of Old English”
(OEN 27.3, 23-24) tells us that the TOE was meant to be a
research tool and its compilers hope it will be reworked as
needed. She lists the cighteen categories of vocabulary used
in the project, bricfly reviews the history of the project, and
discusses some of the problems in categorization. L. Grundy’s

“The Steucture of A Thesaurus of Old English” (OEN 27.3,
2§=27) informs us about the database for the TOE, gives ex-
amples from the database, and cxplains that it is searchable
with standard tools. C. Kay's “From HT o TOE (or vice
versa)” (OEN 27.3, 28-29) exphains the necessity of having
different classifications in TOE from those in HT. The au-
thor illustrates chat the differences in semantic fields in the
various periods create the necessity using the example of «mu-
SIC»,

A. Fischer's “Bedbur, an Old English Ghost Word?”
(Anglo-Saxonica, pp. 327-33) suggests that OF bedburis a ghost
word racher than a hapax legomenon. While OE bedbur is
not impossible morphologically, it is likely that the O-scribe’s
correction of B's bedbur to brydbur is correct. P. Pulsiano, in
“Additional Evidence for an Old English ‘Canterbury Vocabu-
lacy™ (NM 95, 257-65), notes fourteen more words confined
to the Canterbury texts: acofrian, fordimmian, forgyting, fyndel,
halbere, oferpyrt, reafol, stafiwis, unstefivis, twisebt, twisehean,
twisehtnes, ungecoplic/ungecoplice, and Jrinen. The Canterbury
group doesn’t contain anything extraordinary, and chis is what
makes it interesting. Its ordinariness may help with questions
of regional origin or manuscripts.

L. Kahlas-Tarkka's “What Does the Jungle of Middle
English Manuscripts Tell Us? On ME Words for ‘every’ and
‘cach’ with Special Reference to Their Many Variants” (En-
glish Historical Linguistics 1992, pp. 305-15) is another article
primarily about ME. However, this work does mention OE
ale, efre, gebwile, aghwile, eghwa, and gebwa. The author uses
the four periods of ME found in the Helsinki Corpus for her
database, listing the ME forms of ‘every’ and ‘cach’ found
there in an appendix. These forms appear to be dialectally as
well as historically distributed. X. Dekeyser’s “The Multal
Quantifiers much/many and Their Analogues: a Historical
Lexico-Semantic Analysis” (Lewvense Bijdragen 83, 289-99)
examines OE micel/much and notes they can express extent,
multity, and number. Much is historically countable and non-
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countable while many always expresses number. The author
concludes that the semantic domains of much and many scem
to be shrinking, The work also covers a lot of, lots of, a great
deal of, and plenty of.

J. Bately’s “An Alfredian Legacy? On the Fortunes and
Fate of Some Items of Boethian Vocabulary in Old English”
(From Anglo-Saxon to Early Middle English, pp. 8-32) pre-
sents a reassessment of Fischer's judgment (1979) that Alfred’s
resourcefulness in translating Boethian philosophical terms
was more original and greater than Chaucer’s. By examining
the now more accessible earlier texts and Lat redactions, it
can be shown that many of the “loan translations,” “loan trans-
fers,” and “loan conservations” were already in circulation; his
translation contribution to the OF vocabulary is “surprisingly
slight.” U. Fries’ “Towards a Description of Text Deixis in
Old English” (Anglo-Saxonica, pp. 527—40) notes that text
deixis is worth investigating but has ateracted litde attention,
especially in historical application. The author examines the
twerms here and now in their historical manifestations and uscs
phrases from the Helsinki Corpus. OE ber and nu and their
co-accurrences as her+secgan and hervongin®; nu+secgan,
nuscwedan, sprecan, hyran, eydan. More occurrences of text
deictic examples of nu cxist in Helsinki than those for ber,
buc a limited corpus may under-represent certain occusrences.

A. Mocrdijk's “(Mis)usc of Semantic Parallelism:
Robinson’s Etymology of English girl” (Northwestern Euro-
pean Lang. Evolution 24, 49-65) questions Robinson’s (1967)
etymological extension of OE gyrela ‘dress, apparel’ to fill the
lexical gap through an argument for functional polysemy.
There is an extensive deeper examination of Robinson’s par-
allels which leads to the general rejection of the semantic
extension. Five so-called conditions for doing parallels are
proposed, but they are all essentially prescriptions for careful
etymological argumencation. Y. Terasawa’s “Some Etymo-
logical and Semasiological Notes on girl” (Anglo-Saxonica, pp.
335—45) concerns itself mostly with ME, when che carliest
instances of girf appear and the semantic change from ‘a young
person of cither sex’ to ‘a young female’ begins. The author
attempts to connect ME girle 1o an OF word and agrees with
Robinson’s proposal of OE gyrela as the likely etymon for
ME girle. The semantic shift scems due to other words for
‘child’, ‘boy’, ‘youth’, and ‘female’ becoming obsolete or tak-
ing on other, unambiguous meanings.

G. Kellermann, in “Aspects of Erymological Inference: a
Case Study of OE hacegsteald / ModE bachelor and OE
haegresse / ModE witch” (Diachrony within Syncbrony: Lan-
guage History and Cognition, pp. 509—28) provides an etymo-
logical/semantic history for OE hegsteald and hegtesse. Occam’s
razor won’t always work for semantic reconstruction. In the
case of hegsteald/begtesse the pragmatic force of the features
prevents the words from completely ridding themselves of
their etymological meanings. This force of features must be
inferred by those trying to reconstruct semantic histories.

A.R. Riedinger's “Lexical Inequities in Marriage: Old
English wif, wer, and busbonda” (SN 66, 3-14) argues that up

until husband replaced wer as meaning ‘married man’, men
and women were nearly equal in OE sociery. The change to
husband occurred around 1200, about the same time women
began to lose their heretofore present equality in literature
and language. The author traces the semantic changes in wer
and hushonda. M. Bajema’s “T'he Mother's Brother: an In-
vestigation into the Mecaning of Old English eam”
(Neophilologus 78, 633-43) studies the possible meanings of
eam. The author concludes that most of the time eam docs
refer to the ‘mother’s brother’. Out of twenty-seven instances,
the meaning of eam was unclear in four, meant something
other than ‘mother’s brother” in seven (usually ‘grandfather
or facher’s brother’ or ‘husband of aunt’), and ‘mother’s brother’
in sixteen instances. The other meanings and the unclear
meanings are generally translations from Lar or lace occur-
rences; perhaps the extension to ModE uncle begins here.

L.. Moessner studies the lexical/semantic development of
the terms for dogs in “Dog—Man's Best Friend: a Scudy in
Historical Lexicology” (English Historical Linguistics 1992, pp.
207-18). The author begins with the five OE terms denoting
types of dogs: *docga, hund, bwelp, bicce, and grighund. The
positive and negative connotations of these terms are consid-
ered. Using data from the A7), the author studies the history
and development of these terms as well as those in ME and
eModE, particularly Shakespeare. The author concludes that
the more general terms possess negative connotations when
applied to humans but neutral ones when applied to dogs.
Breed terms are generally positive for both people and dogs,
except spaniel which is negative when applied to people. P.
Pulstano, in “Old English Nomina ventorum” (SN 66, 15—
26), discusses two unedited manuscripts containing names of
winds: Cambridge University Library Kk. 3.21 and Bricish
Library, Harley 3667 which was originally parc of Cotton
Tiberius C.i. Kk. 3.21. The confusion about OE wind names
arises from copying errors in texts and the three possible ar-
rangements of four-point, cight-point, or twelve-point com-
passes. Of all the manuscripts containing wind names, the
author deems Kk. 3.21 the most accurate. G. Mirarchi’s
“Proposte per un'interpretazione dell'agpettivo hasu nella poesia
anglosassone” (Annali dell'Istituo Universitario Orientale,
sezion¢ germanica, n.s. 4.1-2, 289-305) examines the use of
poctic OF hasu in six instances, usually glossed as ‘grey, dusky,
tawny, ashen’, He proposes that the contexts suggest greater
brightness and variagation than the traditional dark color-
fessness.

H. Gneuss' “Language Contact in Early Medieval En-
gland: Latin and Old English” (Speaking in Our Tongues, pp.
149-57) outlines what he feels are important areas for the scudy
of Lat/OE contact and contact between OE and other lan-
guages. These areas are history and archacology, progress in
historical linguistics, and manuscript evidence. He includes
some OE examples in the third section, but che article focusses
on general concepts. V. Kniezsa’s “The Scandinavian Ele-
ment in the Vocabulary of the Peterborough Chronicle” (En-
glish Historical Linguistics, pp. 235-45) concludes that although
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Scan words appear they are too infrequent and unvaried 1o
establish the extent of Scan borrowing into OE during the
time of the Pererborough Chronicle. The author offers two
appendices: the first contains Scan influences in Peterborough;
the second lists verbs containing Scan a rather than OE «. E.
Kolb’s “Anglo-nordische Komposita in der Dichtersprache”
(Anglo-Saxonica, pp. 469-82) states that the occurrences of
the compounds are too many to ignore but not enough to
draw any strong conclusions. The article stands mainly as
examinations of compounds that have the potential to have
common membership in both languages—the greatest con-
centration in OE comes from Beowudf. K.R. Grinda’s “Zu
cinigen Komposita aus Substantiv vor Adjektiv in der
altenglischen Poesie” (Anglo-Saxonica, pp. 347-400) offers
mostly description of the compounding of noun plus adjec-
tive or adjective based second elements in OE poetry, with an
indexed list of over 150 examples. Rather than breaking theo-
retical ground, the article rends to revisit those examples about
which the author has something to say. It would be informa-
tive if some rules of compounding actually shed light on com-
pound meanings, but studies of any period inevitably prove
thart there is still much arc and context sensitivity to deducing
combinartorial meaning.

D.Q. Adams’ “A Tocharo-Germanic Correspondence:
TochB tuk- ‘be hidden’ and OE déog ‘she concealed himself™
(Historische Sprachforschung 107, 310-12) adds TochB aiek- to
Ringe’s (1990) TochB reki ‘word’ and AB tak- ‘touch’ as evi-
dence of commeon innovation. Shared metathesis and unusual
morphology mediate against simple independent development.
A. Bammesberger's “On the Prchistory of Old English sam-
fsom= ‘half™ (Northwestern European Lang., Evolution 24, 3-
14) rehearses the many appropriate materials, arguing that Gme
*sémi-X- > pre-OE "sdmi-X- was replaced by *sdma-X- un-
der the influence of compounds like *hatba-X-. A. Breeze’s
“Old English forb ‘pole’; Middle Welsh Hory ‘cudgel™ (N&-Q
41, 439-40) first notes the relative rarity of the word and the
lack of an accepted etymology for it. Most likely, OE lorh was
derived from late British or Primitive Welsh */or and related
to words for ‘staff’, ‘club’, ‘spearshaft’. E.P. Hamp's “English
elk” (Northwestern European Lang. Evolution 24, 47-48) ar-
gues that OE eofb loses the b but restores it by levelling to
*eolbes, eventually elk, by [xes] > [xs] > [ks] > [k]. K.T.
Witczak’s “Germanic *raib- ‘roedecr, Capreolus capreolus: a
Proposal for a New Ecrymology” (Historische Sprachforschung
107, 141—42) argues that Gme *rdih- < IE *rdyk- should be
added to Adams’ (1985) Greck and Welsh origins for the word
for ‘roedeer’ because metathesis makes their common ances-
tor IE *york-.

].D. Pheifer, in “How Not to Edit Glossaries” (The Ed-
iting of Old English, 263-97), presents a historical account of
glossaries and their editing, focusing on Vatican 1469, Monte
Cassino go, and the Epinal/Erfurc. The author notes that
collations should occur at the foot of the page and transla-
tions, if they are included at all, on the facing page. Glossary
editors, if they arc not to repeat mistakes of previous editors,

need a wide variety of knowledge, classical, patristic, and cul-
wral. P. Pulsiano’s “London, British Library, Cotton Otho
E.i: a Neglected Larin-Old English Glossary” (ANQ n.s. 7,
195—200) notes that there has been an undeserved lack of at-
tention to Cotton Otho E.i. There are thirteen leaves of this
work which are usable even though the manuscript was burned.
He argues that it should be included in any new edition of
Cotron Cleopatra since Otho appears to be copied from it. P.
Pulsiano's “New Old English Glosses in the Vitelfius Psalter”
(ANQn.s. 7, 3-6) informs us about newly recorded glosses to
the Vitellius Psalter in Psalms 31-60. These thicty-two new
glosses can be used to complete previously partial glosses and
to correct misreadings in Rosier.

S. Ono’s “Word Preference in the Old English Verbs of
Possessing” (Anglo-Saxonica, pp. 279-88) looks at verbs of
possession cequivalent to Lat possidere in Lindisfarne, Rushworth,
and Corpus Gospels. Although the distribution of agnian (Li),
gesitran (Ru), and agan (WScp) appears to be dialectal, it prob-
ably isn’t especially so in non-biblical texts. The article pre-
sents long lists of examples from various OE texts of occur-
rences of OE words for Lac possidere. M.J. Toswell’s “A Fur-
ther Old English Gloss in Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, MS
lac. 846" (N&-Q 41, 10-11) provides a small set of glosses at
the end of Psalm 38 which were missed by Hargreaves and
Clark in the citular manuscript. He argues that these glosses
support the idea that the Paris manuscript was probably cop-
ied from the Eadwine Psalter. Lines in MS lat. 8846 show
that an interlinear gloss was probably planned.

P. Lendinara’s “The Old English Renderings of Latin
tabernaculum and tencoriton” (Anglo-Saxonica, pp. :89-325)
discusses the various interpretations of tabernaculiem and ten-
toriiom found in OE texts. These various interpretations, ac-
cording to the author, help modern scholars discern schol-
arly, dialectal, and chronological preferences among the OE
texes and scribes. The work provides longs lists of citations
for OE cquivalents of words under study. The chosen terms
vary in poetry and prose and between translations and glosses.
OE (ge)teld is the only rendering of tentorfim, but terms for
tabernaculum are more varied. G. Neumann's “Swaliternicum
‘Bernstein™ (Anglo-Saxonica, pp. 431-39) adds the WGmc
“swali-terw-in-an or *swali-terw-tj-an to the reflexes of IE
*ghles- as non-Lat terms for ‘amber’ in Plinius,

b. Syntax, Phonolgy, Other Aspects

R. Quirk and C.L.. Wrenn's An Old English Grammar (xii,
175 p) marks the availability of the steadfast introductory gram-
mar again. 5.E. Deskis has not fiddled with its “clarity, case
of reference, and flexibility”; she has reworked che 1957 bib-
liographic supplement into a suggestive seven pages. C.
Barber’s The English Language: a Historical Introduction (xii,
299 pp.) is a revision of The Story of English (1968) that now
seems to be calculated to capture an audience of undergradu-
ates. Alchough there are changes that make the work a lictle
more technical and a bic more focused on English, it is still a
sclective, broadly expository introduction to the history of
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the language. It may not be “essential reading also for stu-
dents of linguistics” as its blurb states, but the final chapters
have an interesting representation of post seventeenth cen-
tury standardization, English as a world language, and a mo-
dicum of linguistic prognostication. A. Crépin’s Deux mille
ans de langue anglaise (191 pp.) is like the Cours; it scems to be
keyed to the particulars of a series of lectures; on the other
hand, it does utilize the coherence of one author’s view of
how to move expeditiously from one end of the history of the
English language to the other. The brevity of the work pre-
cludes external history; and the internal history is a series of
most salienc linguistic features—parcicularly those that change
in the most observable ways. Each of the twenty-five short
chapters seems to represent a very robust fecture on a perti-
nent matter, Standard topics of an introductory course in lin-
guistics are handled with English language exemplification:
for example, starting with Chapter Sixteen, the book closes
with two sufficient lectures on the great vowel shift, two short
lectures on pronouns, three lectures on auxiliaries, and three
exemplifying lectures on semantic change.

R. Lass’ Old English: a Historical Linguistic Companion
(xx, 300 pp.) utilizes a leit mortif of language structures appro-
priately recapitulating an English phylogeny, buc thac is not
to imply that he simply perceives older periods as inchoate
versions of later ones. The author focuses on systems and
systematic changes in the context of theories. The work is
introductory but intellectual; ic is full of phonological data
but not afraid of explanatory metaphors along side theoretical
explanations. Occasionally description parades as explanation,
and the book is more topical than chronological: 1) language
family relacionships; 2) IE to WGme phonology; 3) WGme
to OE; 4) suprasegmental and syllabic structure; §) the pho-
nological shaping of word structures; 6) noun phrase mor-
phology and structures; 7) verb inflections; 8) OE vocabulary;
9) some standard scattered issues of OE syntax; 10} the com-
plex “dissolution” of OE. The work is important as a model
of the marriage of a respect for the details of philology and
the intelligent of use of contemporary theory to examine is-
sucs in such a way that they are interesting and accessible to
readers willing to go somewhat beyond the beginning stages
of the subject.

D. Denison’s English Historical Syntax (xv, 530 pp.) stands
halfway between a general history of the language textbook
and a scholarly exploration of the very large historical area of
verbal constructions; while it is narrower in subject than the
historical English syntax of Traugotc (1972), it more than
compensates with its respect for many methodologies. In gen-
cral it exhibits the vircues of boath ends of the spectrum, as
well as a few of the vices. The lack of syntactic sensitivity in
Visser's (1963~73) fundamental work has been addressed with
reasonable success, and Visser's intentional insensitivity to
theory and method has been strongly rejoined in a sensible
pan-linguistic contextualization for some classic issues that
surround the history of the predicate in English. Two side
effects are a very good introduction to linguistic methodolo-

gies and theories, focussed on a particular topic, and an un-
fortunate rudderlessness for the serious reader; che first far
outweighs the second. The historical period descriptions are
Just skerches, and the description of the rise of word order
pays too little attention to the issue of sentence typology;
however, both are sensible if a bit terse. On the other hand,
the characrerizations of impersonals, the rise of formal passives,
complementation, and verb expansion are all effective. The
OE scholar and the verb construction specialists will not be
much edified, bur good sample data and descriptions will in-
form the incelligent student,

N. Blake’s “Premisses and Periods in a History of En-
glish” (English Historical Linguistics 1992, pp. 37-46) argucs
that scholars interested in the history of English should pay
more attention to standards of language; the history of En-
glish is a history of standards. The auchor claims chat it is
difficult to tatk about a standard before Alfred and thar we
have “English” only when we have a standard. The concept
would revise the dates for the traditional periods of English.
OE would then be from the time of Alfred to che late twelfth
or carly thirteenth century; ME would be a time of no stan-
dard; ModE would have three periods: 1400-1660, 1660-1798,
and 17¢8-present. One mighe still note that there have always
been methodological venues for the study of that which was
not wrirten down and testified to by the educated, so we are
perhaps left with the requirement to say what we are study-
ing—perhaps even more to the point, any study is an abstrac-
tion of rules and categories that have a different kind of real-
ity than the language itself. M. Gretsch, in “The Language
of the ‘Fonthill Lewer™ (45E 23, §7-102), reprints the text of
the leter and presents its history. The author attempts to
macch che language of the letter to its purported date in the
late ninth or carly tenth century and notes chat there seems
to have been an attempt on the part of the author to mini-
mize spelling variations. The lerter is important to OE scholars
because it seems to represent colloquial speech more than
other letters or texts. J. Fisiak contends, in “Linguistic Real-
ity of Middle English” (English Historical Lingrustics 1992, pp.
47-61), that ME is a linguistic construct. What we have in
ME grammars today is not a description of what speakers
during that time actually did. Such a construct is justified
depending on what use we make of it and provided we under-
stand it isn’t the language. The same, one can note in pass-
ing, can be said for any scientific representation.

E.C. Polomé’s “Proto-Germanic and the Reconstruction
of Proto-Indo-European” (Northwestern European Lang. Evo-
lution 23, 3-40) raises the problem of the rough evidence for
PGmc before Ulfala that consists mainly of inconsistently
spelled, scattered terms and proper names in classical authors.
The article is clear in its tracing of the problem and theories
that surround the proto-phonology of Gme. Major theories
are cxamined and a proposcd system of phonemes and
diachrony is postulated. While this accurately acknowledges
the many areas open for discussion, such postulations in gen-
eral act as if there were in fact a coherent unified enticy rather
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than a range of variations—such is the fiction in most proto-
speculation. P.E. Davenport’s “The De-Indo-Europeanising
of English (I)" (Hitotsubash Jnl of Ares and Sciences 34, 24—
39) discusses the obvious fact that the loss of casc, gender,
inflection, and synthetic tendencies in English represent a
movement away from Gmc and other IE languages. He natu-
rally ateributes these movements to the usual variety of influ-
ences.

In H.F. Niclsen’s “Ante-Old Frisian: a Review” (North-
western Evropean Lang. Evolution 24, 91-136}, the coined des-
ignation of the title suggests that the origins may not even
have been in an early Gme dialect which is typical of this
judicious and thorough review of historical/linguistic Fris is-
sues. The article gives the greatest credit to H. Kuhn on the
origins of the name and “North-West Block” theory of prov-
enance, but the door is lefi open for sensible criticism. The
richest arca of discussion remains its dialectal position within
Gmec: North Sea grouping, Anglo-Frisian hypothesis,
Ingveonic theory, and links between OFris and ON. The ru-
nic evidence is too sparse to lead to strong conclusions, bue
the field is becoming more circumspect. Finally, the author
tends to discount Lex Frisionium and Traditiones Fildenses as
direce evidence of the linguistic issues at hand,

R. Hogg's “Linguistics, Philology, Chickens and Eggs”
(English Historical Linguistics 1992, PP. 3-16) is a general in-
terest article which rehashes the bartle beeween theory ori-
ented linguists and data oriented philologists, Using
Campbell’s work on palatalization as an example, Hogg dem-
onstrates that even some philologists implicicly resort to theory
to accomplish their explanations. E. Bernardez’s “Can Catas-
trophe Theory Provide Adequare Explanations for Linguis-
tic Change? An Application to Syntactic Change in English”
(English Historical Lingwistics 1992, Pp- 17-27} attempts a more
formal rather than metaphorical application of catastrophe
theory to linguistic change. He notes that catastrophe cheory
is useful if one begins with existing possible constructions in
OE and compares them to ModE rather than assuming a
change from SOV to SVO, but the general problem of just
how much catastrophe mathematics does manage to explain
also obtains in linguistics. This reviewer is a long-time ad-
mirer of the sensible details and scholarly common sense of
B. Mitchell’s insights for OE; however, “The Englishness of
Old English” (From Anglo-Saxon to Early Middle English, pp.
163-81) is an assemblage of attitudes and self-evident bits of
text. The contemporary use of the term creolization in Gme
studies seems to have made for a red herring for both its origi-
nators and those who respond to its use, but Bailey (1973) et
sequenta and Mitchell find the word or issue important
enough. Of course at some abstract level any language not
spoken by an artificially unified linguistic community (per-
haps in a single register?) is subject to minimal creolization;
one is lef simply with an attitude toward what constitutes
the threshold for designation. The continuity/discontinuity
issue can be casily associated with the similarity/dissimilarity
question; threshold delineations and certainly differentiation

in a cline are always problematic as for instance in evolution-
ary theory. The issues need not be illegitimate to remain
irresolvable,

M. Laing and K. Williamson’s cditorial introduction to
Speaking in Our Tongues: Proceedings of a Colloquinm on
Medieval Dialectology and Related Disciplines (xii, 231 pp.) notes
the participants in the various fields, comments on the need
for interdisciplinary approaches to language, and briefly re-
views the papers presented. M. Benskin's “Description of
Dialect and Areal Distriburions” (Speaking in Our Tongues,
Pp- 169-87) focuses on the variety of terms used to deseribe
dialects and dialect areas in OF and ME. He argues that lin-
guists might use the methods of medical geography not just
for their mathematical and theoretical uses, but also because
they may be more informative as regards distributions of forms
and terms. If an investigation begins with a presupposed area,
the investigator tends to find evidence to fit. A more reveal-
ing approach would be to begin with the entire island, then
map forms, then divide into regions. Of course even a liccle
knowledge of something as old as Moore, Meech, and White-
hall boundaries for ME sheds light on why the desideratum
and the practice don't coincide.

A. Bammesberper’s “Phonology, Analogy, and How Lan-
guages Change: Notes on the Development of Some Gram-
matical Cacegorics in English” (Diachrony within Synchrony:
Language History and Cognition, PP- 359-75) surveys five ar-
eas: the rise and function of -sng forms, grammatical gender
and declension, weak verbs replacing strong verbs, nouns as
adjectives (and vice versa), and the function of stress in differ-
ent word classes. He affirms that traces of a language’s his-
tory can be found in its synchronic system. The author notes
the need to pay more artention to morphological and syntac-
tic change which may be triggered by phonological change.
D. Kastovsky, in “Typological Reorientation as a Result of
Level Interaction: the Case of English Morphology”
(Diachrony within Synchrony: Language History and Cogni-
tion, pp. 411=28), claims that the movement from OE to McodE
saw 2 shift from stem-based to word based inflection due to
the accumulation of morphophonemic alternations and their
increasing opacification. This caused the loss of ablaut nouns
and ablaut adjectives.

D. Megginson’s “He (pl) and Other New Old English
Pronouns” (ANQn.s. 7, 6-13) contends that OF fe may some-
times be used as a plural for bi. He notes that the two possible
objections to this contention, frequency and scribal correc-
tion, can be exphined away. Other forms are infrequent, and
it is hard to tell which variations were acceptable and which
were not to particular scribes. If be were an acceprable varianc
for the plural, more “room” would be left for the rise and
spread of she and they. The author provides examples of be as
plural and feminine singular from ten manuscripts. T. Hoad's
“Old English Weak Genitive Plural -an: Towards Establish-
ing the Evidence” (From Anglo-Saxon to Early Middle En-
glish, pp. 108-29) represents the beginning of a careful exami-
nation of weak genitive plural endings in -an, both nominal
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and adjcctival. Questions are raised about older assumed forms,
new forms are supported, and a future complete investigation
is left open to the utilization of the now accessible data. A.
Bammesberger’s “Das Pluralparadigma von urg. *1thsen-"
(Anglo-Saxonica, pp. 415-23) establishes che plural forms for
‘oxen’ from IE to a later PGme: Nom *ubsniz, Gen *ubsne,
Dat *ubsnumiz, Acc *ubsnunz. A. Bammesberger's “Two
Archaic Forms in the Ruthwell Cross Inscription” (ES 75, 97—
103) further supports the argument that both rodt and blode
are grammatically correct forms. The -1 of redi is clearly loca-
tive and can be traced back to Gme *~i. The association of
blode with the Gme instrumental is less clear, but this is not
a reason for rejecting the correctness of the form.

F. Kortlandt’s “The Germanic Sixth Class of Strong
Verbs” (Northwestern European Lang. Evolution 23, 69~73)
argues for the distribution of verbs in and around the Gme
sixth strong verbs, particularly formed from the merger of
reduplicated preterits with root aorists in IE. He notes the
conditions that both attract and repel membership by ana-
logical extension. T. Vennemann’s “Zur Encwicklung der
reduplizierenden Verben im Germanischen” (BGDSL 16, 167-
221) indicates that the strong application of phonological rules
can account for the reduplicating past tenses of Gme. In the
end he demonstrates the order of nine rules (sometimes com-
binations) on three proto-forms: HAIT-A- ‘be named’,
SLAP-A- ‘slecp’, and SKRAUD-A- ‘cut’. The new morpho-
logical rules and analogy are based on the fundamental pho-
nological rules. K.-H. Mottasuch’s “Idg, *h ei- ‘gehen’ im
Germanischen” (Historische Sprachforschung 107, 123—-40) in-
vestigates the relationship of Got iddja and OE eode, why the
present tense form of IE *h,ei- is lost, which historical forms
spawned which later forms, and which phonological processes
obtained. Many processes are involved, but reduplication scems
to be the center of the argument.

K. Carey, in “The Grammaticalization of the Perfect in
Old English: an Account Based on Pragmatics and Meta-
phor” (Perspectives on Grammaticalization, Current Issues in
Ling. Theory 109, 103-17}, concludes that the shift from ad-
jectival to perfece meaning of have was influenced by meta-
phor and pragmatics. She rejects Kurytowicz’s account be-
cause the data show that the shift to internal objects occurred
before the semantic shift to meaning ‘present action”. O.
Fischer's “The Development of Quasi-Auxiliaries in English
and Changes in Word Order” (Neophilologus 78, 137-64) is
primarily a critique of Brinton’s work on the same subject.
Fischer concludes that the change from have as a full verb to
a quasi-modal occurred after the change in the word order of
infinitival constructions. Thus it is a word order change racher
than a semantic change which triggers the change in the use
of have. T. Kortiandt’s “The Proto-Germanic Pluperfect”
(Amsterdamer Beitrige zur dlteren Germanistik 40, 1-$) attempts
to reconstruct an earlier form which was replaced by weak
preterits. The Gme class of preterit presents is an excellent
beginning point. There is little on OF excepra few examples.

B. Forssman's “Zu altenglish wyrcean ‘wirken’ und scinen

Entsprechungen” (Anglo-Saxonica, pp. 401-13} examines the
excessively varied forms of the verb in the context of newer
sound changes, dialectal variations, and a complex history.
He finds that the examination of the Gme cognates sheds a
great deal of light on the variety of forms. K.G. Daugherry’s
“Connectionist Inflectional Morphology: a Network-Based
Account of the Past Tense” (DAT 5B, 1512) focuses on the
past tense of English and argues that a connectionist theory
better explains the learning of natural language than the more
traditional symbolic rule based theory. A substantial portion
of the work focuses on OE past tense. L. Goossens's * Cunnan,
conne(n), can: the Development of a Radial Category”
(Diachrony within Synchrony: Language History and Cogni-
tion, pp. 377-94) shows how the centers of radial categories
can change. The history of cnman and its descendants pro-
vides an excellent example of this. The primary center of OE
cunnan is ‘know’, which shifts to the secondary center in ME
and disappears altogether in ModE. According to the author
this shifc demonstrates that synchrony can be dynamic.

B. Need and E. Schiller provide, in “A Unified Diachronic
Explanation of Modern English Modals"(CLS 29.1, 297-310),
an autolexicalist and minimalist approach to the history of
the English modals. Change in complement types 15 inde-
pendent of changes in morphology, alchough change in mor-
phology can affect syntactic and semantic changes. Since both
approaches have some clegance, the sum might be said to be
a unified approach which works beteer for diachronic study
than previous approaches. J. De ha Cruz, in “The Modals
Again in the Light of Historical and Cross-Linguistic Evi-
dence” (English Historical Linguistics 1992, pp- 145-56), arguces
that goverment binding theory is not much help when look-
ing at the categorization of the modals and do. He investi-
gates two sorts of occurrences: shall may and have mought,
which occur in ME but are absent in OE and ModE stan-
dard. The author doubts Lightfoot's recatcgorization of the
modals and proposes that perhaps the rest of the verbs sepa-
rated from the modals. In any case, it is argued that semantic
change is not important to the issue. L.K. Arnovick’s “The
Expanding Discourse of Promiscs in Present-Day English: a
Case Study in Historical Pragmatics” (Folia Linguistica
Historica 17, 175-91) concerns itself primarily with ModE prom-
ising acts and their lack of being taken seriously as obliga-
tions. She notes that in OF the act of promising scrves s a
contract. Shall and will are the focus of the investigation.

B. Need, in “Negation in English, an Autolexical Ac-
count of the Historical Changes” (CLS 27.2, 207-17), at-
tempts to characterize the mechanics of the change in nega-
tion pacterns and describe negation in four stages of English
in an autolexical system. She argues that negators need to be
treated as verbs in all stages. This avoids problems of raising
and lowering and accounts for the changes in the use of do,
eliminating the verb/adverb mismatch problem encountered
by other analyses. Change can occur in one module without
affecting another. G. Mazzon's “OE and ME Multiple Nega-
tion: Some Syntactic and Stylistic Remarks” (English Histort-
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cal Linguistics 1992, pp. 157-69) discusses the multiple nega-
tions of ME, mainly in Chaucer. These appear to be aberra-
tions. Multiple negation existed in OE, and carly works show
a higher percentage of such forms. Other works show that
the reduction of multiple negation and prevalence of simple
ncgation began in ME.

L.V. Breik and T. Swan’s “Initial Adverbials and Word
Order in English with special Reference to the Early Modern
English Period” (Studies in Early Modern English, PP- 11—43)
is a response to a tradition of loose descriptions of English as
a verb second language (or not) at differenc stages. The au-
thors offer the insight that eModE initial sentence adverbials
are far from reaching the point where they absolutely do not
trigger subjece-verb inversion. They generally find thar the
case for inversion in OF had been overstated by rescarchers,
buc the problem of what belongs in the triggering categories
is obvious and the mere passing references to the underlying
order keeps most reasoned contemporary argument about
process out of the discussions. S. Pintzuk’s “The Distribu-
tion and Syntax of OId English Adverbs” ( Groninger Arbeiten
zur germanistischen Linguistik 36, 152—67) examines VP ad-
verbs, sentential adverbs and temporal adverbs. The article
attempts to present these distributions in a formal structural
analysis of OE. The account is also applicable to other Gme
languages. The author concludes that VP adverbs are gener-
ated in the VP and remain there; temporal adverbs, especially
clause initial ones, occupy a position left of Comp, maybe
even one outside of CP; sentential adverbs have two struc-
tures: clause initial to the left periphery of IP and those oc-
curring between topic and infinite verbs adjoining are lexical
head ADV adjoining INFL. W.P. Lehmann, in “Old En-
glish Postpositions as Residues of OV Order” (Anglo-Saxonica,
PP- 541=49), argues that postpositions in OF are clearly indi-
cators of an OV order in Gme. He notes thar the change
from OV to VO needs to be investigated on a closer level
than sentence patterns. Constructions common to older TeXLs
may indicate where the language has been while construc-
tions in newer texts may predict where a language is going.

M. Ogura’s “Grammatical Choices in Old and Early
Middle English: a Choice between a Simple Verb, the Prefix/
Particle-Verb or Verb-Particle Combination, and the ‘Auxil-
iary + Infinitive’ Construction in Old and Early Middle En-
glish” (English Historical Linguistics 1992, pp- 119—29) provides
coptous examples and percentage of occurrence tables to sup-
port the argument that loss of morphological identity and
Latin influences along with the ambiguity of the prefix/par-
ticle-verb combination lead to choosing periphrases. The
author draws examples from Gregory’s Dialogues, Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle, Lazmon's Brut, Ancrene Wisse, Ancrene Rule, Cur-
sor Mundi, and various versions of the four gospels. S,
Louhivaara’s “Multiple Authorship of the OE Orosius” (En-
glish Historical Linguistics 1902, PP- 343-52) analyzes post ver-
bal constituents and supports Liggins'(1970, 1986) conten-
tion that Orosius must have had multiple translators or au-
thors. Book VT is definitely differenc in style and vocabulary

from Book II. While it is impossible to totally deny that the
differences may be due to the developing style of the author,
the differences examined do prove to be statistically signifi-
cant.

E. Guilfoyle contends, in “Nonfinite Clauses in Modern
Irish and Old English" (CLS 29.1, 199-214), that some OF
infinitivals were verbal nouns such as those found in Irish.
Most of the article is spent demonstrating that nonfinite
clauses in Southern Irish are best treated as VNP, Only one
section is devoted to OE. G. Bergh and A. Seppiinen, in “Sub-
Ject Extraction in English: the Use of the thar-Comple-
mentizer” (English Historical Linguistics 1992, Pp- 131—43), use
a historical corpus extracted from the Helsinki texts co study
that-complementizers in all periods of English. Thar+gap or
@D+gap occurrences are examined. The that+gap constructions
are more frequent in OE and have disappeared by later cModE.
"The @+gap constructions are more common in IModE. C,
Castillo’s “@-Relatives with Antecedent pet and Free Rela-
tives in OF and ME” (English Historical Linguistics 1992, pp.
171~77) notes that ModE relatives originated not only in OE
indefinite frec relatives with hwer but also in pet structures or
O-relatives. The OE examples could be either @-relative or
free relatives, The @-relative is most common in ModE. The
analysis of OE and ME shows that a @-relative with an ance-
cedent pet is also the most desirable analysis. X. Dekeyser’s
“Aspects of Clausal Postmodification in Old English Prose: a
Psycholinguistic Approach” (Perspectives on English: Studies in
Honour of Professor Emma Vorlat, pp- 98-110) is a statistical
validation of clausal adjunction as in O'Niel (1976) that fo-
cuses on the native Anglo-Saxon Chronicle and the Latinate
translation of Historia Ecclesiastica. The representation of
parataxis versus hypotaxis, case marking versus case neutral,
and positioning by embedding or adjunction lead to the idea
that there are three steps in the development of relative clauses:
parataxis, adjunction and antecedent final positioning, and
central embedding.

N. Rit's Quantity Adsustment: Vowel Lengthening and
Shortening in Early Middle English (x, 206 pp) is an interest-
ing attempt to unify the explanations of a wide varieey of
stressed vowel lengthenings and shortenings in ¢eME. The
usc of probablistic representations frees the work from some
annoying details, bur the author does attempt to examine ¢ven
idiosyncrasies within the large tendential pattern. The obser-
vance of Luick's details (1914-21) through what the author
calls probablistic laws leads to a unification of hemorganic
lengthening, open syllable lengchening, trisyllabic shorten-
ing, and preconsonantal cluster shortening—no mean feat.
The methods of natural phonology do a good job of framing
the observations, but the author seems to substitute the idea
of law or rule on occasions for what might better be termed a
probabalistic description. W.J. Idsardi's “Open and Closed Feet
in Old English” (Ling. Inquiry 25, s22-23) proposes and dem-
onstrates thar a simplified bracketing grid analysis of open
and closed feet in OF poetry is a more viable approach to the
problems of metrics than high vowel deletion. The method
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abandons the assumption that metrical boundaries always oc-
cur in pairs; an open foot is one with one boundary and a
closed foot has a pair of boundaries.

H.F. Niclsen's “On the Origin and Spread of Initial Voiced
Fricatives and the Phonemic Split of Fricatives in English
and Dutch” (Speaking in Our Tongues, pp. 19-30) compares
the titular problem in ME to that of Middle Dutch. Niclsen
argues that the splic of /1/, /s/, and /p/ into voiced and voice-
less phonemes may have been due to contact between ME
and Dutch and French. The failure of the initial voiced fricative
to spread probably was connected to the phonemic split which
occurred first in the north. The prestige of the London dia-
lect with the voiceless initial fricative may have inhibited the
spread north. A. Lutz, in “Vocalisation of ‘Post-vocalic r': an
Early Modern English Sound Change?” (Studies in Early
Modern English, pp. 167-85) places the well known short
vowel+/r/ and long vowel+/r/ developments in a larger his-
torical and phonological context. Pre-OFE breaking and re-
tracting were caused by the weak consonants /1, r, h, w/ in
weak positions that later vocalized. F. Kortlandt's “On Break-
ing” (Northwestern European Lang. Evolution 24, 15-19) very
plausibly argues that OE, OFris, and Scan breaking, while
similar, are different in time and conditions. Suggestions about
analogical pressures, oppositions, and other phonological con-
ditions lead the short article through a wide variety of data
from scattered languages.

F. Colman, in “Old English Stress: Amorphous?” (En-
glish Historical Linguistics 1992, pp. 65—79), questions whether
stress in OE was assigned on the basis of phonlogy or mor-
phology. The author states that stress is morphologically based
and provides an alternative analysis using dependency theory.
While OF stress is morphologically sensitive, it is subject to
post-lexical conditions. The proposed rule does not involve
changing structures.

D.G. Miller’s “The Runic Alphabet” {Ancient Scripts and
Phonological Knowledge, Current Issues in Ling. Theory 116,

3. Literature

61-83) presents a discussion on PGme phonology and the his-
tory of runic writing. The author critiques both the Lac and
Mediterranean origin theories for runes. They don't have to
have a single source. The gaps in the runes allow for ongoing
phonetic changes in earlier Gme languages. The mysterious-
ness associated with the runes and runic writing was probably
also associated with an awe of literacy. J. Scahill’s “Early Middle
English Orthographics: Archaism and Particularism” (Med.
Eng. Stud. Newsletter 31, 16-22) observes a variety of attempts
at localized spellings berween the poseutated history of IWS
standard orthography that continued into the carly thirteenth
century standard AB language of the Katherine Group and
the late fourteenth century professional liberatin copying that
used the Caligula A.ix manuscript (The Devil and the Night-
ingale) compared to Oxford, Jesus College 29 and their com-
mon ancestor. The author finds one scribe basically used the
spellings of his exemplar while the second was an innovator.
The carly innovations appear to be based on an atcempt to
render local phonology in a surviving tradition, here specifi-
cally the AB practices.
M.M.
K.D.T.
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a. General and Miscellancous
Editions, Translations, and Introductions

A wit once defined an editor as someone whose business it is
to separatc the wheat from the chaff, and to keep the wheat
out of print. Everyone can identify some chaffin the standard
scholarly edition of the Excter Book by Krapp and Dobbie
(ASPR 3), though very possibly no onc’s litany of irritations
is quite the same as yours or mine. Because the text is free of
editorial brackees and italics, I hate learning only from the
apparatus that what I've taken for a manuscript reading is
actually an emendation. It would be compassionate to call the
commentary dated, but maybe what most makes it seem like
a sixty-year-old book is the way the Introduction pronounces
on the dating of individual poems. What responsible editor
today would assert that the language and meter of The Gifts

of Men and Vainglory point to a date in the fate eighth cen-
tury or carly ninth? And 1 do not understand why even in
1936 the language of the codex was not thought worthy of
serious consideration in the Introduction. If the justification
is that it’s so hard to draw reliable conclusions about the lan-
guage of texts written in the poetic koinc, or that the tenth-
century linguistic features ought to interest us more than the
apparently archaic ones, aren't thesc reasons To sct out the
facts in detail rather than omit them altogether? And why are
vowel quantities not indicated in the text, given that the facts
about acutes in the manuscript are recorded in a separate table,
so that macrons in the text would not interfere with the pre-
sentation of that information? Unmarked quantities in a po-
etic text tell students that meter isn’t worth bothering with,
since the quantities are inconsequential. The cditors” disre-
gard of meter gees them into trouble, acrually, since the text
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is sometimes edited in defiance of meter—as in Jc be, ead meg
(Juliana 352a)—rthough admittedly the problem is more acure
in other ASPR volumes. But editing is hard and chankless
work, and those who know no better than to engage in it
deserve gratitude for the wheat they mill—which is consider-
able in the case of ASPR 3—rather than peevishness over the
chaff. And so when 1 say that a great many of the general
editorial features of Krapp and Dobbic’s edition are shared by
Bernard J. Muir’s Exeter Anthology of Old English Poetry: An
Edition of Exeter Dean and Chapter MS 3501 (Universicy of
Exeter Press), in two volumes, it is neither praise nor criti-
cism, but a kind of intertexrual zen. In the Introduction to
the firse volume Muir provides a detailed description of the
manuscripe and its construction (as he has done in publica-
tions elsewhere), countering the argument of Parrick Conner
that the codex comprises three now-disordered booklets. Also
discussed are the literary structure of the anthology, the scripr,
and corrections in the manuscript. On the authority (oddly)
of N.F. Blake, in a brief section Muir daces all the poems to
the reign of Alfred or later, with the possible exception of
portions of Widsith. On the same auchority, by reference to
Blake’s arguments in his 1964 edition of The Phoenix, there
is 2 small amount of analysis of the language of the manu-
seript, but only for the purpose of justifying non-normaliza-
tion of spelling as preserving evidence of tenth-century sound
changes. The texts are edited very conservatively (that is, more
conscrvatively than in ASPR 3), so that what other editors
have considered scribal crrors Muir regards as evidence of lan-
guage change—for example wic for wicg. Several of the poems
are given new titles: Azarias, for instance, becomes The Can-
sicles of the Three Youths, and The Gifis of Men and The For-
sunes of Men are given ungendered titles, The second volume
is devoted 1o up-to-date critical and texcual commentary on
the poems. Most of this is not in fact newer than the infor-
mation in ASPR 3, buc that is understandable, since the sort
of textual criticism involved has not been a fashionable enter-
prise in the second half of the twentieth century. Pacticularly
useful, though, is the addition of syntactic analysis derived
from Bruce Micchell's substantial work on the syntax of po-
eery and a scparate section for each poem on its sources and
analogues. Rounding out the volume is a bibliography that is
a corrected and expanded version of Muit's 1992 Exerer Book:
A Bibliography (YWOES 1992, pp. 24-25). Welcome as the
bibliography is, its division into four sections, by type and
date of work cited, makes it something of a wandering wood,
since references in the commentary do not indicate which
scction of the bibliography contains the work cited; nor do
the running heads in the bibliography itself indicate which
section one happens to be in at the moment. Aside from the
updated commentary, then, the major innovation of this edi-
tion isits intensc focus on the physical properties of the manu-
script, This is apparent in everything from the handsome
full-color facsimile of a folio that prefaces each volume (the
leaves are 84v and gr) to the crirical apparatus, which is de-
signed around Muir’s findings about altcrations and crasures

in the manuscript, along with a record of manuscript accents.
It is convenient to have the information about alterations in
the apparatus of an edition rather than as a list in an article.

Louis J. Rodrigues’ Anglo-Saxon Elegiac Verse (Felinfach:
Llanerch) is another in his lengthy scries of editions wich
facing-page translations. There isa general introduction briefly
and individually describing the texts, which are 7he Wan-
derer, The Seafarer, The Riming Poem, Deor, Wulf and
Eadwacer, The Wife's Lamen, Resignation A and B, The
Hushand’s Message, The Ruin, and clegiac passages from longer
works (Beowtdf 2247-66 and 2444-62a, Gueblac B 1348-79,
Elene 1236-86a, and The Dream of the Rood 122~48a). Several
of the texts and translations are revisions of those in his car-
lier editions. The book closes with a 1993 conference paper,
“Some Modern English Verse Renderings of The Ruin,” in
which he summarizes some carlier scholarship on che poem
(particularly the views of of Roy Leslic and Daniel Calder),
outlines the structure and nature of Old English verse, and
evaluates three translations.

Something’s in the air. Suddenly Anglo-Saxonists are all
writing tyros’ guides to Old English lirerature. Will Genera-
tion X cave to the concerced pressure? André Crépin and
Héléne Taurinya Dauby's discussion of Old English licera-
ture in their Histoive de la litsérature anglaise du moyen dge
(Paris: Nathan), pp. 9-50, is a very general specimen. Five
short chapters cover the “Birth of England” (Gildas, Bede,
Caxdmon, and Aldhelm), the Alfredian period, the Benedictine
Reform, the four poctic codices, and the diversity of Old
English texts {covering mainly transtations of scripture,
Apollonius, and medical tracts). A more ambitious enterprise
is Old and Middle English Literature, ed. Jeffrey Helterman
and Jerome Mitchell, Dictionary of Literary Biography, 146
{Detroit: Gale), about one fifth of which is devoted 1o Old
English. It is a collection of essays by various hands offering
general introductions to the study of a number of authors
(£Elfric, Alfred, Bede, Cxdmon, Cynewulf) and some well-
studied works (the Chronicle, Maldon, Beowndf, the Blickling
Homilies, Widsith, Waldere, Finnsburh, Judith, the Riddles,
The Wanderer, and The Seafarer), The intended audience,
according to the Foreword, is advanced undergraduates and
beginning graduate students. Each contribution begins wich
a handy list of works, manuscripts, and editions and ends wich
2 list of “references"—which, however, are not always refer-
ences, but apparently lists of recommended reading. Some of
the essays strive merely to summarize critical trends, while
others are argumentative. For example, Allen Frantzen ar-
gues the importance of reading Alfred with an eye on both
his historical context and ours, and Jeffrey Helterman de-
votes nearly a fifth of his essay to an explanation of his reasons
for thinking Beowuif a tenth-century composition. One of
the attractive features of the book is a set of black-and-white
illustrations of manuscript leaves from the works discussed.
The volume also includes a short general introduction to Old
English literature and a brief history of the language to 1500.
In a similar vein, Companion to Old English Poetry
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(Amsterdam: VU University Press), ed. Henk Aertsen and
Rolf H. Bremmer, Jr., is intended primarily for the use of
undergraduates, and is designed not as a manual of Old En-
glish verse but as an introduction to recent critical trends,
according to the Preface. Two of the essays fall under the
rubric “general and miscellancous.” In “The Shorter Heroic
Verse,” pp. 79-94, Graham D. Caie examines Deor, Widsith,
Waldere, Brunanburb, and Maldon, emphasizing the danger
of reading these works from a Romantic standpoint as the
few survivors of a vast body of lost heroic literature. He favors
the view that they represent the product of a nascent tenth-
century nationalism abetted by the Viking incursions. Each
poem is summarized, and the major critical issues surround-
ing it mentioned very briefly. Allen J. Frantzen, in “The Di-
verse Nature of Old English Poctry,” stresses the importance
of looking at poems in their manuscript contexts in order to
perccive their “eventfulness”—that is, their participation in
and contribution to Anglo-Saxon culture as a whole. He faules
the practice of editing poems in isolation from the prose con-
texts in which some of them occur, since this lends them a
quality of literariness that is more proper to twenticth-cen-
tury conceptions of the function of poctry than to Anglo-
Saxon ones. Because our own singular preoccupation with
heroic verse was not shared by the makers of Old English
manuscripts, greater attention is needed, he concludes, to
devoticnal verse, “lusterless” as it is.

Roberta Frank begins her contribution “Old English Po-
ctry” 1o The Columbia History of British Poetry, ed. Carl
Woodring (New York: Columbia Univ. Press), pp. 1-22, with
an assessment of how Old English verse has always occupied
the margins in histories of English verse, and then she offers
an account of the manuseript remains and of the language of
verse, stressing the relationship between form and meaning,
and the ability of a formula in context to conjure familiar
associations from other contexts in which it has been used.
There follows a survey of the surviving verse, grouped into
three categories, mythological (i.c. biblical), heroic, and wis-
dom poetry (including lyrics).

“The repressed” in the title of Roy Michael Liuzza's “Re-
turn of the Repressed: Old and New Theories in Old En-
glish Literary Criticism,” in Old English Shorter Poems: Basic
Readings (New York: Garland, 1994), pp- 10347, refers to the
contextual and critical modes that must be bracketed for any
new hermencutic approach to make its case. Liuzza interprets
the history of Old English literary studies as a process of
reconjuring such clements repressed by carlier generations of
scholars. He offers a historical survey, starting with the ad-
vent of New Criticism, which he secs as having incorporated,
in the course of its development in Old English studies, the
philology of its critical predecessors. The challenges to this
new status quo posed by oral-formulaic theory and exegetical
criticism are examined, and the more recent developments of
these two schools of thought identified: in the former case,
the critical preoccupation with the interface of orality and
literacy, along with the nature of orality as a mode of dis-
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course; in the latter case, the SASLC and Fontes Anglo-Saxonici
projects. Liuzza ends with a defense of postmodern critical
trends (as both a pursuit of traditional interests and a new
way of looking at texts as radically contingent) and of textual
conservatism, since he sees manuscript studies as the best way
to bridge the gap berween “scholarship” and “criticism.”

Language and Meter

In “Experienced Time in Old English Texts and Illumina-
tions,” SN 66 (1994), 27-34, Peter Richardson argues that
verbal aspect can serve the function of a discourse marker in
Old English verse. For example, in Grende!’s final approach
to Heorot the sequence of three edm + infinitive periphrases
{a construction Richardson considers imperfective) serves to
heighten the suspense. Shifts berween ingressive and imper-
fective aspect contribute to the acceleration of drama in the
sacrifice of Tsaac in Genesis A and in Byrhtnoch’s granting of
safe passage to the Vikings in Maldon. Parallcls may be dis-
cerned in piccorial narrative: for example, clustering of tem-
porally distinct actions in a single scene and duplication of
figures are fearures comparable to such manipulations of as-
pect, as seen in the Bayeux tapestry and in manuscript illumi-
nations of the transtation of Enoch and the sacrifice of Isaac.
Richardson concludes that these observations cast doubt on
the contention that aspect as a grammatical category is not
relevant to Old English (Bruce Mitchell’s view) and thac it
was not used for discourse purposes (Paul Hopper's view).

Roberta Frank's “Poctic Words in Late Old English
Prose,” in From Anglo-Saxon to Early Middle English: Studies
Presented to E.G. Stanley, ed. Malcolm Godden, Douglas Gray,
and Terry Hoad, 87-107 (Oxford: Clarendon), is an impor-
tant contribution to the study of Old English style, pragmat-
ics, and dialectology. Frank examines fifteen poctic words
(brytta, guma, wiga, blst, folde, folm [-¢, -a, byge, swegl, ferb3,
), wrilic, bidcan, [geldréosan, sefa, and heolstor) that appear
occasionally in late prose, and finds thar the incidence of such
words outside of verse is unrelated to date or dialect. The
words, rather, tend to serve the purpose of producing local
effects, as when Bede’s Old English translator heroicizes and
distances the Saxon invaders of 499 by referring to them as
wigan. A significant implication (though not one pursued in
regard to any particular picce of prose) is that the identifica-
tion of a text’s provenance on the basis of “poetic,” “archaie,”
or “dialectal” vocabulary is not as straightforward as some have
thought.

Jun Terasawa’s Nominal Compounds in Old English: A
Metrical Approach, Anglistica 27 (Copenhagen: Rosenkilde
8 Bagger) is a revision of his 1989 Brown University disserta-
tion. Terasawa’s aim is “to show that the formation of Old
English compounds is governed by a high degree of metrical
constraint and that the absence of some compounds can be
systematically explained on metrical grounds.” As pointed out
by Hans Weyhe in 1905, compounds like *hilde-fruma are
generally avoided in Old English verse, while those like bild-
fruma and hilde-bord are common. Terasawa finds that for-
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mations like *beado-fruma are also avoided, and he explains
apparent exceptions to both regularities in Beowudft hilde-
gicelum and feder-epelim have a merely orthographic e in the
second element chat ought to have been syncopated in the
course of the Old English period; aldor-ceare and weter-egesan
have an e¢penthetic vowel before 7 in the first element; inwit-
searo has secondary stress on -wit-; and Hrefna-wudn is not a
genuine compound, since the first element is inflected. A true
exception, however, is mere-faran. The prohibition on *hilde-
frima dictates that verses like 25 aldorceare { Beowulf go6b)
must be scanned not as belonging to type B (as Sievers and
Pope would have it) but to type C. Terasawa extends epenthetic
status to some vowels that are erymological, as in gomen-wudu
and ofer-megene, and calls this “pscudo-cpenthesis,” a phe-
nomenon he believes is much commoner in religious verse
than in heroic and ¢legiac poems. Yet there are regular excep-
tions: for example, he argues that in Andreas pseudo-epenthetic
vowels count as drops after long syllables (as in zfter
ceasterbofim 12373, with resolved -hofiom) but not after short
ones (as in epelcyninges dr 16794, in which the first ¢ should be
ignored). The constraint on compounds of the pattern *hilde-
friuma and *bere-fruma docs not apply to prose, in which struc-
tures of this sort are common enough, and so the motivation
for the constraint must be poetic or metrical. This constraint,
Terasawa argues, should be of help in distinguishing com-
pounds from non-compounds, as with many belle- compounds
that he belicves should be regarded as pairs of simplices. He
locates the motivation for the metrical rule in an avoidance of
resolved secondary lifts and of self-allicerating compounds.
Finally he notes that the rule does not apply to Old Saxon
verse, while in Old Icelandic verse the exceptions are very
few. The book is rounded out by appendices listing com-
pounds of the type with hilde- and beadu- as the first clement
(for which the greater part of the Old English poctic corpus
1s surveyed), along with exceptions to the rule. There are also
indices of words and Old English texts cited.

Timo Lauttamus, in “Metrical Structures in Finnish and
Old English Prosody,” NM 95 (1994), 273306, supports the
hypothesis that Finnish grade alternation and gemination are
products of the same trend seen in the Germanic avoidance of
monomoraic syllables under primary stress (Prokosch’s law).
The bulk of the article is devoted to summarizing the rel-
evane facts of standard and dialectal Finnish and of Old En-
glish, as analyzed in the tradition of metrical phonology. It
includes an analysis of West Germanic gemination that leads
Lauttamus to a now gencerally disfavored conclusion, that a
form like Gme. "satjan had an open initial syllable. Ultimately
he concludes that the prosodic similarities berween Finnish
and Old English arc not due to direce influence, since the
Finnish phenomena are much younger, and are not restricted
to initial (stressed) position.

In “Merrical and Allicerative Relationships in Old En-
glish and Old Saxon Verse,” SP o1 (1994), 1-12, Edwin Dunean
looks for ways that alliteration and the relative heaviness of
verses can be linked. He finds chat single alliteration is com-

mon in “basic” verse types (i.e. those with roughly the mini-
mum required stress and syllable count), and thus may appear
in cither halfof the verse line, while “increased” subtypes {verses
of types A and D with more, or more highly swwessed, syl-
lables) virtually require double alliceration, and so are gener-
ally restricted 1o the on-verse, (Calvin Kendall made a similar
observation about stress in regard to verses of type D in ASE
10 [1982], 39-52, and though Duncan seems unaware of this,
his refinements of the point and his close attention to type A
are welcome contributions to the discussion.) He finds a com-
parable distribution of allicerative types in the Heliand, though
the distinctions there are not quite as sharp. One difference
berween the two traditions is that the stress pateern of ffasceaft
funden is nearly always restricted to the on-verse in Beowsdf,
while it is actually commoner in the off-verse in the Heliand;
and yet not all Old English poems are like Beowulf in this
regard. This may, constitute a stylistic preference on the part
of the Beowlf poet. With some qualifications it can also be
said that heavier drops in type A favor double alliteration in
both languages, Anacrusis is less severely restricted in Old
Saxon, and Duncan sees this and the other differences dis-
cussed in this article as evidence that the Hefiand illustrates a
disintegrating metrical tradition.

In the article immediately after Duncan’s in this issue of
SP, titled “The Realizations of Tertiary Stress in Old En-
glish Poetry,” pp. 13-34, B.R. Hutcheson suggests a method
for distinguishing the conditions under which syllables bear-
ing tertiary stress are treated metrically like those bearing sec-
ondary stress and those under which they behave like un-
stressed syllables. After examining compound proper names
in a corpus of approximately ten thousand lines of verse he
concludes that the second elements are non-ictic in trisyllabic
names (a conclusion for which he must accept A.J. Bliss's
analysis of verses like Béownlfgepah 1024b as metrically equiva-
lent to lissa gelong 2150a), but not generally in longer names
(e.g. in Eormenrices 1201a). Hence he constructs a rule, “Words
with tertiary stress acquire a secondary stress on the tertiary
seress syllable if and only if they contain a string of at least
three syllables, cach of which bears a lower degree of stress
than true secondary stress.” He then demonstrates the accu-
racy of the rule in regard to a variety of suffixes bearing ter-
tiary stress (-ing, -lic, -léas, cic)). Apparent exceptions like
flugon forbtigende (Exodus 453a) are probably to be explained
as requiring syncopation of i. Short syllables, on the other
hand (as in -scipe and preterite -ode), scem never to bear the
equivalent of sccondary stress, and so metrical ictus at the
tertiary level would seem to depend on syllable length racher
than stress. Finally he adds a qualification to his rule: *“If chere
is another stressed word in the verse, the secondary stress
from raised certiary stress should be marked metrically as an
unstress, with the understanding that this is merely a device
to enhance the deseriptive power of the metrieal system.” The
proviso is intended to make explicit che difference between
verses like kynn AEdelrédes (Death of Edward 18b) and héan
hygegeomor (Genesis A 879a), which must be metrically differ-
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ent because they are distributed differently, the type with true
secondary stress being restricted to the on-verse. (As Duncan’s
article shows, the distributional restriction is due to constraints
on alliteration in the off-verse; yet the requirement of double
alliteration in the latter type must be related to the greater
degree of stress.)

Textual Criticism

The Editing of Old English (Oxford: Blackwell) is a collection
of Fred C. Robinson's articles, the earliest dating to 1962,
that “discuss or exemplify a variety of issues which must be
engaged in conceiving and preparing an edition of an Old
English text.” The volume is divided into four sections, “Text
and Manuscript,” “Textual Criticism,” “Linguistic Studies of
Old English,” and “Three Editions of Old English Texts.,” A
few of the articles have bricf afterwords dated 1993 appended
to them, and one article, “The Rewards of Picty”: “Two’ Old
English Poems in Their Manuscripc Context,” has been re-
vised to include an cdition and translation of what in the
ASPR cdition are called An Exbortation to Christian Living
and A Summons to Prayer. Just one essay, a brief note, is en-
tirely new: in “Eve’s ‘Weaker’ Mind in Genesis B, Line 590"
Robinson supports Jane Chance’s argument that the poet’s
remark about Eve, hefde hire wdcran hige / metod gemearcod,
does not mean that she was less intelligent than Adam, but
that she was less courageous, since the tempter succeeds in
persuading her only by means of threacs. It makes no sense to
suppose Eve was regarded as less intelligent, since “Germanic
people regarded women as having minds which men held in
especial esteem because women enjoyed a superior understand-
ing of things.” The word widc does not actually mean ‘weak’,
he argues, buc ‘pliant’, and is commonly used both in Old
English and Old Saxon to refer to the fainthearted.

The publication of the proceedings of the 1990 confer-
ence “The Editing of Old English Texts,” held at the Uni-
versity of Macnhester, marks 1994 as an importanc year for
Old English texcual studies. Unfortunately bearing the same
title as Robinson’s collection, The Editing of Old English, ed.
D.G. Scragg and Paul E. Szarmach (Cambridge: D.S. Brewer),
offers a bracing variety of viewpoints on both the theory and
the practice of editing. Six of the essays belong to the cat-
egory “general and miscellancous™

Graham D. Caie joins the ranks of the many who have
argued in recent years for the importance of examining po-
etry in its manuscript context. In “Text and Context in Ed-
iting Old English: The Case of the Poetry in Cambridge,
Corpus Christi College 201,” pp. 15562, he argues for close
interrelations among the poems fudgment Day I, An Exhor-
tation to Christian Living, A Summons to Prayer, The Lord’s
Prayer 11, and Gloria I. The second begins with a reference
to bet blowende rice mentioned in the colophon to the first
poem, and Fred Robinson has shown that the second and
third poems must really be regarded as one (see above). Thus,
these three form an unmistakable group. The last two are in
a later hand, and show some verbal similarities to each other.

The two groups, Caie argucs, should be viewed as together
constituting the equivalent of a penitential sermon, setting
the proper mood at the start with the eschacological imagery
of Doomsday, and then leading the penitent through the stages
of repentance and absolution.

In “The Electronic Edition,” pp. 27-37, Marilyn Deegan
and Peter Robinson outline the process of constructing a schol-
arly edition and suggest which aspects of the work might best
be automated by the use of computers. There is a discussion
of the Text Enceding Initiacive (TEI), proposed as a stan-
dard for electronic editing. An example is provided of how it
encodes textual features in Standard Generalized Markup Lan-
guage so that they may be transmitted over the Internet, trans-
lated to typesetting codes, and so forth. Some other uses for
computer technology are digital image processing of damaged
manuscript texts, collation of variants {for which Robinson’s
program Collate is designed), construction of glossaries, lin-
guistic analyses, and the location of sources and parallels. Fi-
nally, Deegan and Robinson advocate the publication of ¢lec-
tronic hypertext editions as a supplement to paper cditions,
“allowing the cditor to present not only the edited text but
also all the materials which were used in the preparation of
the edition and upon which editorial decisions were based,”
such as transcripts and, possibly, digitized images of all che
manuscripts collated.

Malcolm Godden discusses the editorial history of King
Alfred’s translation of Boethius' Consolatio philosophiae, and
the problems the text poses, in “Editing Old English and the
Problem of Alfred’s Boethius,” pp. 163-76. Neither Walter
Sedgefield’s nor Kenneth Sisam’s account of the relation be-
wween the Cotton and Bodley manuscripts is plausible: it seems
that neither version is simply a draft, but that both the prose
and the poetic versions were intended for circulation, perhaps
to different audicnces. A new edition is badly needed, and
particularly one that gives a full text of the Cotton version,
since the differences berween the two recensions are nok all
due to copyists’ alterations, but may reflect Alfred’s own edi-
torial changes. Such a task will be a difficult one, since che
charred manuscript and the vagarics of Franciscus Junius’ tran-
scriptions and collations of it present formidable obstacles.
The task will “involve a fair degree of editorial intervention,”
and if done properly it should produce a “clean and readable
text” for those interested in Alfred’s style and thought rather
than his orthography and morphology. Godden himself hopes
1o undertake the task at a future dace. The article ends with a
reconstruction of the opening scction of the Cotton manu-
script, extending from the prose and verse prefaces ro what
Krapp designates as the third meter.

Katherine O'Brien O'Keeffe’s argument rests upon three
preliminary assumptions that she states at the outset of “Ed-
iting and the Material Text,” pp. 147-54: (1) Old English
written texes evince transitional liceracy, displaving residual
oral features; (2) literacy such as our own is historically con-
tingent, not a transcendent mode of perception; (3) medicval
texts, therefore, ought not to be read the disembodied way
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we read modern texts. Taking modern editions of Sofomon
and Saturn I'as her example, she characterizes the usual edi-
torial practice of separating texts from their manuscript con-
texts as a denial of history that “presumes thart the relation-
ship of medieval and modern reader can be unmediated.” Old
English texts are not abstractions to be emended back to their
“original” state, but are inseparable from the medium in which
they are preserved. Despite these conclusions O'Keeffe says
she does not wish to do away with contemporary methods of
editing poems, but to supplement usual modes of display with
(1) presentation of the marerial that forms the manuseript
context of the text to be edited, and (2) facing-page diplo-
matic texts of each manuscript version of the main text, re-
producing features like manuscript spacing, accents, capitals,
and so forth. Careful diplomatic editions, she believes, offer
more particular information than facsimiles, which “may of-
ten be visually ambiguous.”

After her characterization of textual emendation as a “flight
from history” one might have supposed O'Keeffe would ad-
vocate a less moderate sort of edition. Similarly (but con-
versely), Michael Lapidge, in “On the Emendation of Old
English Texts,” pp. §3-67, starts from the position that it is
absurd to edit Latin texts liberally {establishing “what the
author wrote™) if Old English ones are to be edited conserva-
tively (retaining “disturbed” manuscripr readings), especially
when they have been copied into the same manuscript by the
same scribe; yet ultimately he also advocates a textual practice
that is quite moderate. After a brief characterization of Clas-
sical editing and its rationale, Lapidge traces a concise history
of the editing of Beowrdf, starting with Thorkelin’s edition
and the influence of Classical scholarship on it and its imme-
diate successors. By the 18gos, he says, conservative textual
practices were gaining ground, but it was Trautmann’s edi-
tion of 1904 that incurred universal indignation and provoked
a conservative reaction that dominates Old English editorial
methods to this day, when conservatives “have now silenced
the opposition of those eritics who would in principle think
thac corruptly transmitted texts require to be emended.” The
history of Old English textual criticism has been onc of ex-
tremes, veering between sometimes reckless emendation and
unreasonable refusal o emend, he concludes, and he advo-
cates a more balanced attitude than is now generally held.

From the example of O’Keeffe and Lapidge’s arguments
it might scem as if, for all the heat thar current debate over
textual editing generates, the practical consequences of as-
suming one or another position are small. Yer A.N. Doane
demonstrates chat this is not the case in “The Ethnography
of Scribal Writing and Anglo-Saxon Poctry: Scribe as Per-
former,” Oral Tradition 9 (1994), 42039, where he argues
that spacing, word division, and diacritics in poctic manu-
seripts are indicators of performance features. He compares
the two versions of Soul and Body, asserting that the spacing
of the Vercelli version is lexical, and thus the “presentation is
relatively flat and ‘prosy’ in its presentation,” as appropriate to
a volume of homilies. The spacing in the Exeter version, on

the other hand, is phrasal, and thus “encourages a rhetorical,
‘histrionic’ oralization.” The use of such manuscripe features
as spacing and accents to indicate performative features may
have been learned from neumed Latin texes, some of which
appear in the very manuscripts in which some Old English
poems are preserved. As for the editorial consequences of this
argument, because the scribe is more responsible to the de-
mands of present performance than to the preservation of an
authorized text, it is fruitless to seek an “original” poem, as
editors, Doane supposes, customarily do. He illustrates the
implications of this analysis for cditorial practice in his con-
tribution to The Editing of Old English, titled “Editing Old
English Oral/Written Texts: Problems of Method (with an
Hustrative Ediction of Charm 4, Wi Farstice,” pp. 125-45.
He expresses his dissatisfaction with scholarly editions of verse
because they edit out the oral features of texts. He does not
count as “oral features” the editorial consequences of metrical
analysis (verse division, marking of long vowels, various emen-
dations} because they are based on “a theory of meter usually
comprehensible and practicable mainly to its progenitor,” and
thus meter is a visual rather than an auditory feature. His-
torical phonology, too, is irrelevant, since it is concerned with
“the problems of grapholectics” rather than “actual speech.”
An editor’s own “aural intuition” is a better guide to oral
features than cither of these, especially when guided by spac-
ing, pointing, and accents, which, he believes, indieate phras-
ing, pause, and pitch. He illustrates with an edition of a met-
rical charm, using spacing, points, and line division to indi-
cate pacing, according no influcnce to meter or alliceration.
As a result, the physical display of the text is quite unlike any
Old English texc as it is usually edited. The article includes a
facsimile of the poem in manuscript and a commentary on
individual lines.

Orality, Literacy, and Formulaic Theory

David Wayne Morse offers “A Natural Progression: Cogni-
tive Metaphor as a Structuring Principle in Old English Lit-
erature,” 1994 diss. Univ. of Southern California, DAS §5A
{1994), 1555, as a critique of oral-formulaic theory. He uses a
theory of cognitive metaphor to explain the conceprual frame-
wark of oral-formulaic compositions and the ability of pocts
to adap traditional heroic material to Christian purposes. The
theory claims that “human cognition is shaped through the
projection of image schemata from our physical experience
onto abstract concepts.” The Wanderer, The Seafarer, The
Dream of the Rood, and Beowulf are studied, and particularly
their themes and type-scenes, to show how the theory ex-
plains their conceptual structures and their religious use of
pre-Christian conventions.

Intertextuality

Guy Bourquin, in “The Lexis and Deixis of the Hero in Old
English Poctry,” Heroes and Heroines in Medieval Literature:
A Festschrift presented to André Crépin on the Occasion of His
Sixty-Fifth Birthday (Cambridge: Brewer), pp. 1-18, defines
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the “lexis” of the hero as the amalgam of the hero’s features
discernible in the sum total of the Old English heroic intertext,
while the “deixis” of the hero is the link between the hero's
disparate roles as fame-secking agent (cynosure) and as helper
of others, a subservient position. He surveys nearly all the
longer poctic narratives, examining their vocabulary of lexis
(courage, perseverance, sagacity, etc.) and deixis (manifesta-
tion, signaling, teaching, ctc.), before ¢xamining cach text
individually, finding that The Dream of the Rood is the most
paradigmatic. His larger argument is that the deictic conflict
is “not a static paradox but a dialectic process” in which hero-
ism is achieved by a balance of the two roles.

Roberta Frank’s formidable scholarship is never more en-
gaging than when she writes about skaldic verse, and her “King
Cnut in the Verse of His Skalds,” in The Reign of Cnus: King
of England, Denmark and Norway, ed. Alexander R. Rumble
(London: Leicester Univ. Press; Rutherford: Fairleigh
Dickinson Univ. Press), is no exception. Tracing an amalgam
of English and Scandinavian features in skaldic tributes to
Cnu, she shows that his court pocts portray him as a descen-
dant of Ivarr Ragnarsson, and thus they intimate his legiti-
macy as King of England, sprung as he is from the founding
family among Danish settlers. They also stress his military
might by alluding continually to the length of his warships.
His good relations with heaven are an especial preoccupation,
as illustrated most strikingly in Hallvarde hdreksblesi's praise
poem (of which she provides an edition and an unprecedented
translation), which Christian and pagan kennings cohabit
peaceably.

In “Sign and Psyche in Old English Poetry,” Amer. Jnl. of
Semiotics 9.4 (1992), n-26, John D. Niles attempts a “con-
ceprual overview” of Old English verse, beginning with an
analysis of Beowulf’s coat of mail (lines 404—405). This he
finds scrves a variery of functions: it is deictic, punctuating
the hero's speech to Hrothgar; it is iconic, marking Beowulf
as worthy; it is metaphoric, its texture corresponding to the
web of human society; and it is symbolic, its brightness analo-
gizing chat of Heorot itself. Various iconographic signs (the
light in the cave, the melting sword, images of defense, par-
ticularly the land itself) signal a myth of salvation that is one
of the vestigial texts contributing to the extant poem. Walls
also function in this way in a variecy of lyrics, sealing happi-
ness within them in the human communiry, and keeping out
indifferent nature. Such icons suggest a “fortress mentality”
that demanded self-defense even beyond the grave, ar least
till the arrival of Christianiry.

In “Like 3 Duck to Water: Representations of Aquatic
Animals in Early Anglo-Saxon Literature and Art,” Leeds
Studies in English n.s. 25 (1994), 29-68, Paul Sorrell examines
fish and other aquatic creatures as represented in literary and
material artifacts, with an cye to showing that animals were
conceptualized and categorized on the basis of habitat, means
and mode of locomotion, and physical attributes, and that an
animal becomes especially worthy of remark, to the Anglo-
Saxon mind, when its form seems to conflict with its conven-

tional environment. Warter is remarkable because it is con-
ceived as an environment in which an animal is a gest, regard-
less of whether water is its normal habitat. Graphic represen-
tations of water creatures share with literary ones the feature
of showing them in motion, reinforcing the importance of
locomotion for taxonomy. The principle of appropriateness
of environment suggests that the animal in the cencer of the
Witham bow! that is usually identified as a dog might more
properly be regarded as an otter. Finally, comparisons are drawn
berween Isidore’s modes of classification and the English ones
highlighted by Sorrcll. The literary texts studied include
Beowulf, the Riddles (including Aldhelm’s), The Phoenix, and
some shorter lyrics; material objects analyzed include the
Franks casker, various manuscript illuminations, and four carly
hanging-bowls.

Nida-Louise Surber-Meyer's Gift and Exchange in the
Anglo-Saxon Poetic Corpus: A Contribusion towards the Repre-
sentation of Wealth (Genéve: Editions Slatkine) is her 1993
University of Geneva thesis, which examines the representa-
tion of gift-giving and exchange in verse in the light of an-
thropological ficld work and genuine Anglo-Saxon practice.
As discussed in the first chapter, wills, writs, charters, and
laws show that “payments in the form we now know were the
actual practice in Anglo-Saxon England,” in contrast to the
more archaic social organization portrayed in verse. The evi-
dence of legal documents in regard to gifts in perpetuiry and
the treatment of cheft are offered as parcicularly strong evi-
dence for a more modern system of transactions than is usu-
ally perceived in Old English verse. The second chapter sur-
veys anthropological approaches to gife-giving, starting with
the work of Marcel Mauss, and examining the supposed se-
mantic association of gifts and poison {a myth, she concludes),
the gift’s ability both to represent and constitute social rela-
tions, its articulation in time, the “labor required to conceal
the [cconomic] function of exchanges,” and the differenc uses
of symbolic and economic capital. This chapter also ¢xam-
ines scholarship specifically on gift and exchange in Old En-
glish verse, randomly covering such topics as the distinction
berween royal and tribal income, the etymological connec-
tion between getting and begetring, and che high degree of
synonymy in terms for treasures. In the third chapter Surber-
Meyer takes up four discrete topics in turn: she samples Anglo-
Saxon and Continental attitudes toward hoarding; locates
evidence that early Germanic peoples recognized the symbolic
significance of gift-giving (with particular attention to mar-
riage customs); demonstrates how treasure is personified; and
highlights inconsistencies in the valuation of signs, including
treasure. In the closing section of the chapter she catalogues
instances in the poetry in which wealch fulfills particular
semiotic functions: for example, Wulfgar’s assessment of the
arriving Geats in Beowudfis predicated on the splendor of their
armor. The aim of the final chapter is to demonstrace that
the economy of the world described in verse is not simply one
of gift-giving, but of exchange, characterizing it as far more
commercial than has generally been supposed. This is true
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especially of devotional verse, but it is also true of heroic po-
ctry. Beowulfin particular offers a critique of the archaic gife-
giving system at the same time that it succeeds in achieving
the difficult balance between generosity and avarice that such
a systen demands. The volume is rounded out by cight ap-
pendices listing (not exhaustively) the vocabulary of gift and
exchange in the poctic corpus and providing frequency tables
for the major lexical items in verse and in historical docu-
ments. The book is generally worth the considerable effort ic
demands of the reader. The direction of the argument is fre-
quently difficult to grasp, a problem aggravated by often mys-
terious prose. An example: “If Mauss's lisc of benefits one
receives by giving away, (also through potlach which for him
1s but a subkind of circulation of wealth), contains in it ‘talis-
man’ and ‘mana’, that we no longer attach to it, *honour’,
‘prestige’, ‘authority’ and ‘source for [ulterior] wealth', do not
date ar all and consequently have not changed Mauss (1969:
6)." Any questions?

Old English humor is worth taking seriously, argues
Jonathan Wilcox, “Anglo-Saxon Literary Humor: Towards
a Taxonomy,” Thalia: Studtes in Literary Humor 14 (1994),
9~-20. Old English laughter is sobering stuff, since it does not
often express amusement (cf. YWOES 1992, p- 27), but ig-
norance of fate (as with Byrhtnoth's laughter in Maldon), or
overflow of emotion (as when Constantine learns that the
true cross has been found in Elene), or ignorance of the folly
of this world (as in some homiletic literature), In the face of
such a discouraging sct of prospects Wilcox sets out to find
and taxonomize traces of humor. The major categories are
puns and other types of verbal ingenuity (c.g. in Byrhrnoth’s
ironic response to the Viking messenger and in the sexually
suggestive riddles), parody (e.g. in the mock approach-to-
bartle type-scene of Grendel’s final night ar Heoror), and comic
plots (e.g. in the confusion over who is se forlidena man in
Apollonius of Tyre).

Eleanor Marion Sumpter, in “The Fanastic versus the
Merely Extraordinary in Medieval English Literature,” 1993
diss. Univ. of Washington, DAI 551 (1994), 274, argucs that
the truly fantastic is indeed to be found in medieval litera-
ture, though it is not common. Most of what is commonly
termed “fantastic” is merely marvelous, since it is not actually
“a literary expression of the pre-social and pre-linguistic scage
in human development,” and since it reinforces social values
rather than attacking them. Grendel and some religious and
secular heroes are examples of fantasy. Sumpter finds that
fantasy is a “rarc but powerful clemenc in Anglo-Saxon litera-
ture,” becoming “prolific but somewhat attenuated” in Middle
English. In “Riddies of Subjectivity in Old English Poetry,”
1993 diss. Cornell Univ., DAJ 54a (1994), 3742, John William
Tanke combines rhetorical and ideological analysis to exam-
ine the Exeter Riddles, The Dream of the Rood, and Cynewulf’s
runic sigatures. These, he argues, presene riddles thac are
unsolvable because in their subjectivity they present texts nee-
essarily cryptic to themselves. The material dealing wich Old
English in Robin Jack Waugh's “The Word Made Death:

Competition in Old English and Old Norse Heroic Litera-
ture,” 1993 diss. Queen's Univ. at Kingston, DAJ 5A (1994),
85, seems to pertain primarily to Beowndf. Waugh argues that
competition is at the heart of this bedy of literature. The
chaprers examine competition in regard to a hero’s renown
and to oral communication, arguing in reference to the lacrer
that Hrothgar’s “sermon” and Beowulf’s long speech to
Hygelac both represent competition with the poct-narrator
himself. In “The Riddle of Creation: Some Metaphor Struc-
wres in Old English Poctry,” 1993 diss. Univ. of Toronto,
DAT 554 (1994}, 561, Ruth Cecile Wehlau contends thac a
particular set of meraphors of binding and enclosure charac-
terize descriptions of “chaos and order in both the human
body and the cosmos.” The metaphors studied allude par-
ticularly to architecture and the body. Texts examined in-
clude Andreas, Beowulf, and the Exeter Riddles.

Gender Studies

Alexandra Hennessey Olsen, in “Old English Women, Old
English Men: A Reconsideration of ‘Minor’ Characters,” in
Old English Shorter Poems (as above), pp. 65-83, cites the
Norion Anthology of English Literature in evidence of the claim
that most of us think of Anglo-Saxon sociery as a heroic
culture from beginning to ¢nd, and thus productive of a lic-
crature that marginalizes the deeds of women and suppresses
their point of view. Defining a feminisc approach as one that
offers the possibility of a female point of view, Olsen criticizes
the work of Gillian Overing for accepting patriarchal assump-
tions about women’s passivity and victimization. She sets out
to find counterevidence in two Old English lyrics. Deor, she
says, 15 not about heroic tradition but about human misfor-
tune, and cthis is what makes Beadohild’s story as relevant as
Welund's to the theme. In Widf and Eadwacer, if widldstum
is taken to be an adjective it is possible to translate line ¢ *1
waited for my Wulf with wide-ranging expectations,” giving
us the speaker’s “point of view rather than merely her desire.”
A number of other readings are proposed for the poem thac
favor an analysis of the speaker as dealing with public racher
than personal issues, characeerizing her as “a woman of power
and autonomy, concerned with the fate of her people, rather
than a woman suffering loss.”

I was sec to make a smart remark here abour chis increas-
ingly fashionable practice of turning E. Talbot Donaldson’s
remarks in the fifth edition of the Norton Antholagy into schol-
arly consensus (given that Allen J. Frantzen uses them in a
similar way in his book The Desire for Origins, where he calls
the Norton a “register of received opinions”). But I fele some-
what chastened by Helen T. Bennett's “Exile and Semiosis of
Gender in Old English Elegics,” in Class and Gender in Early
English Literature, cd. Britton J. Harwood and Gillian R.
Overing (Bloomington: Indiana Univ. Press), pp. 43~58, which
does indeed demonstrace Olsen’s point about popular belief
by arguing that the world of Old English poetry is a heroic
one that leaves women only non-roles to play. In The Wan-
derer and The Seafarer even exiles play a kind of anti-role
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within the class structure, a role that is eventually transmuted
into onc of community with Ged, replicating the patriarchal
structure of this life in the next. Thus gender is class, since
women are excluded, being the real exiles. These poems re-
flect metaphoric uses of language, which are associated with
male language and characterized by a Hegelian sort of syn-
thesis of dialecrics, as evident in the speakers’ faith thar trust
in God will produce unity and closure. The Wife's Lament
and Widf and Eadwacer, on the other hand, employ met-
onymic features typical of women's language, features that
resist conclusion and decisive interpretation: both speakers in
the end see no possible resolution to the forms of separation
that afflict them, and do not invoke God as the solution. In
the end, though, Bennett does in part concede Olsen’s objec-
tion to this line of reasoning, remarking that “the exclusively
male structure of Anglo-Saxon heroic society . . . is partially
a product of the modern academic tradition of literary inter-
pretation,” making sign interpretation a gendered process. But
by a concerted cffort at self-consciousness on the pare of sign
interpreters, she concludes, the markedness structure of the
male-female dyad may eventually evolve into something more
beneficent.

Susan E. Deskis, in “The Gnomic Woman in Old En-
glish Poctry,” PQ 73 (1994), 133-49, examines the representa-
tion of women in gnomic verse, arguing that by limicing such
a survey to a single genre, and one that can readily be com-
pared to a related body of Latin material, we can get a clearer
sense of actual Anglo-Saxon actitudes toward women. With
the exception only of the misogynist stricturcs of Precepts 34—
42, the Old English gnomic corpus does not partake of the
vicious antifeminism of the Larin tradition. Deskis cites par-
allels in Old Icclandic, in Old English, and in Gildas to sup-
port the view that the trec image at Maxims [ 25b—26 meta-
phorically indicates that mourning for lost children was per-
ceived as an important aspect of the parental role. In the con-
text of other gnomes chat signal the appropriateness of a
woman's bearing rings and jewels, the reference at Maxims [
81 to a king's “buying” his queen may be no more than a
description of a morgengific; and in any case the remainder of
the passage advocates a respect for women’s advice thac is
unparallcied in European gnomic literature of the time (in
agreement with Fred Robinson’s view, above). Comparison
to other Old English gnomes suggests that the advice on avoid-
ing marriage at Maxims JI 43b-452 is ironic, and thus of a
piece with che condemnation of infidelity implicic in Maxims
I 100102 and 63b—65. Despite the venom that studies of
Anglo-Saxon gender issues have produced in recent years,
articles like Olsen’s, Bennett’s, and Deskis’ demonstrate thac
there are issues here that are really worth doing battle over.

Eric G. Stanley's interests are of a different sort: he be-
lieves that virgin martyrs are not to the taste of late twenti-
eth-century Anglo-Saxonists. (The dissertations mentioned
below seem to be in disagreement.) In “Heroic Women in
Old English Literature,” Heroes and Heroines {as above), pp.
§9—69, his response is that it was the religious lesson of these

women’s stories that appealed to their medieval audience but
fails to pique the interest of moderns. After touching bricfly
on Alfric’s life of St. Eugenia, Stanley devotes the remainder
of the article to a summary of Cynewulf’s Jultana and mod-
ern critical views of it, concluding that it is the virgins' pa-
tience and fortitude that makes them herote. In his charac-
teristic eclectic style, he ends by remarking the antifemninism
inherent in the Church Fathers' praise of virgin martyrs (who
prove that women can rise above their inherent moral weak-
ness) and in Leopold von Ranke’s apparent disapproval of
Queen Christina of Sweden's conversion to Catholicism, to
which Stanley counterposes women's adaprations of Esop’s
lion fable in The Spectator and The Wife of Bath's Prologue.

In “Body and Soul: Sexuality and Sanctity in the English
Lives of Women Saints, 80o-1500,” 1993 diss. Brown Univ,,
DAI 54A (1994), 3741, Nancy Lynne Conner reevaluates fe-
male saints’ lives, arging that they portray four types: “the
virgin martyr, the transvestite saint, the penitent whore, and
the holy mother.” She sces the sanctity of saints like Agatha
and Juliana as tied to their sexuality, and she reads such
hagiographies as offering women models for the expression of
spiritualicy. She also correlates developments in the genre to
social change over the course of the period, arguing that em-
phasis on virginity and suffering eventually replaces emphasis
on the saints’ wisdom. Dorothy Patricia Wallace, in “Reli-
gious Women and Their Men: Images of the Feminine in
Anglo-Saxon Litcrature,” 1994 diss. Cornell Univ., DA! s5a
(1994), 1259, examines the treatment of women in Old En-
glish literature in comparison to its source materials and finds
that treatment unique. Women in these works are conduits
of wisdom and of “social, rhetorical, and linguistic transfor-
mations.” Figures discussed include the women of the eighth-
century “Boniface Correspondence,” of Bede’s commentary
on Proverbs, of religious verse, and of hagiography.

R.DF.

b. Individual Poems
Andreas

Andreas, like most saints’ lives, includes depictions of torture.
Christopher Fee relates that violence to the depiction of writing
in “Productive Destruction: Torture, Text, and the Body in
the Old English Andreas” (Essays in Medieval Studies 11, 51—
62). Drawing on the methodologies of Frantzen, Lerer,
Dinshaw, and Scarry, Fee aims to demonstrate that “writing,
broadly defined, is 2 central and unifying activity throughout
Andreas” (59). He pays particular attention to three aspects of
the poem: the Mermedonians record of the death-day of their
victims (lines 134—7), which he sces as an inversion of the
normally productive activity of writing; the devil's advice that
the Mermedonians corture Andreas (1179-83), where he sces
sceoran as a significant pun, meaning both “to cut, destroy”
and “to shear (a sheep)” and hence (with something of a leap)
“to prepare parchment;” and the adaptation of the source (here
called “emendation,” §6), which, as Biggs has previously dem-
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onstrated, highlights the typological relationship beeween the
passion of Andreas and that of Christ. Fee aligns the act of
writing and of torture but, whereas the Mermedonians' writ-
ing is paradoxically destructive, their torture is paradoxically
productive, turning Andreas into a type of Christ. Fee pro-
vides an inventive reading of the poem, if itself somewhat
tortured.

Yasuharu Eto reads “strcte stanfage” (Andreas 1236) as
“streets paved with gleaming stones” and sees Andreas as shin-
ing with blood (sigeltorht, 1246) in “Andreas lines 1229~52"
(The Explicator 52, 195-7). He suggests that stanfab or fag
also indicate 2 gleaming stage for a radiant hero in two in-
stances in Beowulf at lines 320 and 725.

Elene

In a carcful reading (“Text as Revelation: Constantine’s Dream
in Elene,” Neophilologus 78, 64553}, Antonina Harbus dem-
onstrates the broad significance of a slight change Cynewulf
made to his source. In the Acza Cyriaci, victory is anticipated
by a vision of the cross delivered by an angelic messenger to
an awoken Constantine, whereas, in Cyncwulf’s version,
Constantine first sees the messenger in a revelatory dream
before waking to the vision (Elene 69-71). Harbus suggests
potential sources for the presence of the dream in this story;
more impressively, she also demonstrates how it reflects upon
Cynewulf’s poetic practice as distinct from che tradition in
which he was writing: “The dream provides a channel through
which remarkable events can legitimately occur, so although
we are told that Constantine wakes up before the vision, the
chain of events has started within sleep and is therefore
grounded in the imagination” (648). Cynewulf emphasizes the
emperor’s conversion since the vision of the cross is consciously
embraced and remembered by a wakefu] Constantine. This
relates chematically to the emphasis on salvation through
memory seen in Cynewulf’s epilogue to the poem. The dream,
like Cynewulf’s poem itself, acts “as the vehicle for, rather
than the instigator of, enlightenment” (651}, Constantine’s
dream becomes a contemplative focus parallel to Cynewulf’s
poem. As Harbus shows, Cynewulf “decreases the mystical
aspect to the experience and makes Constantine’s revelation
available to all readers of the poem who are similarly inter-
preting the symbol of the Cross through the imaginative
stimulus of poetry” (652).

Guthlac A and B

Giovanni Tamartino provides an extensive and well-docu-
mented account of the Guehlac poems in “San Guehlac: ‘mi-
liia Christi’ ¢ lecteracura agiografica nell’Inghilterra
anglosassone” (‘Militia Christt’ e Crociata nei secoli XI-XTII.
Miscetlanca del Centro di studi medioevali, 13. Milan, 1992.
785-822). He begins by placing Anglo-Saxon hagiography in
the context of the psychomachia tradition and considering
the use of heroic language for the purpose. He then provides
details about the biography of Guthlac and the spread of his
cult before turning to Felix's Vita Sancti Guiblaci, in which

he pays particular attention to the martial vocabutary. He then
describes Gueblac A, summarizes criticism of the poern, and
analyzes the heroic and martial vocabulary in it before doing
the same for Gueblac B. In conclusion, he points to the lack
of military metaphors in the prose version in BL Cotton
Vespasian D. xxi, while the extracr in the Vercelli Book con-
denses those in Guthlac A. Tamartino concludes his article
with two martial illustrations from the roundels in the twelfth-
century BL. Harleian Roll Y. 6, one of Guthlac leaving the
army, another of his fending off the devils which attack him.

Suliana

Two essays on fuliana both use a focus on the poem to pro-
vide a broad ranging analysis of Anglo-Saxon literature or
society. Rolf H. Bremmer contemplates both filiana and the
genre of saints’ lives in an cssay that offers both more and less
than its title suggests: “Changing Perspectives on a Saint’s
Life: Jutiana” (Companion to Old English Poetry, ed. Aertsen
and Bremmer, 201-16). He begins with an extensive survey
of the nature of hagiographical writing in Anglo-Saxon En-
gland, covering the same ground as Lapidge’s 1991 ¢ssay in
The Cambridge Companion to OF Literature. Bremmer pays
particular actention to the Old English Metrical Calendar (pre-
viously called the Menologium), which he considers underval-
ued by modern criticism. After summarizing the contents of
Elene, Andreas, and Fates of the Apostles, he focuses on Juliana.
In observing the predictable nature of the contents of Juliana,
Bremmer makes his most original point, relating the struc-
ture and purpose of saints’ lives to that of folkrales: “Just as
hero tales relate che adventures of an outstanding warrior of a
tribe in a crucial state of its existence, so too saints’ lives cel-
cbrate the speeches and deeds, and especially the perseverance
of the ‘warriors of Christ’, as members of the young ‘tribe’ of
the faithful” (207). He relates the structure of Juliana to
Propp’s analysis of the structure of fairytale narrative and re-
lates some specific clements to those common in folkeales.
Finally, Bremmer looks rather briefly at the upturn in Jufiand’s
fortunes in criticism of the last twenty years in contrast with
carlier criticism, focussing particularly on Wictig's 1975 fig-
ural reading of the poem.

Shari Horner offers a nuanced feminist reading of
Cynewulf’s poem (“Spiritual Truth and Sexual Violence: the
Old English Juliana, Anglo-Saxon Nuns, and the Discourse
of Female Monastic Enclosure,” Signs 19, 658-75). Horner
layers a reading of the poem in terms of the (perilous) lived
reality of women in Anglo-Saxon religious foundations onto
a reading of the hermencutics of the poem in relation to the
interpretive activities of Jerome, Augustine, and Macrobius.
Drawing on the work of Jane Schulenburg, Horner relates
Juliana’s reaction to male violence to the circumstances of
nuns threatened by Viking atrackers. Within the poem, she
demonstrates how discerning reading proves “a spiritually
empowering act for an otherwise threatened group of read-
ers” (662). Eleusius and Affricanus misread by seeing only
Juliana’s body, not the truch of her spiric; in Jerome’s terms,
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they are ironically reading like women, indifferent to the
spriritual cruth beneath the liceral surface. Juliana herself, on
the contrary, immediately penctrates the ateractive disguise of
the tempting devil; in Jerome's terms, she is ironically read-
ing like a man, and Cynewulf has adapted his source to em-
phasize her discernment. The portrayal of the sexual body is
also complexly ironic: despite the extensive gaze upon Juliana’s
naked body in the poem, that body is desexualized: “as it forces
its readers’ attention on che threat of sexual violence,
foregrounding the image of the sexualized female heroine, it
sublimates her sexuality by insisting on her virginity, by rein-
forcing the monastic ideology that requres a closed, intact
female body” (661). Horner never downplays the violent con-
frontations within the poem bur also demonstrates that it is
“a poem concerned especially with textuality and interpreta-
tion,” in which “the battle between the saint and che devil
also redefines the roles of masculinized reader and feminized
text” (670). This whole essay provides an important example
of a powerful feminist reading of an Old English poem.

Riddles

Five studies of the Exeter Book riddles saw publication in
1994: a general introduction, two broadly thematic studies,
and two studies describing specialized fields which throw lighe
on specific riddles. Wim Tigges provides the introduction to
the riddles and also to the maxims in “Snakes and Ladders:
Ambiguity and Coherence in the Exeter Book Riddles and
Maxims”" (Companion to Old English Poetry, ¢d. Acrtsen and
Bremmer, g5-118). His controlling thesis is that “che riddles
and maxims are not only arguably heroic, Germanic, didactic,
and Christian, they are, if anything, the environment of im-
ages par excellence” (g5)—an argument which is rather easily
won. In the first half of the essay, he describes many of the
Exeter Book riddles, pausing to adjudicate among competing
solutions to Krapp-Dobbic 5 (Williamson 3), where he in-
clines to “chopping board;” K-D 22 (Williamson z0), where
he favors the constellation, Ursa Major, with some astronomi-
cal refinements; and K-D 39 (Williamson 37), which he finds
“truly puzzling,” preferring “Creature Death” of the solutions
offered in print. In general, he praises the riddles for their
insight into the ordering of Anglo-Saxon society: “It need
not be doubted that the E[xeter] Blook] Riddles] confirm
the social relationships of their day, as well as their moral
implications, by metaphorically applying these to randomly
presented phenomena or objects” (109). In the second half of
his essay, Tigges reviews criticism of the Exeter Book Max-
ims, then works through specific maxims looking for con-
nections. From Maxims B he constructs a complete and co-
herent (?) narrative concerning the travails and travels of an
unnamed king, a story which he attempes to relate to cighth-
century Anglo-Saxon politics. Fortunately, he grants that such
a hypothesis is speculative and offered in a spirit of play. In
any event, his ample quotations and summarics allow the spirit
of fun of these enigmatic Anglo-Saxon poems to shine
through.

In one of the thematic essays, John W, Tanke investi-
gates the nature of the sexual riddles through a theoretically-
informed analysis of K-D 12 (Williamson t4) in “Wonfeax
wale: Idcology and Figuration in the Sexual Riddles of the
Excter Book™ (Class and Gender in Early English Literature,
ed. Harwood and Overing, 21-42). He summarizes and gen-
erally berates existing criticism of the sexual riddles, particu-
larly the naive view that these poems uncomplicatedly reveal
what is otherwise marginal in Anglo-Saxon life; on the con-
trary, he demonstrates thac, “far from accurately representing
the margins of Anglo-Saxon socicty, Riddle 12 makes their
very marginality a prime feature of its rhetoric” (39). He ex-
amines this marginality by focusing on the wonfzax wale (“dark
haired slave-woman,” who may be Welsh) of riddle 12, which
builds up a description of an ox and ox-leather. Lower class
characters are relatively rare in the sexual riddles: the wonfeax
wale who is treated with contempt in riddle 12 contrasts with
the “good servant” (eillic esne) of K-D 63 or K-D 54, which
are briefly analyzed here, Tanke suggests that the sexual ac-
tivicy of the “dark-haired wale” contributes to the opposi-
tions within which she is berated: che ox’s leather binds dark
male slaves, “By contrast, the drunken dark-haired slave
woman, masturbating by the fire, represents all thar is culrur-
ally transgressive, supplementary, ‘unbound™ (34). The rheto-
ric of the poem is gratuitously contemptuous of the wale:
“There are at least four possible reasons for the wale's con-
demnation, all of which intersect, and none of which can be
confidently excluded: her gender, her status as a seevant, her
ethnicity (if she is understood to be Welsh), and her sexual
activity” (35).

Edward B. Irving, Jr., uses the Excter Book riddles to
construct something of the dark soft underbelly of heroic life
in “Heroic Experience in the Old English Riddles” (Ofd En-
glish Shorter Poems, ed. O'Keefle, 199-212). He analyzes the
battered life of Shield (K-D 5, Williamson 3) as something
rare in heroic poetry: “the experience of the enlisted man,
nameless and forgotten in dicch or foxhole” (200). In a simi-
lar way, the Badger or Fox of K-D 15 (Williamson 13) por-
trays the defensive fighting of a mother attacked in her home.
Storm (K-D 1-3, Williamson 1) conveys the experience of
being raided, with suggestions of an attack by a monstrous
dragon. Sword (K-D 20, Williamson 18}, on the other hand,
presents an unsavory attacker, unduly endowed with testoster-
one: “we seem to hear the voice of a vain and swaggering
murderer, shiclded by the protection of an indulgent patron”
(205). Many of the riddles, by contrast, present the viewpoint
of an unwilling killer—"2 ‘draftee’ point of view” (206)—such
as Spear (K-D 73, Williamson 71) and Ram (K-D g3,
Williamson §1). Irving also points to riddles which describe
the experience of slaves in Anglo-Saxon society: the Flail (K-
D ¢z, Williamson so), Well Sweep (K-D 58, Williamson 56),
Ox (K-D 72, Williamson 70}, and Gold (K-D 83, Williamson
79). Throughout his analyscs, for the sake of elucidating the
world of heroic literature, Irving takes the riddles literally and
seriously. He contemplates the resulting distortion of tone in
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his reading of Inkhorn (K-D 88, Williamson 84): “Two noble
kinsmen, once intimate and now separated by war and cn-
slavement in different countries, can express themselves
movingly, yet the single stag-horn thar realizes it needs an-
other one to be a completely fulfilled individual is also funny”
(209).

Irving observes in passing thac the unity of Krapp and
Dobbie’s first three riddles (Williamson 1) seems persuasive,
but “the problem for modern readers is what we should call
this great natural force that lies behind both carchquakes and
tempests” (2n1). Michael Lapidge provides an answer in “Stoic
Cosmology and the Source of the First Old English Riddle"
(Anglia nz, 1-25). The Old English riddle’s account of wind,
submarine carthquake, subterrancan earthquake, and light-
ning are unified in tha all reflect the Stoic cosmological con-
cept preuma, “cosmic breath” (Latin spiritus), the unifying
and animating force of the Stoic universe. Lapidge frames his
learned account of Stoic cosmology with a contribution to
the debate between oral formulaic and literary composition of
Old English poetry: in contrast with the “Czdmon paradigm,”
he sces chis riddler as a literate author who draws an account
of natural phenomena from Seneca’s Naturales quaestiones, the
most important Latin work to reflect ancient Greek Stoic
traditions.

In an ornithologically-informative account, Peter Kitson
solves two riddies and comments upon a third (“Swans and
Geese in Old English Riddles,” ASSAH 7, 79-84). He shows
convincingly chat K-D 7 (Williamson ) describes a mute swan
(“eygnus olor”), which, alone among English swans, has wing-
beats characterized by 2 loud musical throbbing sound. More
controversially, Kitson solves K-D 74 (Williamson 72) as yifers,
the whooper swan (“cygnus cygnus”). Here Kitson explains
the theory of submarine hibernation/estivation by which early
commentators accounted for the absence of certain migrating
birds. Such a conception of natural history lics behind che
clue “dead mid fiscum” (4b) and also explains a feature of K-
D 1o (Williamson 8), universally solved as barnacle goose.
Kitson’s reading of riddle 74 has to pass rather quickly over
one clue (enlic rinc, “peerless warrior,” 2b), but offers a solu-
tion more convincing than those which have gone before and
one which exploits fully a riddler’s love of paradox.

Solomon and Satwrn I and IT

Katherine O'Bricn O'Keeffe considers broad-ranging ques-
tions of theory in relation to the study of Old English sources
in “Source, Method, Theory, Practice: On Reading Two Old
English Verse Texts” (Bull. of the John Rylands Univ. Lib. of
Manchester 76.1, 51-73). She addresses criticisms of source stud-
ies raised by Waterhouse, Irving, and, above all, Frantzen,
and through her analysis demonstrates how source study is in
dialectic with the interpreration of Old English texts. She
provides a definition of a source as a textual relationship rather
than a static text and designates the work being sourced as
the “targed’ text,” “denominating it in this way because of our
focus on it in research” (58), while also avoiding the overtones

of the term derivative. Source and target text, she suggests,
constitute cach other. Returning to theoretical issues at the
end of her essay, O'Keeffe supgests the potential productivicy
of the space between the interpretive discourses of source stud-
ics and post-modern theory, “the one sceking objectivity, the
other grounding itself in the frank admission of subjective
desiee”™ (72).

O’Keeffe grounds her discussion through the example of
the poctic Solomon and Saturn dialoguces. She considers the
introductions of Kemble and Menner in order to refine a
distinction berween “source” and “origin.” Kemble, publish-
ing in 1848, was deeply concerned with discovering the East-
ern origins and northern character of the dialogues; Menner,
publishing in 1941, investigated both far-ranging origins and
more proximate Germanic and patristic sources. O’Keeffe
demonstrates the productivity of investigating a different
source horizon by focussing on Menner’s emendation to
Solomon and Saturn 330b and offering a new solution to the
enigma posed there of what is and is not. She moves the
frame from Menner’s Germanic riddling context to the learned
literature of the school of Alcuin and Scotus Eriugena: “If
‘tenebrac’ may answer the question of what is and is not, it is
by way of philosophical dispute not inteliectual banter” (68).

JW.

The Battle of Brunanburh

Peter Orton’s goal in his essay, “On the Transmission and
Phonology of The Battle of Brunanburh” (Leeds Stud. in Eng.
25 [1994], 1-27) is to modify a few of Alistair Campbell’s
assertions about the poem. Orton disputes two of Campbell's
stemmatic claims: that the versions in B/C and D descend
from a texr later than the archerype, a text of which A was
independent; and thae the archetype was corrupt at several
points. In so doing, Orton reviews Campbell’s cases for line
12 dennede (dennade, dennode), line 32 flotan, and line 41,
gefylled. In each case, Orton belicves that the difficulties of
interpretation do not necessirate emendation and so cannet
properly support Campbell’s first stemmatic claim. Observ-
ing that Campbell did not use metrical-phonological tests to
assess Brunanburl's original language, Orton proposes to use
parasiting as a test {examples at 3b, 14b, 15h, 49b, 513, and 55a),
though he prudently declines to draw general conclusions
abour the metrical implications of this parasiting. The later
part of his essay is given to reviewing Campbell’s reconstruc-
tion of the phonology of the archetype. After careful analysis,
Orton offers the following hypothesis “very tentatively”: that
the experienced scribe who first copied Brunanburh did not
have fixed spelling, buc shows the mixture of genuine EWS
with non-W§ forms characteristic of the texts associated with
Alfred’s program of translation. He concludes that there was
probably a stage in the manuscript transmission of Brunanburh
corresponding to Campbell’s *Y, though the archetype
{Campbell’s *X} was not corrupt to the degree Campbell
claims. Paul Beckman Taylor offers an ingenious (if at times
impressionistic) argument about word play on names in
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Brunanburh (“Onomastics and Propaganda in Brunanburb,”
ANQn.s. 7 [1994], 67-68). He connects the apel in Epelstan’s
name with geepele (Brunanburh 7) and suggeses that “the se-
mantic implication of the adjective is that it is natural to be
noble and it is noble to be natural” (67). Taylor argues that
*Eadward’ and ‘Eadmund’ also conncer inherired characreris-
tics to the viccorious. On the ocher side, ‘Anlaf” (‘sole-survi-
vor’) fulfills his name in fleeing, and Constantinus (‘the con-
stant/stable’) leaves his son behind. His most ironic identifi-
cation, however, is for Owen of Cumbria, one of the five slain
kings. Owen was known as Eugenius (‘well-born"), and Tay-
lor argues that the sense of this name duplicates geepele. This
connection may be a bit too ingenious, since as Taylor admits
Owen is never named in the poem. In “The Bartle of
Brunanburh and the Matter of History” (Mediaevalia 17 (1994
for 1991], 5-13), Janet Thormann traces che “peculiar force”
of Brunanburb to its ideological work. Drawing on insights
from Slavoj Zizek (The Sublime Object of Ideology), Thormann
investigates the ideology of Brunanburh in terms of surplus
value, (In a note she indicates that “the argument here is
based on linguistic evidence only; it makes no clim regard-
ing political fact,” p. 13, n. 4.) It is useful to reproduce Zizek’s
argument on the sublime object that motivaces her analysis:
it is “the material presence of a fragment of reality—it is a
leftover, remnanes which cannot be reduced to a network of
formal relations proper to the symbolic structure. ... The
symbolic structure must include an ¢lement which embodies
its “stain,” its own point of impossibility around which ir is
articulated™ (10). Working from this insight, Thormann ex-
amines the poem’s carnage, especially the blood of Brunanburb
1213 (the vexed feld dennede again). The poem’s blood, mark-
ing its essential violence, allows her to read Brunanburb’s sym-
bolic register. In her view, Brunanburb'’s reversal of the mi-
gration myth (where descendants of invaders of che past drive
out present invaders) makes the present (i.c. of the poem)
historical. In terms of ideology, this reversal “recovers an ori-
gin and enacts it as a reversal. It chereby ligitimitizes {sic] the
violence of the invasions as origin” (11). Through such rever-
sal, the present continues the past. Her analysis concludes
with the suggestion that the Symbolic register may be an
effect of violence.

The Battle of Maldon

The question of suicidal loyalty appears in a number of essays
in Part One of Mediaevalia 17, guest edited by John D. Niles.
In advancing the argument that the Barele of Maldon is not a
historical document, Earl R. Anderson offers detailed reviews
of the ideal of suicidal loyalty and the political role of the
Germanic comirtatus (*The Roman Idea of a Comitatus and
Its Application to The Battle of Maldon,” Mediaevalia 17 (1994
for 1991), 15-26). Anderson reminds us chat Tacicus's account
of suicidal loyalty was a Roman trope, and, in contrast 1o it,
ancient histories contain numerous accounts of German reti-
nues either surrendering or fleeing. The disloyal behavior of
Eadric Streon (Encomium Emmae) is ambiguously portrayed

as a balance of cowardice and treachery, and Anderson fur-
thers this line of argument by reference to Procopius (Basilicus)
and Maldon. Here he examines the behavior of the sons of
Odda, reading line 185 as merely a literal account of men who
preferred to be elsewhere than the battle. Similarly, he reads
line 188 (Byrhenoth's gifts of horses to Godric) as a simple
statement of Godric's distinguished carcer (*This suggests a
distinguished retainer who was often rewarded for military
services; it does not suggest a coward” [19)). I suspect many
readers would find this reading somewhat jarring, In the other
portion of his argument, Anderson review the political func-
tion of Germanic retinues. He points out that while fraternal
organizations were not the basis for Germanic military orga-
nization, it was in the Roman interest to advance this system
in order to manage the tribes. In this way, he sees comitatus
as an instrument of Roman foreign policy. Anderson’s basic
conclusion is that “comitatus idealism” is “bir of academic
folklore™ {21).

Edward [. Condren takes the majoricy of commentators
on Maldon to task for treating the poem as a historical record.
In his cssay, “From Politics to Poetry: Ambivalent Ethics in
The Bautle of Maldon” (Mediaevalia 17 [1994 for 1991], 53—
66), he assumes the posture of doubt about the poem’s “his-
torical accuracy” and sets out to discover the artistic necessity
behind the poem’s main features. Along this line of argu-
ment, he suggests that the physical circumstances of the is-
land and ford along the Blackwater River, may have
“representfed] symbolically some point [the poet] wished his
poem to convey” (56). Condren reads the opening fragment
and its description of the young man with his hawk as a sug-
gestion about the lack of preparedness of the English forces.
This presentation contrasts with Byrhenoth’s epic performance
in replying to the Viking. Condren also finds the description
of the cowards’ flight significant, though he finds that its
emphasis lies in the “visual incongruity of the scene” (60),
rather than on the act of cowardice. Reading this emphasis
leads Condren to sce in Maldon a criticism of Ethelred: “that
ZEthelred was a king in his trappings, not in his deeds, has
been emblematically suggested in The Bartle of Maldon in
the image of a warrior flecing the batde on a noble seat to
which he was ill-suited” (61). Condren’s support for this read-
ing is his observation that the C, D, and E texts of the
Chronicle are critical of Ethelred; he suggests that a lace dace
for the poem would make this identification more probable.
His essay offers three poetic meanings for ofermod: signifying
Byrhenoth's magnanimity, the rashness of his gesture, and a
“policy, an over mode, originating from this and every battle-
field, but more responsible for Anglo-Saxon bloodshed than
the blows of Danes” (63). John M. Hill {(“Transcendental
Loyalty in The Batdle of Maldon,” Mediaevalia 17 (1994 for
1991), 67—88) sces the poem reflect a late development in the
Anglo-Saxon heroic code: a Christian “transvaluation” of loy-
alty to a transcendental plane. To illustrate his contention,
Hill reviews the treatment of vengeance in the Chronicle entry
on Cynewulf and Cyneheard. There he finds loyalty to one’s
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lord as a competitive theme and suvicidal revenge does not
appear. In Beownlf, as well as the Icelandic sagas he considers,
the narratives all allow for a timely revenge. In such narra-
tives, the point is to gain revenge rather than seck death.
Maldon differs markedly from these in its connection of ven-
geance and death. In Hill's argument, the poem forecloses
the possibility that Odda’s sons left in order to fight another
day. Their flight is portrayed as negative. By contrast to Godric
and his brothers, the heroic retainers choose death in the
spiric of Byrhtnoth’s dying prayer for spiritual safety, and in
this tenor, Hill reads each of the speeches of the loyal few. He
notes that with the exception of marital ties, these speeches
invoke all other social ties or obligations possible in Anglo-
Saxon society. Hill observes that this suicidal loyalty can “only
look deranged or clse spiricual” (78), suggesting that the be-
havior of the loyal retainers produce in Byrhtnoth “some-
thing of a Christ figurc” (78) although he is never directly
identified as such. In explaining this connection, Hill draws
on The Dream of the Rood, where he compares the crose's
identification with the dying Christ with the “same kind of
inversion and redircction of behavior” among the loyal re-
wainers in Maldon. Hill concludes that this late OE poem
transformed traditional lord-retainer loyalty into a “code of
glorious death” (82). Regarding Maldon as historical fiction,
John D. Niles asks “How are we to read The Battle of Maldon?”
in his essay “Maldon and Mythopoesis” (Mediaevalia 17 (1994
for 1991], 89-121). His argument that the poem favors some-
thing resembling Achelred’s policy of accommeodation chal-
lenges critical consensus, as he recognizes. Niles argues chat
the poem presents Athelred as a respected figure and
Byrhtnoth as a man proud to serve him; both these details
contribute to the national significance of the poem. Crucial
to Niles's reading is that Maldon is an example of mythopocsis,
in which the text poses the critical problem of how the En-
glish should respond to the Vikings and answers the problem
in the form of myth. (His use of myth is importan, “By a
myth, I mean a story, well known among a people or a group,
that tells about larger-than-life figures from the recent or
distant past in such 2 way as to confirm one or more essential
ideas pertaining to the culture of the people or group in ques-
tion” [92).) Maldon marks an carly stage in this myth, using
Byrhtnoth’s fall to stage England’s reversal of fortunes in 9o1.
In Byrhtnoth's confrontation of the Viking’s demand for trib-
ute, Niles sees figured England’s question of whether to buy
peace or fight. But, he continues, the Chronicle entries for
991 make it clear that Byrhenoth's death lead to the less reso-
lute of the two paths. Niles surveys a number of accounts of
the batle, including the Latin Life of St. Oswald and the
twelfth-century accounts. Against this background, Niles
notes that Maldon preserves an independent cradition of the
story. Niles argues that the poem develops its themes around
Byrhtnoth'’s death in a five-part structure: 1. the debate 2bout
tribute; 2. the fight at the ford; 3 Byrhtnoth’s last fight and
death; 4. the flight of the cowards; 5. the heroic last stand. In
its treatment of the Byrhenoth’s valor and death, the poem

“turns a key incident drawn from the Viking troubles of the
990s into a showpicce of contemporary ethics and politics”
(105). In Niles’s view, the point is not just thar Byrhtnoth
died, but that his refusal to pay tribute (along wich his Jack of
discretion) lead to his death. The story thus illustrates two
issues, the need to negotiate peace and the “drift” to separate
strategies of the English and the Anglo-Danes. Niles is at
pains to show that the poem does not celebrate a death wish
(whose modern reflex he calls the “Balaclava syndrome”). He
sces no evidence that all loyal retainers were killed and sug-
gests that the retainers did not know that they had lost. More
important, he argues that Byrhtnoth did not wane to dic. Ie is
not a desire for deach buc a desire for vengeance that drives
the rerainers at the end.

Deor

In a continuation of his study of the poem, Richard North
wishes to advance the case that Deor is a satire on King
Lrthelwulf of Wessex written c. 856 (“King AEthelwulf and
the Goths in Deor,” Amsterdamer Beitrdge zur dlteren
Germanistik 40 [1994), 7-20). In his review of the figures
treated in the poem (with the exception of Deor, all related
to Goths), North maintains that Deor’s treacment of his sub-
jects is variously “oblique, irreverent, suggestive and defama-
tory” (9). Ofall these figures, it is Geat who is least heroic—
in North’s reading, Geat is duped into waiting all night for
sexual favors he never receives. To build his argument, North
reviews the evidence for the identity of West Saxon ‘Geat,
concluding that Gead’s role as god and founder of the Goths
was known in ninth century Wessex. Other than in Deor,
‘Geat’ only appears as ancestor of the West-Saxon royal line.
North than connccts the appearance of ‘Geat’ in the West
Saxon royal gencalogy with the Echelwulf’s journey to Rome
in 855. Asser’s account of Alfred’s annointing in Rome relates
the future king to the Goths through both his father and
mother Osburh, though North observes that by the time Asser
wrote his biography, he seemed not to have understand the
reasons behind making the identification. North interprets
ZEchelwulf’s dynastic reasoning as follows: “who better to meet
the heir of St Peter, therefore, than a kinsman on both sides
of Italy’s past temporal rulers, the Goths and Lombards, whose
mantle the Carolingians had not adopted?” (12-13). Ethelwulf
married Judith, great-granddaughter of Charlemagne on his
recurn trip, but despite his continental dynastic politics, when
he returned to England he found himself in charge of only
the ¢astern portion of his former kingdom, pushed aside by
his son Arthelbald. North then suggests that Deor was wric-
ten around 855 to 856 as a mocking reflection of Achelbald's
attitude toward his father. North devotes the following sec-
tion of his essay 10 a detailed historical and political reading
of Deor to support his contention about satire, The breadch
of his work on the analogues and the detail of the reading
defics summary. North does offer an epitome of the particu-
lars of his argument by way of conclusion: “Peodric’s thirty
years, Geat’s comedy with Madhild and Eormanric’s ‘wulfish
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intention’ can be read as satiric references to Athelwulf’s al-
liance with Judith and the length of his reign in the year he
returned from Iealy and France. . . . Though Gaut- was wor-
shiped as a heathen god for many centuries in castern
Germania, I suggest that he had no better role in early ninth-
century England than to be modeled out of Geor as the an-
cestor of West Saxon kings” (zo0).

The Fighe ar Finnsburb

Jan-Ola Qstman and Brita Wirvik attempt a double resultin
their paper *“The Fight at Finnsburh: Pragmatic Aspects of a
Narrative Fragment” (NM o5 [1994], 207-27)—they wish at
the same time to offer a reinterpretation of the narracive in
the poem and to establish the validity analyzing a fragmentary
text with discourse-pragmatic methodology. Within that
methodology they are broadly eclectic, ¢laiming that a neces-
sary strategy while conceding “methodologically, this might
sound chaotic and non-rigid” (208), which, indeed, it docs.
As pare of their analysis, they offer a reproduction of Hickes's
text, and an edited text, principally following that of Fry
{(Finnsburb: Fragment and Episode, 1974) butinflected at chree
points by Klacber's edition (Beownlf and the Fight at Finnsburg,
3rd ed. 1941). They also provide a summary of the standard
interpretation of the text preparatory to the application of
pragmatics to the poem. They restrict themselves to two large
issues: the function of pragmatic particles in two roles, ground-
ing and other narrative structuring, and the deictic aspect and
function of proper names.

In the first instance they produce a hicrarchy of pragmatic
particles: in order o8, pa, ac / and, nx, no marking, ponne.
With this information they diagram the narrative action of
fragment, finding their analysis of high points in the narra-
tive to be at odds with the standard interpretation. In their
analysis of deixis, they assign a number of the usual suspects
to different sides: in their analysis there are now only two
named Frisians, Sigeferd and Eaha (hitherto identified as
Danes); the rest of the named characters are now Danes (this
interpretation involves reidentifying Garulf, Gudere, and the
second Gudlaf as Danes not Frisians). It is useful to quote the
summary of their interpretation: “Outside the walls Sigeferd
and Eaha are leading the Frisians in a surprise attack towards
the door to the hall where their guests, the Danes, are sleep-
ing. The Danish guard notices them and rushes inside to
inform Hnxf. The Danish warriors are awakened and told to
prepare for battle. The doors are closed and Ordlaf, Guplaf,
and Hengest place themselves to guard the door from the
inside. Saill inside the hall, Garulf tries to reserain Gubere
from risking his life in the first rush of the battle; but Gudhere
does not pay much atcention. Instead, he boldly asks who
holds the door on the outside. Sigeferd answers, identifying
himself as a well-known warrior of the Secgan. A fight breaks
out and continues violently for five days, until Garulf, Guplaf’s
son, falls as the first of the Danes, At the end of the fragment
a wounded Danish warrior retreats to Hoaf” (223).

The Seafarer

Anna Smol, in “Things Speaking and Speech “Thinging™:
Riddlic Voices and The Seafarer” (English Studies in Canada
20 [1994], 249-65), reads the Seafarer as an allegory, the clue
to which are its ‘riddlic’ voices. The set-up of her argument
involves an extended analysis of boch riddles and allegory. In
her analysis, riddles share with typological allegory different
aspects of a whole identity that must be named. As illustra-
tion she considers several OE riddles whose prosopopoeia and
speakers’ “disguises” suggest to her an entrée into understand-
ing the function of allegory: “they [the riddles] share with
typological allegory an impulsc to cxplore different aspects of
a whole identity that must be named” (252). In addition she
considers the function of metonymic address in Blickling
Homily X, where, she argues, the words of the speaking bones
“acquire the status of a sclf-conscious artifact that challenges
the listener” (253). The thesis of her specific treatment of the
Seafarer is that there are two speakers (255), a past general
speaker and a present speaker. Their connection may be a
relationship of parts. She regards the speech of the ‘present’
scafarer to be in meronymic and typological relation to the
‘past’ seafarer.

However, she disclaims the ready accusation that she is
merely duplicating Pope's subsequently retracted 1965 argu-
ment that chere are two speakers in the poem. She explains:
“Because typological connections imply an inherenc identity
berween the poles of the typological analogy, viewing the past
scafarer as a figure that is fulfifled in the present seafarer means
that we can take both specches as belonging to one person.
... On the other hand, we may very well imagine the two
speakers as representing two people—even so, rypologically
they partake of one complete identity” (261). This is having
your figurative cake and cating it, or maybe it isn'c.

Wanderer

For his contribution to the Companion to Old English Poetry
{ed. Henk Aertsen and Rolf H. Bremmer, Jr. [Amsterdam:
Vu University Press, 1994] pp. 145-58) T. A. Shippey offers
“The Wanderer and The Seafarer as Wisdom Poctry.” Draw-
ing on his own earlicr work on wisdom poctry, Shippey dis-
cusses the Wanderer and Seafarer as core poems in that rather
imprecisely defined (perhaps because impossible to define)
class, wisdom poctry. Noting that these two poems conform
only partially to the “autobiographical” model offered for the
OE clegies, Shippey argues that these poems “are see in the
imaginative space between individual ‘elegy’ and traditional
saying or cliché” (152}, In his comparative, close readings of
the poems, Shippey examines the appearance (and non-ap-
pearance) of “,” focusing on the relationship of third person
figures and first-person speakers. Viewed from the perspec-
tive of wisdom poctry—these poems’ relation to other wis-
dom poetry and their reliance on gnomic expressions—onc
could reverse the priority of the autobiographical “I” and claim
that the “first-person speakers are evidently there largely as
vivid illustrations of conclusions already reached” (149). After
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reviewing the ways in which proverbial expression is articu-
lated in wisdom poetry, Shippey notes that both the Wan-
derer and Seafarer create ambiguous or ironic effects by locat-
ing proverbial sentiments in a personal frame. In the second
part of his ¢ssay, Shippey moves from manner to matter. Com-
paring and contrasting the two poems, Shippey finds the
Wanderer “a demonstration of the very difficultics involved in
reaching wisdom” (154) and the Seafarer an cxiension of this
theme. But while Wanderer functions as a “secular prudential
poem” the Seafarer “contains ‘the Lord’ (Drybten) as a con-
tinuous presence” (156). A brief bibliography follows che cs-
say.

Wife's Lament

In “Of Graves, Caves, and Subterrancan Dwellings: Eordscref
and Eordsele in the Wifes Lament (PQ 73 [1994], 267-86),
Paul Bartles offers a strong argument to identify the speaker's
dwelling as a sonterrain in contradistinction to the sunken-
featured building proposed by Earl Anderson (ASE 20) and
to the cave proposed by Karl Wentersdorf (Specultm 56). Evi-
dence for souterrains, i.e., artificial underground dwellings, is
abundant both from archacology and literature. His essay of-
fers an impressive array of analogues: Saxo describes how King
Regnald sends his daugheer Drott into hiding in a well-ap-
pointed souterrain. In the Brur, Locrin, advised to cast off
Astrild, conceals her in a comfortably outfitted eord-huse. His
numerous other examples include Sir Triserem, Fldamanna
saga, the Annals of Ulster, Volsunga saga, Hrdlfs saga kraka,
Gongu-Hrdlfs saga, Landndmabék, Grenlendinga pdter, and
Reykdela saga, and he points out that these souterrains are
“associated specifically (though not always exclusively) with
women” (278). Addicionally, he suggests that the dragon's lair
in Beowulf might well be a souterrain. Against this background,
Battles interprets the speaker’s situation in the Wife’s La-
ment, and finds that “associating the narrator’s dwelling with
the motifs of longing and fear of hostility makes ¢minent
sense” (279). In “En/closed Subjects: The Wife's Lament and
the Culture of Early Medieval Female Monasticism” (#Estel 2
(1994], 45-61)}, Shari Horner asks some important questions
about the gendering of the female subject in the Wife's La-
ment. The focus of her analysis is what she terms a “discourse
of enclosure, a system of signifying which inscribes the in-
creasingly strict conditions of monasticism imposed on Anglo-
Saxon female religious” (46-47). In this analysis, Horner looks
beyond grammatical gender to “cultural gender” and she uses
Judith Butler’s formulation of gender performance to exam-
inc how the poem produces the gender of its subject. Horner
secks the specifics of the acts which produce gender in the
discourse of female monastic enclosure, and she argues that
the Wife’s Lament (as well as Whdf and Eadwacer) show the
enclosure that typifies contemporary attitudes toward the fe-
male body. In her view, cheir “inability to escape enclosure
genders their voices, and thus constitutes their primary iden-
tity” (53). Horner argues against the necessity of taking the
speaker in the Wifes Lament as a wife since the poem does

not specifically define a marital role. Rather, she would take
the female subject of the poem as a female religious and sug-
gests that the beloved male in the poem is just as casily un-
derstood as a spiritual guardian (e.g. Boniface and Leoba). In
so doing, she connects folgad in line ¢ to BT Supplement’s
added definition for folgtan—"to follow the monastic profes-
sion.” In a similar vein, she connects wbeceare (line 35) with
matins, and the speaker’s earchen dwelling with “grave” im-
agery. Horner covers a lot of ground in this brief study and
the subject of performed gender in OE texts will repay fur-
ther, detailed study.

Whlf and Eadwacer

Henk Acrtsen, in “Widf and Eadwacer: A Woman's Cri de
Coeur—For Whom, For What?” (Companton to Old English
Poetry, ed. Henk Acrtsen and Rolf H. Bremmer, Jr.
{Amsterdam: Vu University Press, 1994] pp. 119-44), secks
to situate the student (both novice and advanced) in the his-
tory of interpreting Whlf and Eadwacer. Acrisen reprints the
text from ASPR 3 and offers a literal eranslation as a first step
to working through the interpretative problems of the poem.
Aertsen reviews and evaluates the criticism of the poem, start-
ing substantially with Bradley's 1888 “highly romantic read-
ing.” Using the individual clements of Bradley’s interpreca-
tion (the speaker is 2 woman and a captive; Wulf is her out-
lawed lover and Eadwacer her husband), he plots the subse-
quent scholarly suggestions on the identifies of the players in
the poem in three sections: criticism from “internal interpre-
tations” {internal evidence) and criticism from “external in-
terpretations” (essentizally source criticism). Between these two
sections he reviews readings of the poem as a riddle. The last
section of his essay is dedicated to reviewing arguments on
textual macters, and here he offers modifications of the initial
translation of che poem leading to his own neo-romantic read-
ing: the poem is a monologuc in which the speaker, married
to Eadwacer, reveals to him that he is not the facher of her
child, and that Wulf will return to take her and the child
away: “even in the anguish of disclosing to Eadwacer the se-
crets of her heare she is still trying to protect her lover who is
held captive by her husband. The poem is a most passionate
cry of the heart, a ¢ de coenr, a woman lamenting not only
the separation from her lover, but alse the uncerrainey of what
the future will have in store for her child. . . " (142). A bibli-
ography accompanies the essay.

K.O'B.OK.
The Battle of Maldon (supplement)

In a lively essay which covers considerable ground, Dolores
Warwick Frese speculates about the influence of the lost tap-
estry which ‘Iffled donated ro the monks of Ely depicting the
deeds of the hero of the batde of Maldon (“Worda ond
Worca': The Battle of Maldon and the Lost Text of ‘Ifflzd’s
Tapestry,” Mediaevalia 17, 27-51). Frese speculates that this
tapestry may underly the victorious presentation of defeat in
two distinct late Anglo-Saxon masterpicces: the poem The
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Bartle of Maldon and the Bayeux tapestry. Frese establishes
critical leverage through suggestive interpretations of two in-
termediary texts—the gnome about words and deeds in
Beowulf 287b-89 and a four-line poem about Cnut passing by
Ely recorded in the Liber Eltensis and called here (following
Baugh) the carliest surviving Middle English lyric verses. The
argument is lively and productive, even if, as Frese concedes,
it remains speculative: “Whether we are dealing here wich
traceably related texrs and texiles, or simply are finding our-
selves in the presence of visual devices as imaginatively pro-
vocative in their repetition of formulaic detail as any to be
found in the thematic and formulaic art of an Anglo-Saxon
verbal performer, I am not prepared to assert in any absolute
way” (45).

A4

Faris Psalter

“The psalter poet was not, on the face of it, an adventurous
soul,” says M. J. Toswell in “The Translation Techniques of
the Old English Metrical Psalter, with Special Reference to
Psalm 136" (£5 75, 393-407 [394]) and illustrates the point by
comparing in meticulous detail the Latin text (Roman ver-
sion) of Psalm 136 with the rendering in the Paris Palter.
The comparison reveals the poet omitting various elements
of the source, highlighting proper nouns, introducing filler
words for the sake of alliteration or meter (usually in the off-
verse), and composing, in general, with practical intelligence.
On the vexed question of how much, if art all, the poet de-
pended on glossed psalters, Toswell answers with, on the face
of it, adventurous caution: “Cerrainly no direct connection
with any one or more of the cxtant glossed psalters can be
argued successfully. However, the surviving manuscripts rep-
resent what must be a very small proportion of the glossed
psalters in Anglo-Saxon England. It is certainly possible, and
even likely, that the psalter poer had one or more glossed
psalters available to be consulted when the translation was
not obvious” (405). As for other aids, Toswell holds that the
poct occasionally drew on the so-called Hebrew psalter (i.c.,
Jerome’s Lacin rendering of the Hebrew) or the Gallican
psalter and demonstrates that at PP §2.6.3 the manuscript
reading, gehyrnede, emended by editors to gebyrwede, makes
good sense when seen as a translation of the Hebrew psalter's
proiecit. Toswell concludes her informarive study by defend-
ing the “stilted approach™ of the Paris Psalter poet against
critics who have whittled away ac the stilts. “Competence in
the creation of verse and of sense, not brilliance or creativiry,
is the standard by which the psalter poct must be judged”
{407). I do not know that this is the sole seandard by which
the poet must be judged; 1 do suspect that it is the only one
he is likely to have liked.

Judith

In “Gender, Sexual Violence, and the Politics of War in the
Old English Judith” (Class and Gender in Early English Lit-
erature: Intersections, ed. Britton J. Harwood and Gillian R.
Overing [Bloomingron and Indianapolis: Indiana University

Press], 1-20), Karma Lochric impugns “traditional methods
of inquiry that would reduce [the poem] to the univocity of
their methods” (2), methods “preemptive in cheir totalizing
visions of textual meaning and in cheir unself-reflecting criti-
< positions” (4). Presumably Lochrie believes that her own
approach, encoded in Contemporary Critical Creole, floats
fresh and free above the fray: un-reductive, un-totalizing, un-
unself-reflective. For her the crux is “an intersection of cat-
egories in the poem—of gender and social rank—which pro-
ducesa crisis” (5). At his pre-war party Holofernes gees drunk,
then sends for Judith to violate her, both very male things.
But she writes him off him instead:

The sexual violence of Judith's beheading rakes the form of Holofernes’s
bodily inscription, which the text then procecds o read. This inscription, in
cffect, renders Holofernes's body into a text, thereby feminizing it. When
Holofernes collapses on his bed, he is reduced from signifying an “arregant
bestower of treasure” to a man “dazed wich sins” (3« nida geblonden) after the
drunken feast, to a body devoid of intelligence lying draped across its bed “in
a swoon,” and finally, to a “a foul trunk™ [sic] (s fila leap). This headless
trunk will prove to be the text of the Assyrians defeat, while Judith will bear
the grisly head home as a “token” of Bethulian victory. In both cases, bodily
inscription serves as the text of war as well as of sexual violence; the one form
of violence proves to be the subtexr of the other, (12}

Obviously sexual violence and the violence of war are linked
by violence, Bur the twining of the twain here is a thin thread
from which to dangle the conclusion that the beheading scene
“exposes the interchangeability of war and sexual violence in
Anglo-Saxon cultural codes. The one is not 2 displacement
of the other, but its manifestation” (14). Sexual violence and
war were not interchangeable in Anglo-Saxon culture, as wit-
ness the copious battle scenes in OE literature absent any
reference to sex. Rather chan “mocking the system repre-
sented by Holofernes and the Bethulians,” (14), Judith’s
derring-do mocks Holofernes as the practitioner of a system
two of whose prudential axioms he wantonly distegards:
Admitest thou not thy doom by the front deor. Getest thou
not dead drunk,

Maric Nelson ruminates on “Judith, fuliana, and Elene:
Three Fighting Saints, or How I Learned That Translators
Need Courage Too" (Medieval Perspectives 9, 85-98). Declar-
ing that she was “tried of being a scholarly drudge,” gingerly
devoted to the tried and true, Nelson explains that when she
decided to translate “the lives of the female heroes of Old
English poetry,” she decided as well to “move from the care-
ful translation strategy I had been using to a more self-asser-
tive mode. Role-playing on paper—thac would be my trans-
lation strategy” (85-86). She found that the “old warhorse”
aspect of her character enabled her to identify with the “we
can win” attitude of Judich and that “the adolescent rebel
behind [her] apparently mature facade responded to the op-
portunity to translate the speeches with which Juliana defied
her father and her diabolical suiter” (86-87). Nelson had some
difficulty, however, in putting herself in Elene’s imperial shoes
because of “Cynewulf’s anti-Semitism” and because “Elene
plays a torturer’s role” {g5). But Nelson did whar she could,
although she “left some words and phrases out” (96). “[I]t is,
I expect, obvious to everyone who knows me that [ am no
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more likely to become a saint than I am to become a poes,”
Nelson affirms. “Nevertheless, by translating the three poems
to which I have jusc given brief accention, I learned more
abour the fighting women of Old English poetry and more
about the value of thinking of myself as Fighting Woman
(the words arc forever capitalized in my mind) than I could
ever have gained from my former, unaided, less personal ap-
proach” (g6—97).

Genesis A

In “Conspicuous Heroism: Abraham, Prudentivs, and the
Old English Verse Genesis” (Heroes and Heroines in Medieval
English Literature: A Festschrift Presented to André Crépin on
the Occasion of His Sixty-fifth Birthday, ed. Leo Carruthers
[Woodbridge and Rochester, NY: Brewer], 45-58), Andy
Orchard explains that at lines 1960-2095 the Genesis A poct
departs from the biblical account of the battle of the kings
{Gen. 14:1-16) by omitting many foreign names, by recom-
posing the narrative into three principal scenes, and by ex-
panding on the story in the tradition of OE martial art. O¢-
chard then considers patristic influence on the poem, which
he finds reflected in the poet's “unbiblical insistence” (50}
that the battle was between the forces of north and south
(the north being associaced—as everyone at my university will
tell you in a different context—with evil), in the poet’s stress
on Abraham's defeating an immense army wich few men (so
the power of faith, so the virtue of grace), and in the poet’s
elevation of the king of Elam to a position of prime impor-
tance (Elam representing, in the chought of Jerome, the
worldly world). The Genesis A poet’s knowledge of patristic
tradition may have come through Lain verse as well as through
prose commentaries. In particular, Prudentius’s version of the
episode in Psychomachia has five features for which “it is pos-
sible to point to parallel techniques employed by the poet of
Genesis” (55): Prudentius uses secular heroic diction, stresses
the role of booty, incorporates verbal and structural parallels,
employs wordplay and other rhetorical devices, and “hints at
the exegetical penumbra of tradition” (56). “Whether or not
one regards the Psychomachia of Prudentius as source or liter-
ary impetus for this heroic set piece in the Old English Gen-
esis, the poem provides, I suggest, a useful analogue for the
way in which a poet steeped in heroic tradition can interpret
and claborate a promising piece of scripture. In both cases,
though the rendering is far from faithful, the sense is always
full of faith” (57). Orchard’s entire essay is as fruitful as the
last sentence quoted.

Colette Stévanovitch explores “L'Exil des justes dans la
Gendse A vicil-anglaise™ (Lez Valenciennes t5 [1993), 13-25).
After pointing out that exile was so unbearable to the Anglo-
Saxon heroic world because it meant deprivation of one’s cor-
porate identity, Stévanovitch notes that in Genesis A God uses
exile to punish Lucifer, Adam and Eve, and Cain. If exile is a
punishment, however, how is one to explain Abraham’s exile,
the exile of a good and godly man—especially when the poet
goes beyond Scriprure to stress the hardships Abraham had
to face? Stévanovitch maintains that Abraham’s exile should

be seen from a Christian perspective, as the experience of one
who recognizes that he is a pilgrim on earth in search of a
better country, a heavenly homeland (Heb. 11:8-16). For
Abraham and, to a lesser extent, for Lot, exile becomes a way
of achicving union with God, who replaces the chan as the
ground of value. Like the Seafarer poct, the author of Genesis
A spiritualizes the theme of exile, inviting the audience to see
a negative experience in a positive light. Stévanovitch’s essay
must be one of the most sensible to come our of France,
mired in the miasma of sciolistic theory—which it has been
ungracious ¢nough to export—in the last decade.

Exodus

Turn now from Abraham and the Old English Genesis A to
“Abraham and the Old English Exodus” (Companion to Old
English Poetry, ed. Henk Aertsen and Rolf H. Bremmer, Jr.
[Amsterdam: VU Universicy Press], 18g=200), in which Wil-
liam Helder begins with a bricf, selective survey of figural
readings of the poem. Helder holds that “instead of arbitrarily
limiting the use of typological criticism to the attempt to
explain only the obviously unrealistic collocations in Exodus,
we should feel free to discover and appreciate the way the
poem with unusual effectiveness exploits the typology of bap-
tism” (193). Whereupon Helder launches a typological read-
ing devoted to Abraham'’s role in Exodus. Whenever the poet
mentions Abrzham or the Israclices as journeying from exile
to the land promised to Abraham, Helder supposes that the
reference has a typological aspect. He emphasizes the “patri-
archal digression,” which, “symbolically speaking is not a di-
gression art all” (196): Noah's flood is a type of baptism, the
sacrifice of Isaac a type of the crucifixion, and Solomon’s temple
a type of the church. After Moscs addresses the Israelites on
the shore of the Red Sea, “Their thoroughly Germanic cel-
cbration typologically represents the feasting of the church
triumphant” (199). Despite his claim to the contrary, Helder's
discussion is not so much an original analysis as a florilegium
of carlier figurally oriented arguments. Since he does not at-
tempt to justify his symbolic reading on the basis of “unreal-
istic collocations"—clements that cannot readily be explained
on the literal level—his discussion is likely to appeal only to
readers (like me) who are already members of the choir.
Steven F. Kruger approaches the poem much differently.
In “Oppositions and Their Opposition in the Old English
Exodus” (Neophilologus 78, 165-70}, he concedes that the Exodis
poet employs fundamental oppositions, for example, the Egyp-
tians as opposed to the Israclites. “If we consider only such
clear-cut oppositions, the moral universe of Exodus seems
simple. But, even as the poem establishes its oppositions, it
sets up a forceful movement to distore, and even destroy, some
of the barriers that separate Egyptian and Israclite, the de-
structive and the protective, the good and the bad” (166). To
illustrate how “oppositions are consistently undermined” (167),
Kruger adduces, for example, the protecting pillar of fire and
the menacing heat of day, the Red Sea as both a chreac and
haven for the Israclites, the destructive/creative power of
Noah's flood, the “terrible evening-song” of both the wolves
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and Israclites, the terror of the Israclites when pursued by the
Egyptians and the terror of the Egyptians when engulfed by
the sea, the similar mustering of the Egyptian or Israclite
warriors, and the simultaneous description of the tenth plague
on Egypt and release of the Israclites from Egyptian bondage.
Most of these examples do not suggest to me the undermin-
ing of oppositions but the probing of distinctions, the very
soul of paradox, the very hearc of Christianity. In any case
Kruger contends that as “the oppositions of Exodus dircct us
toward allegory,” the “blurring of distinctions forces us into
irresolution and pushes us toward the historical and literal”
(168). Not always. The present writer has argued that the
contradictory descriptions of the Red Sea invite a symbolic
interpretation of this aspect of the poem (*Old English Exo-
dus and the Sea of Contradiction,” Mediaevalia g [1986 for
1983], 25—44). In pursuing his argument, however, Kruger
makes a point on the poem’s final half-verse that could not be
bettered. After noting thac the poet calls the dead Egyptians
dribtfolea mast (590b), a term also used to characterize the
tribe of Juda (322a), Kruger remarks, “The poct suggests, for
the last time, the common humanity of Israclites and Egyp-
tians, and, in so doing, calls to mind the Egyptians’ human
potential for good. Even while he emphasizes the disastrous
failure of thetr way of life, the Exodus poct shows us the Egyp-
tians as human beings who cowld bhave chosen a path other
than the one they did; who, had they made a different set of
moral choices, could have, like the Iscaclites, become a true
‘drihtfolca mast' " (16g).

In “Habakkuk 1:8 as a Source for Exodics 161-69” (Neophilo-
fogus 77 [1093), 161-62), reviewed in the OFN 28.2 (1995}, 35,
Andrew Breeze argues that the Exodus poet drew on the Book
of Habakkuk. In “The Book of Habakkuk and Old English
Exodus” (ES 75, 210-13), Breeze continues the argument, fo-
cusing on two passages. First, he calls attention to the poet’s
statement that the Israclites were forced to take a northern
route in flecing Egypr because they knew that Ethiopia lay to
the south, a sun-scorched land (68—71a). Breceze observes chat
Hab. 3:7, “I saw the tents of Echiopia for cheir iniquity: the
curtains of the land of Madian shall be troubled” (Douay),
was related to Isracl’s exodus by Theodore of Mopsuestia (ca.
3g0~ca. 428} in his commentary on the minor prophets. “If
Exodus did borrow from Theedore of Mopsuestia, it would
be a striking instance of Greek patristic influence on Old
English poctry. Buc a case can be made for it, as we know that
Theodore was studied in carly England, thanks to his fellow-
countryman, Theodore of Tarsus, Archbishop of Canterbury
669—90” (211). The difficulty, as Breeze concedes, is that there
is no evidence for an carly Lacin translation of the elder
Theodore’s commentary on the minor prophets. The sec-
ond place to which Breeze calls attention is line 202a, where
the Exodus poet says, in reference to the Istaclites’ fear at the
Egyptians’ approach, weredon welnet, which Breeze construes
as “deadly nets enclosed them” as opposed to alternate ren-
derings proposed by Peter J. Lucas, “they [the Israclires]
donned their corslets” or “corslets hindered [the Tsraclites in

their desire to run away).” Breeze comments, “But a meaning
‘nets of death’ can be supported from Habakkuk 1:14-17, on
vengeance taken on the wicked Jews by the Chaldeans” (213).
The passage Breeze cites from Habakkuk thrice refers to fish-
ing nets used by an unnamed wicked ruler to catch men.
Breeze's conclusion sounds equally piscine: “If the Exodis poet
had this in mind when describing the Egyptian atcack on the
Israclites, an allusion to ‘nets of death” would not be forced”
(213).

Although Peter J. Lucas’s Exodus (Excter: Exeter Univ.

Press) is billed as a “revised edition,” Lucas himself in his new
preface more accurately calls it a “slightly revised reissue of a
book first published in 1977.” In the preface Lucas lises six
instances in which he has altered his carlier texu: these turn
out to be two places in which he has exchanged <th for thorn
or thorn for eth to bring the texe into agreement with the
manuscript (7b, 2001), two places in which he has altered
punctuation {149-503, 4192), and two places in which he has
played with emendacions (4873, §67a). Lucas also notes in the
preface that he has now credited “several” mis-attributed
emendations “to their rightful originators,” introduced a few
changes into the commentary and glossary, and augmented
the bibliography “to provide references 1o works published
since 1977, so that everyone can readily discover where others
think I went wrong,” Lucas’s comprehensive (if not exhaus-
tive) extension of the bibliography is the most valuable ele-
ment of his slightly revised reissue and a true service to stu-
dents of the poem. The most pleasing aspect of the slightly
revised reissue, however, comes it the middle paragraph of
the new preface:
Re-reading one’s own work after a gap of some years can be a source of
embarrassment, and there are many more improvements I might have wished
to make mu us baceras beteran secgad. | wish 1 had had the benefir of the
constructive comments made by reviewers. ] wish 1 had had the benefic of
reading the wealth of bibliographical items rhar have appeared since the book
first came out. I wish I had expressed clearly the pleasure and stimulus pro-
vided by the work of Ted Irving, whe cdited this fascinating poem before I
did. But more substantive modifications will have to awair another occasion.
Another occasion? Near the end of the preface Lucas thanks
the Untversity of Excter Press “for encouraging me to set
aside other distractions and proceed with this one.”

Daniel

Perhaps I have mistitled this scetion: “The Old English poem
Daniel, which paraphrases the first part of the Old Testa-
ment Book of Danicl, has an emphasis so divergent from its
source that its medern title is hardly appropriate.
Nebuchadnezzar would have been a more suitable ditle, be-
cause the focus of the poct’s attention is the king and his
moody spiritual fluctuations, not the prophetic abilitics of
Danicl on which the biblical writer concentrates”: so Antonina
Harbus, “Nebuchadnezzar’s Dreams in the Old English
Daniel" {ES 75, 489—508 [489]). (CF. Francis Costello Brennan,
ed., “The Old English Daniel,” Diss., Univ. of North Caro-
lina at Chapel Hill, 1967, xvi—xvii: “[ T]he role of Daniel him-
self is clearly secondary 1o that of Nebuchadnezzar through-
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out most of the poem. . . . The minor importance of Daniel
is striking, particularly in a narrative to which modern schol-
arship has given his name.”) To supporrt the argument, Harbus
compares Nebuchadnezzar's two dreams in the biblical ac-
count with the dreams as narrated in Danrel, pointing out
thac the OE pocr downplayed the content of the dreams and
Danicl’s dream-reading powers while stressing the king's ar-
rogance. As part of her analysis of the first dream, Harbus
argues in favor of retaining MS metod as against emending to
méted at fine ngb, No be gemunde | pet bim metod wes, which
she would translate as “He did not remember at all that he
had a lord,” as epposed to “He did not remember whar he
had dreamed” (496-97). A difficulty with retaining the manu-
script reading is that one would expect a long syllable for the
first lift of a B-verse (mézed), not a short one (metod). As
Harbus perhaps implies, however, the poet may have been
willing to purchase a pun at the price of metrical precision:
“The reader expects a comment [as in the biblical story] on
Nebuchadnezzar’s unremembered dream; with considerable
rhetorical effect, the poet substitutes a remark on Nebu-
chadnezzar’s pride, of which the neglect of God is the most
serious manifestation” (498). Harbus finds the poet wiclding
similar verbal dexterity in his account of the second dream
and of the king's beastly exile and later conversion. Further,
she contends that even where the focus is not directly on
Nebuchadnezzar, as at the poem'’s beginning (the fail of Jerusa-
lem) and at the poem’s ending (Belthazzar's feast), the king's
sins are anticipated or reprised. “The result is a didactically
effective behavioural model for the contemporary Anglo-Saxon
audience, for whom pride and active atonement were more
pertinent than Old Testament prophecy” (508). A solid, sen-
sitive, thoughtful cssay.

Daniel and Christ and Satan

Some years ago I argued that the compiler of the poems in
MS Junius 11 selected the works to compose a version of sal-
vation history (*The Old English Epic of Redemption: The
Theological Unity of MS Junius 11,” Traditio 32 [1976], 185-
208). In pursuing the argument, 1 considered whether the
principle informing the collection might be the Holy Satuc-
day readings in the Paschal licurgy but rejected the idea for
various reasons, among them the fact that only five of the
twelve readings in the closest tradition correspond to mate-
rial in the Junius Manuscript. While acknowledging thac che
principle of compilation of the manuscript is related to the
Paschal liturgy, I maintained that a better explanation lies in
the tradition of sacred history in Augustine’s De catechizandis
rudibus, a tradition reflected in Wulfstan’s Sermo 6. In “Rem-
nant’ and Ritual: The Place of Daniel and Christ and Satan
in the Junius Epic” (ES 75, 408-22), Phyllis Portnoy argues
thar “the liturgy offers a precedent and perhaps even a source
for the problem of narrative sequence in the Junius poems”
(408). That the set of twelve Holy Saturday readings “offers a
precedent” I do not dispute; any treatment of salvation his-
tory before the early cleventh century would offer a prece-

dent. Thae the twelve readings are a likely source guiding the
compilation 1 still find doubtful. In challenging my rejection
of the liturgy as the compiler’s specific informing principle,
Portnoy observes, “Hall’s criticism of all licurgical approaches
is misleading, in that his assessment of their failure is based
upon the imperfect correspondence between the number and
ordering of the poems and the number and ordering of the
lections. This criterion disregards the symbolic relationship
between the historical events. In the sacred history rehearsed
in both the poems and the lections, each event features a
central figure, a ‘holy remnant’ delivered from destruction
through faith and grace” (409). The difficulty with suggest-
ing a2 “holy remnant” as the compiler’s guiding light is that
the theme is much too broad, occurring in the great majority
of books in the Old Testament, and lacks a principle of ex-
clusion. The difficulty can be scen in a glance ac Portnoy's
chart (422), in which she tries to forge a correspondence be-
tween seven Holy Saturday readings and the material in Junius
1. The seven readings (readings § through 11} and Portnoy’s
thematic characterization of each are as follows: “prophetic read-
ings: 5. Isa. 54.10 8¢ §5: Israel forgiven (Deliverance), 6. Bar. 3:
Isracl pleading for forgivencss (Judgement), 7. Ezck. 37: the
Valley of the Dry Bones (Deliverance), 8. Isa. 42 Israel cleansed
(Judgement & Decliverance), historical/prophetic readings: 9.
Exod. 12: Insticution of the Passover, 10. Jonah 3: Conversion
of Nineveh (Faith), 11. Deut. 31-2: the Covenant forsaken
(Apostasy)” (my colons after the italicized words and my com-
mas throughout). To which material in Junius 1 do chese
readings correspond? Readings 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11 all correspond,
according to Portnoy, to Daniel 1-56, on the sinfulness of
Isracl and the fall of Jerusalem. Perhaps the Junius compiler
had the Valley of Dry Bones and the Conversion of Nineveh
in mind when he read these lines in Daniel, but 1 doubec ic.
Readings ¢ and 1, according to Portnoy, correspond to Exe-
dus. The Exodus poet, however, does not narrate the Institu-
tion of the Passover, and the macerial in Deur. 31-32, the
farewell of Moses and the Song of Moses, is set many years
after the crossing of the Red Sea. Perhaps T am simply disre-
garding the “symbolic relationship” beeween events. The term
seems so elastic in Porenoy’s hands, however, it can be made
to stretch any point. Be that as it may, her essay is learned and
lucid. Among other things, she makes illuminating remarks
on the theme of remembering in Daniel (see also Harbus
above) and on the imagery of hands in Chrise and Sacan.

Christ and Satan

In “Christ as Narrator in the Old English Christ and Satan”
(E'S 75, 2-16), Robert Emmett Finnegan maintains, “When
read against the literary and cheological traditions thar shape
it, the poem suggests a narrator of curious capacities and wide
personal experience and knowledge: to know what the poem
suggests he knows, to do what the poem suggests he docs,
the narrator in all probability has to be Christ” (2). As an
example of the special knowledge the narrator possesses,
Finnegan cites the words Satan speaks after he first lands in
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hell, words quoted by the narrator without any authenticat-
ing source of information, c.g., “a gefrigan formula” (2). Fur-
ther, says Finnegan, the poet has the narrator give details ac
variance with Scripture. For example, according to Matthew
28 and Mark 16, angels announce news of the Resurrection to
women, who in turn tell the Apostles; according to Christ
and Satan, Christ himself orders angels to convey the news
directly to his followers. The only narrator who could “vali-
date such assertions” contrary to Scripture “must perforce be
divine himself” (10). But what of the hortatory passages in
which the narrator includes himself as among those in need
of salvation, as among these who should pay honot to Christ
{e.g., lines 189-223)? Can such a narrator be identified as di-
vine? Finnegan's answer is that Augustine taught that Christ
is the narrator of the Psalms, cven those spoken in the voice
of a sinner. “Augustine’s narrator of the Psalms and my nar-
rator of XST share sufficicne qualities to suggest that they
are identical. That is, the narrator of X587 speaks like
Augustine’s Psalmist, sometimes as God, sometimes as man,
but always, I think, as Christ” (16). So Finnegan. Hereafter
let no one doubt Christ and Satan's bizarre power over critics.
Augustine taughe chac Christ is the narrator of the Psalms,
but no Anglo-Saxon would have thought that Christ and
Satan, like the Psalms, is inspired Scriprure. It is casier to
belicve that the poc, like all other OE scriptural poets, sim-
ply invented various details than that he uniquely envisioned
Christ as his narrator. Further, the same arguments Finnegan
advances for identifying Christ as the narrator of Christ and
Satan could be advanced for identifying Christ as the narra-
tor of Genesis B, who, “we may be sure is not presented to us
as divine” (3).

Christ and Satan and The Dream of the Rood

David T. Johnson ponders “Old English Religious Poctry:
Christ and Satan and The Dream of the Rood” (Companion to
Old English Poetry, as above, 159-87). After a nod to Czdmon
as the originator of OE Christian verse, Johnson turns to
Christ and Satan to explore its comitatus imagery, which he
sees as a Christian-secular blend. Riveting his attention is the
fact that the pocet describes Satan as both chained in hell and
as compelled to wander paths of exile, To resolve the appar-
ent discrepancy, Johnson cites the Tyconian Rules for inter-
preting Scripture, as given by Augustine in De Doctring
Christiana, 111. As Christ is the head of the Church and the
Church is his body, says Tyconius, so the evil are Satan’s
body and he is their head. “Thus, one way of reading the
passages discussed here is to understand thar when Satan speaks
of ‘flying out’ (Il. 111fF), of himself carrying back down to hell
the souls of men (Il. 114fF), or of snarching them down wich
his own ‘hands’ (1. 267-8), such actions are to be understood
‘not with reference to himself, but rather to his body’. . . .
[TThe pair of images discussed here helps the poet, within
his didactic framework, to illustrate an important Christian
paradox: the simultancous power and impotence of the sin
and evil embodied in Satan” (175). The pointis learnedly pur-

sued and the paradox memorably put, but I wonder if it does
justice to lines 111-13—"“But 1, and more of you who authored
the beginning of this pride, must from time to time take wing
in flight to seek our homes” (Johnson's translation, 170)—
which scem to say that Satan himself as well as his henchdevils
will occasionally depart hell. T wonder, again, if Satan's hell
bondage might be construed as primarily metaphorical. “[Flor
where we are is hell,” Marlowe's Mephastophilis confides to
Faustus, “And where hell is, there must we ever be,” a notion
also implied in Chrst and Saran 263b-64. Taking up the Dream
of the Rood, Johnson focuses on the eschatological imagery of
lines 1-26 and asks, “what exactly is che significance of the
shifting appearance of the Cross as portrayed in 21b-32” (182).
In answer, Johnson cites the tradition that at the Last Judg-
ment the damned will see Christ in his wounded human state
but the saved will see him in deific splendor, “The Cross is
recognized by the Dreamer as a symbol for Christ; and yet it
is both significant and logical chat it is not Christ Himself
who appears before him; after all, this is not a vision of the
true last Judgment, but one that prefigures that event. The
ambivalence of the Cross's aspect serves to heighten the
Dreamer's anxicty, for he does not at thac moment know
which he will sec on the real Last Day—Christ’s shining face
or His wounds” (134).

The Dream of the Rood and the Ruthwell Cross
In “Rood and Ruthwell: The Power of Paradox™ (ELN 31, 6-

12}, Margaret Jennings maintains that the pervasive paradoxes
in the Dream of the Rood and on the Ruthwell Cross are to be
explained by “che religious context out of which both e¢ma-
nate,” a context “consistently characterized by liturgical cel-
ebration” (6). After an crudite survey devoted to the role of
the cross in carly Christian thought, Jennings considers vari-
ous panels on the Ruthwell Cross, finding unity in the hypo-
static union: “Cumulatively, the significance of the sculprures
on the north face (Evangelists, John the Baptist, Christ in
Majesty, the Hermits, the Flight into Egypt, and the Nativ-
ity) attests to the divinity of Christ; those on the south face
(Archer, Visitation, Mary Magdalene, Blind Man, Annun-
ciation, Crucifixion) point to his humanity” (10). The
Ruthwell Cross and the Dream of the Rood ace linked by more
than the face thac the Ruthwell Cross carries lines also found
in the Vercelli poem. “[T)he connection berween cross and
poem transcends textuality and resules from a realization on
the part of both artists of the ultimate paradox in the Chris-
tian life, a realization taught and reinforced by licurgical ac-
tion, that like Christ the Christian must suffer the cross and
thus enter into glory” (10-n1).

The Dream of the Rood and The Wanderer

In “Dream-Theory in The Dream of the Rood and The Wan-
derer” (RES 45, 475-85), Andrew Galloway discusses Gregory's
comments on dreams in Moralia and elsewhere as background
for analyzing the dreams in the two ticle poems. Gregory
teaches that worldly cares and voices must be stilled so that
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the “ear of the heart” can hear God’s voice. Similarly, in the
Dream of the Rood the dream comes 1o the narrator sydpan
reordberend | reste wunedon (3). His dream over, the narracor
stresses its effect on him: “In lingering on the aftermath of
the dream—on the ‘awakening’ that occurs in many scnses—
the narrator of The Dream of the Rood develops dream-theory
through a narrative mode thar is distinctly different from
Gregory's comments but fully consonant wich Otd English
poctic idioms. For scenes of awakening are dramatized mo-
ments of realization, reassessment, and sometimes action in
several other Old English poems” (47g). Galloway also points
out similarities and differences beeween Gregory's analysis of
dreams and the dream in the Wanderer. Here the narrator’s
dream abour his erstwhile lord may be identified as a vana
tlusio, a snare from which Gregory warns the righteous to
keep free “the foot of the heart.” (Although he may lack
Augustine’s rhetorical gorgeousness, Gregory, the brain of
his hearc pumping cardiac thought, does have his metaphori-
<al moments.) Vana though his iflusio may be, the Wanderer
narrator’s dream helps lead him to the conclusion that the
temporal world is temporal. If the poets of the Dream of the
Rood and the Wanderer were influenced by Gregory’s com-
menis on dreams, they nonetheless added new emphasis on
the awakened state. “In both poems, interactions between che
mind’s visions and the waking world are explored by dwelling
on the moments of awakening, a focus that is prepared for
but not made inevitable by the topoi of Old English poetry.
Icis not an emphasis pursued by later dream-visions. Such a
narrative attention in these contexts to awakening serves 1o
point up the cthical question implicit in any dream-cheory:
after such a dream, what should we do in our waking lives?”
(435).

The Dream of the Rood

The fate Peter Clemoes gives us “King and Creation at the
Crucifixion: the Contribution of Native Tradition to The
Dream of the Rood 50-62" (Heroes and Heroines in Medieval
English Literature, as above, 31—43). In lines 5056 the cross
says, “Many cruel events have I endured on chat hill. I saw the
God of hosts stretched severely. Darkness had covered with
clouds the ruler’s corpse, the bright radiance, shadow advanced,
dusky bencath the clouds, [All creation wept, lamented the
king's fall]” (33-34). Clemocs contrasts the hill of crucifixion
with that on which Beowulf was buried: Beowulf's beorg is a
human memorial, but Christ’s beorg is “the epicentre of the
spiritual realm,” drawing towards it non-human as well as
human creation (33). Clemoes next considers the play of dark
and light in the passage against the background of Latin reli-
gious thought and the vernacular poctic tradition and finds,
first, that the poct was “thinking of the darkness at the cruci-
fixion as a night overcoming a day” (36) and, second, rhat the
reference to Christ’s corpse as “bright radiance” both reflects
the association of light with divine power and uses to good
effect the appositional technique of OE verse. Clemoes goes
on 10 observe that, although the idea of creation’s lamenting

the crucifixion can be parallcled elsewhere, there appears to
be no parallel in the Latin Christian tradition for creation’s
actually weeping. It is truc that some scholars have adduced
the myth of nature’s weeping at the death Orpheus to explain
the image; the Orpheus legend, however, scems “altogether
too remote” as a source for the poct (40). Also to be dis-
counted as a source for the image is the Old Norse myth thac
all creatures wept upon Balde’s death because, among other
reasons, “There is nothing at all Norscy about the language
of The Dream ssb—6a" (41). F inally, Clemoes compares nature’s
weeping in the poem with the happy tears the queen in Elene
shed when she discovered the crucifixion nails (1131b—38a).
“Nothing further, I submic, is needed to account for the tears
of gricfin The Dream than the reverence they share with the
tears of joy in Elene” (43).

Chrise IT

Thomas D. Hill addresses a well known passage that had
long confounded me until I read his article, “The Anchor of
Hope and the Sea of This World: Chriss 1, 850-66" (ES 75,
289-92). Hill puts the problem succinctly: “Lines 850-856A
speak of ‘our’ situation as if we were at sea; but lines 856B-
863 read as if ‘we” had already been rescued.—Wees se drohtab
strong / zrpon we to londe geliden hafde’ (‘our situation was
harsh before we reached land”) and yetin the concluding lines
of the passage we are back at sea fixing our hope on the har-
bor which the ascended Lord of the heavens has cleared for
us” (290). No such chronelogical legerdemain occurs in
Cynewulf’s source, homily xxix in Gregory's Homilia x! in
evangelia; in fact, the corresponding sentence in Gregory in-
cludes only one certain nautical image, the anchor of hope.
Cynewulf creates a complex context around the image., “The
point,” says Hill, “is that the Christian in this life is from one
perspective blessed and protected, and yet from another threat-
ened and vulnerable” (290). Hill illuseraes the point by cit-
ing Augustine, In Johannis epistulam ad Parthos Tractarus, 11,
ii, 10: “As yer we bear the mortality of the flesh, and cake
future immortality upon trust; and on the sea we are tossed
about by the waves, but we have the anchor of hope already
fixed upon the land” (291). Toward the end of the essay, Hill
wonders if the sea/land paradox may be reflected in the com-
pounds tinking nautical and terrestrial elements Cynewulf’s
uses in the passage for “ship™ sundhengest ‘ocean-horse,’
Sfodwudit *ocean-wood,’ and Yomeare ‘wave-mare.” Hill acknowl-
edges that chis argument is speculative but believes, righcly,
that he has solved the chronological problem. “[I]nsofar as
we recognize the richness of Cynewulf’s artistry we are in one
sense securcly anchored, even though the voyage of interpre-
tation may still continue” (292).

Chrise IIT

In “Some Reflections on the Metre of Chrise 171 (From Anglo-
Saxon to Early Middle English: Studies Presented to E. G,
Stanley, ed. Malcolm Godden, Douglas Gray, and Terry Hoad
[Oxford: Clarendon Press], 33-59), Jane Roberts says that
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“the meat” of her article is to be found “in the presentation of
the A3 half-lines of Chrise III (Table 1)" (3). The essay is
more than a one-course meal served on a single table, how-
ever; two other tables, devoted to anacrusis and hypermetric
fines, offer further food for thought even for those of us with
limited relish for Bliss's metrical system, on which the present
analysis is predicated. Table 1 is divided into two categories:
A, half-lines in which “the stress falls on a noun, adjective,
adverb, numeral, or ‘heavy’ pronoun”; and B, half-lines in
which “the stress falls on a verb.” Categories A and B, in
turn, are further divided. One important finding the list high-
lights is that such half-verses as efter pere synne (Genesis A
1042a)—which do not occur in clause-initial position and
which “through lack of a sentence particle in the initial dip”
(40) violate Kuhn's {so-called) second law—are found in Christ
IIT with prepositions other than eféer. For this and other rea-
sons Roberts observes that, metrically, the poem is “very dif-
ferent, both from Beowulf; and from the Cynewulfian poems
with which it is gencrally grouped” (43). Underlining the con-
clusion are the data on normal half-verses containing anacrusis
in Table 2, which shows the occurrence of ANACrusis in seven
off-verses (two of which, however, might be classified as
hypermetric). The hypermetric verses in Table 3 fall into two
groups, those with two stresses and those with three, A no-
table characteristic displayed in this table, Roberts notes, is
the number of unmated hypermetric verses. “Overall the most
striking feature of the half-line in Christ I is the frequency
with which its patterns repeat themselves” (57), a trait nicely
exemplified in the homiletic passage of lines 106168, which
suggests that the poct was influenced by the vernacular homi-
letic tradition.

JRH.

¢. Beowulf
Text, Language, Meter

A surprising proportion of our sensc of the meaning of Beounlf
depends upon lines we don’t thoroughly understand. Perhaps
the most vexed example of this is found in a passage explain-
ing the hero’s death, where it is mentioned that some sort of
curse was laid on the horde. OF course we would very much
like to know why the hero has died—was it God’s will? was it
his own fault?—and these are the very lines chat mighe clear
things up for us, if only we could read them. It is scated pretry
clearly that those whe placed the horde in the ground sol-
emnly pronounced a spell on it, so that whoever disturbed it
would be guilty of sins, fast in the bonds of hell, and so on—
and then the sense breaks down utterly: lines 3074—5 read
“nas he goldhwate gearwor hafde / agendes estacr gesceawod.”
These lines have been a puzzle since the days of Thorkelin
and Kemble; they are so clearly in need of editorial interven-
tion, but no one can agree where or how to intervene, Many
bold scholars have entered the fray against this mysterious
passage, twisting and tweaking nearly every word with a pro-
posed emendation, wringing weird echocs of sense from the
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eext like 2 Templar's confession. The lines and the scholars
alike have emerged bloody but unbowed, and in its obstinace
senselessness the passage has earned the sobriquet locus
desperatus. Even Klacber gave up, finally shrugging off the
numcrous proposed solutions with an uncharacteristically gallic
note, “embarras de richesse.” T suspect that a typical reader sim-
ply turns up his collar and hurries by the passage, whisthing
past this graveyard of scholarly conjecture.

Claus-Dicter Wetzel's “Beownlf 3074f.—cin locus
desperatus?” (in Grinda and Weezel, eds., Anglo-Saxonica, pp.
113-66) is anocher valiant attempt to shine some light into
this dark cranny of the poem. The sheer vast bulk of this
article reflects the fong and encrgeric tradition of critical ig-
norance of the passage’s meaning rather than the size of the
two short lines discussed. Werzel manages to marshal his great
armies of evidence and argument in a coherent and convinc-
ing way, first offering 30 pages of learned commentary and
discussion of previous attempts ac solving this textual crisis,
then—the reader by now breathless with anticipation, if not
just phin breathiess—proposing his own solution. He un-
derstands the general sense of the passage as a repetition of
the idea expressed in 3054f: ‘nxfne god sylfa, / sigora sobcyning,
scalde pam B¢ he wolde / —he is manna gehyld—hord openian,
/ efne swa hwylcum manna swa him gemet duhre.” Werzel
proposes that the MS nas be be emended to nafite, an emen=
dation proposed commeonly enough; he further argues that
hefile be taken as an unusual but not unprecented instance of
an early OF preterice subjunctive plural form, for which he
provides evidence from both prose and poetry. A scribal mis-
understanding of this form, he suggests, caused the error that
turned ‘nafne’ into ‘nzs he’. In this reading goldhwate is a
plural adjectival noun, referring to the two heroces, Beowulf
and Wiglaf. He translates “wenn die nach dem Gold
Strebenden [Beowulf und Wiglaf) nicht vorher [d.h. bevor
sie sich anschickten, den Schatz zu bergen] schneller [, als der
Hallenfluch wirksam werden konnee,] die Gnade des Herrn
geschaut hitten [d.h. das Einverstindnis Gottes erlange
hitten].” (i63). Wetzel concludes that a combination of scribal
revision and editorial/critical misunderstanding, not the in-
herent difficulty of the words in the passage, has led to the
designation of thesc lines as a locus desperatus. The solution
he offers is plausible, thoroughly argued and meticulously
presented; whether ie will prevail, or simply add to the gleam-
ing embarras de richesse, remains to be seen.

Certain readings in Beowulf become fixed by habit and
consensus gentium; after a while we may find oursclves reading
not the poem but our invisible and inevitable translation of
the poem. Against this tendency Fred C. Robinson offers an
open mind, a little careful attention, and a copy of the Healey-
Venczky Microfiche Concordance. His essay “Did Grendel's
Mother Sit on Beowulf?” {in Godden et al, eds., From Anglo-
Saxon to Middle English, pp. 1=7) succeeds in dispelling a bi-
zarre image in one of the most dramatic moments in the whole
poem: during the fight with Grendel's mother, the hero
stumbles and, the poct insists, his monstrous opponent “ofsxt
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ba pone selegyst” (line 1545). This image—Grende!’s mother
plopping down on top of the unfortunate Beowulf—evokes
titters from students, awkward circumlocutions from transla-
tors cager to preserve the poem’s dignity, and knowing leers
from post-Freudian eritics; it’s a zany moment in an other-
wise stark passage. Now, alas, Robinson argues convincingly
thart the word ofier does not mean “sat on” at all. In ics 36
other appearances in the OE corpus it means things like “be-
sct, beseige, oppress, possess, press upon™—never quite any-
thing as physical as “sit on"—and so in this passage in Beownlf,
its only appearance in the poctic corpus, it is likely to mean
the same thing (Robinson suggests “she set upon the hall-
guest”). He notes that “to point this out is a modest textual
gain, perhaps, buc it is a useful reminder that many of the
textual judgements which have become estabished in the past
might well be due for reassessment in light of the evidence
which has been placed ar our disposal by the Healey-Venezky
Concordance, a scholarly tool the importance of which can
hardly be overemphasized” (7). It is equally a useful reminder
that every one of our literary opinions is always based upon a
text whose meaning we must still struggle to discover, and
May never quite master.

Fred Robinson offers four “Textual Notes on Beownlf”
(in Grinda and Wetzel, Anglo-Saxonica, pp. 107-12). The first
proposes to emend 386b, ‘hat in gan’, to *hat [hi] in gan’; the
sccond emends 389a ‘Deniga leodum’ to ‘Deniga weorode’
and dispenses with the writing of further lines; the third pro-
poses that we leave line 106, ‘ponne hit sweordes ecg syddan
scolde’, alone: “I read 1106 has having a darkly crypric sense
such as ‘it will be up to the sword’ or ‘it will be left to the
sword’. One can almost imagine the line being puncruated
with the modern story-writer’s device of dramatic ¢llipses”
(11). The fourth note argues for the preservation of the MS
reading ‘drihten wereda’ in 21862 as a common formula in OE
verse even without its Christian connotations. As usual
Robinson’s suggestions are offered with support from the text,
the language, and his own subtle sense of OE poetic style;
they help us to a betrer understanding of the meaning of the
poem, one line at a time.,

Alfred Bammesberger's “Zu Beowndf 386-394" (Anglia 11z,
107=14) examines the same lines as Robinsen’s “ Textual Notes”
and proposes slight alternatives: he suggests ‘Deniga weorum’
for ‘Deniga leodum’ as preferable on palacographical grounds
to Robinson’s proposed ‘Deniga weorode’; he suggests that
‘sibbegedriht’ 387a is the object of *hat’, and ‘scon’ a paralle]
verb with its object (Hrothgar) unexpressed: ‘hat in gan seon
sibbegedriht’ he translates as “command that troop of men to
come in and see.” A further possibility is that ‘scon’ is to be
read as passive “that they may be seen”; Bammesberger ad-
mits that “In Anbetract der Vielfalt der hier bestehenden
Maglichkeiten ist cine endgiiltige Entscheidung wohl nicht
méglich” (nz).

Eric G. Stanley deploys his famous cautious skepticism
against the appealing concepe of apo kotnon constructions in
“Ano Kowov, Chicfly in Beowulf” (in Grinda and Wezel,

eds., Anglo-Saxonica, pp. 181-207). He begins by admitting,
“T have lictle faich chat the teem omo xowou as applied to Old
English, is more than, in the first place, Greek for an uncer-
tainty in a reader’s undeestanding, and, only in the second
place, if at all, Greek for an ambiguity, or amphiboly as is has
been called as if to suggest that it were a figure in Rhetoric, in
an Anglo-Saxon writer” (181). A language with fluid syntacti-
cal structures and variable standards of punctuation, and which
allows the non-expression of subject pronouns, may give rise
to many cases in which the modern reader cannot tell whether
a clause belongs with what precedes it or what follows it, and
is therefore tempted to labet the situation ‘apo koinou”. Stanley
closcly reviews the work of H. D. Merrite on the subject, and
finds that in most cases the uncertainty arises in the modern
reader, not the Old English text, and for a genuine 'apo koinou’
construction, he notes, “what is needed is syntactical control
in the writing, nor just syntactical uncertainty in the reading”
(188). In instance after instance Stanley shows that what seems
fike a genuine ‘apo koinou' is more probably a modern hesita-
tion over where o assign syntactic boundarics. “The means
of connecting clauses are often loose in Beowndf,” he con-
cludes; “[a]t che same time, the poet’s additive and annexive
method of composition, in Robinson's terminology, his ‘ap-
positive’ style, leads the grammatically trained modern reader
to wish for a more rigorous syntax than the Anglo-Saxon
poet and the transmitting scribes (with their undependable
punctuation} provide for what arc often complex ideas” (207).
The expression ‘apo koinou’ is our term for a perceived lack
of grammatical rigor; its use depends as much on our percep-
tion of things as it does on the structures of Old English
itself.

Aspect is a somewhat controverstal category of analysis in
Old English; Peter Richardson's “Imperfective Aspect and
Episode Structure in Beowndf ™ (JEGP 93, 313-25) 1akes a mat-
ter-of-fact approach 1o the question: “aspect is ... a sen-
tence-level phenomenon which indicates whether a situation
is seen as complete or incomplete, or as beginning, ending,
continuing, or repeating” (314). He then goes on to analyse
the use of shifts in aspect, from ‘perfective’ to ‘imperfective’,
as narrative markers; his particular interest is in “motion and
perception verbs followed by infinitives” (3t5) where the in-
finitive does the duty of a modern present participle and the
construction indicates ongoing action. The most famous ex-
ample is the repeated ‘com . . . scridan’, ‘com . . . gongan’,
‘com. . . sidian’ in Grendel's approach to Heoror. Richardson
notes that “impetfective constructions scem to signal the be-
ginning of new and significant episodes, while the individual
cvents within these episodes tend to be narrated perfectively”
(319). By stressing perception and location—he saw him suf-
fering, they heard the horn sounding; he came gliding, he
went 1o seck out—these imperfective constructions also ¢s-
tablish point of view in the narrative, the place in which the
action occurs and from which we follow it. Richardson’s care-
fully limited claims are ineriguing; they are a uscful step “to-
wards a more general theory of narrative pragmatics in Old
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and Middle English poetry” (325).

Mark Griffich’s “Beownlf 1495 hwil deges = momentum
temporis?” (N&Q 41, 144—46) puzzles over the length of time
it takes Beowulf 1o dive to the bottom of Grendel’s mere.
The expression uscd, huwil dages, is usually rendered “the space
of a day” or “most of a day,” giving the hero 2 superhuman
lung capacity in addition to his other ¢ndowments. Fred
Robinson has argued that the phrase means “daytime” or
“broad daylight,” a reading supported by other occurrences of
the expression in OE poetry. Griffith proposes that bwil means
more specifically “a moment” or “a brief time” and deg means
more generally “time,” so the expression can mean “a very
brief space of time.”

Koichi Jin's “Emending Beowndf 1333" (Med. Eng. Stud.
Newsletter 31, 12-16) proposes thar the difficult expression ‘fylle
gefrzgnod’ be emended to 'fylle gefrgnode’, arguing that
Klacber's ‘gefagnod’ is not idiomatic.

Shigero Ono’s “Grendel’s Not Greeting the gifitol Re-
considered—with Special Reference to *motan with the Nega-
tive” {Poetica (Toyko) 41, 11-17) takes issue wich Fred
Robinson’s solution to the crux at 168-9 proposed last year in
Words, Texts, and Manuscripts (ed. Korhammer, pp. 257-62;
Robinson’s article was reviewed here last year). There
Robinson suggested that no he fone gifstol gretan moste could
mean “by no means did he have to show respect for che throne,”
taking the modal moste to mean ‘have to’ rather than ‘be al-
lowed 10’ or ‘be able to’. Ono disagrees, pointing out that
while motan can mean ‘must’ in Old English, it apparently
never means this when accompanied by the negative. In all
examples in Beowulf, ne moran scems to mean ‘not be permit-
ted to'; elsewhere in OE it seems to mean the same thing. “If
we take moste with the negative in Beowndf 168 to mean ‘was
not compelled to, did not have to’, as Robinson proposes to
do, it will be a single instance of a quite exceptional use of this
verb” (15). Ono cites evidence from Modern English and Ger-
man to admit that “theoretically we cannot exclude the possi-
bilicy” (17) of Robinson’s reading, but the reading is not sup-
ported by surviving evidence. Ono does not propose an alter-
native reading of this troubling line.

Christopher Manes, in “The Substance of Earth in
Beowulf’s Song of Creation” (ELN 31.4, 1—5), proposes a new
reading for the damaged line gz, which reads in part ‘se
/lmihtiga coran worh..” and is universally and almost irre-
sistibly completed as “cordan worhte™ and translated, “the
Almighty made the carth.” Manes suggests that ‘eordanworh’
is a possible variant of ‘corbandweorc’, an otherwise unat-
tested compound meaning “the substance of carth.” He ar-
gues this in order to suggest that che passage is even more
strongly anthropocentric than it is usually thought to be: he
would translate “the Almighty triumphantly established for
land-dwellers the substance of the earch, a splendidly bright
plain, which water surrounds, the shinings of the sun and
moon as light” (3). There seems, frankly, little need to accept
Mances' special textual pleading in this instance, but his insis-
tence on the human-centered account of God's creation—

rather than the cosmie perspective of Genesis—is an impor-
tant and wseful observation.

Sciichi Suzuki’s “On the Combination of Type A Verses
into Lines in Beowulf: a Further Consideration” (N&Q 41,
437-39) is just that. Suzuki develops the notes made by Patricia
Bethel in N&-Q 1984:292—3 about lines which combine two
half-lines of Type A. Less common sub-types of the metrical
pattern appear more frequently in such verse; this “may be
ascribed to the avoidance of the otherwise resulting monoto-
nous trochaic rhythm” (438).

Ewald Standop’s “Alliteration und Akzent: ‘schwere’ und
‘leichte’ Verse im Beowndf” (in Grinda and Wetzel, eds., Anglo-
Saxonica, pp. 167-79) discusses and explains a number of in-
stances of “peculiar and possibly faulty alliceration™ (167) in
the poem. When the principles of grammatical stress are
strictly applied, there are many ‘light’ verses—those with only
one discernible stress, such as com pa to recede 72.0a or eode pa
to setfe 1232a; likewise there are many ‘heavy’ verses with more
than two probable stresses, such as arss, rices weard 13902 or
swutol sang scopes 9oa. Standop examines the problem in light
of alliterative patterns and favors 2 rather more complex rule
than that offered by simpler dicta such as “alliteration equals
stress”; he hopes to admit the possibilicy of occasional exces-
sive alliteration and purely ornamental stress. Standop sug-
gests thae the probable rhythm of spoken language, which
raises grammatically unstressed syllables 1o a stressed position
depending on their role in the sentence, would regularize a
greac many apparent metrical irregularities. A looser inter-
pretation of metrical rules, coupled with a greater sense of the
relation berween spoken language and meter, would help
modern critics explain why such exceptions to the metrical
norms were not rigorously avoided by OE poets.

Sources and Analogues

Beowulf, whatever else it may be, is a complex web of allusions
and references—it longs to be located in a literary context as
surely as we fong to discover its date and origin. Buricis hard
to tell just what sort of context Beownlf requires: modern
scholars, distinctly uncasy with carlier assumptions about
‘germanic’ or ‘traditional’ material, have sought literate and
Latin, Christian and classical, analogues for the poem (per-
haps our postmodern age is more comfortable with this
‘multicultural’ model of Anglo-Saxon literary history). Jo-
seph Harris' “A Nativist Approach to Beowudf: the Case of
Germanic Elegy” (in Aertsen and Bremmer, eds., Compan-
ion to Old English Poetry, pp. 45-62) reminds us that much
remains to be said about the ‘native’ or germanic threads in
the poem’s intercextual weave. Harris is the most articulate
contemporary advocate for the germanic-comparatist approach
to the pocm; as in his 1992 essay, “Beowulf’s Last Words”
(Speculum 67: 1-32), he sternly avoids the nebulous romanti-
cizing that sometimes went into earlicr conceptions of ‘the
germanic tradition’, In chis essay Harris offers as an example
the lament of Beowulf near his death, specificatly the memory
of the grief of Hrethel over the accidental death of Herebeald
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and the digressive description—"something like 2 Homeric
simile,” he aptly calls it (48)—of an old facher’s grief over the
deach of his hanged son. Harris traces the parallels to chis
¢legaic lament in Old Norse saga and poetry, particularly a
poem in Egl’s Saga on the death of Bovarr; ultimately, he
reminds us, the lament must be related to che mythic deach
of Baldr in Icelandic edda. Harris suggests that “the Old En-
glish poem, whatever its date, seems, in short, to maintain a
subterranean contact with the world of ideas, the poetic lan-
guage, and the oral-licerary forms of the tribes and nations
that spoke Germanic tongues” (57). The “religious and ritual
overtones” (57) of the elegaic tradition reflected in Beownif
contain a hint of the profound cultural survival of the ‘germanic
tradition’, however refracred through the literate and Chris-
tian context of the poem’s structure and composition.

In a companion article to Harris' called “The Christian
Language and Theme of Beownlf” (in Aertsen and Bremmer,
eds., Companion to Old English Poetry, pp. 63~77), Thomas
Hill examines the Christianity of the pocm, the warp to Har-
ris’ germanic woof. “Among a people to whom antiquity was
precious and innovation suspect” (64), he notes, conversion
was 3 problem; the Anglo-Saxons' efforts to reconcile their
Christian faith with their reverence for the pagan past ¢an be
compared, as Hill notes, to the central concerns of Renais-
sance humanism: “roughly speaking, we may say chat Chris-
tian thinkers who felt relatively secure about their own cul-
ture and faith have tended to be receprive to the merits of
pagan past whether it be classical Lacin and Greek or Celric
or Germanic, . . . and those who felt themsclves threatened
by it have harshly rejected ‘paganism’ and pagan culture” (66).
Buc beyond a simple positive view of the pagan past, Hill
argues, the poem “is a remarkably consistent text in that the
religious language of the poem reflects the religious knowl-
edge of those patriarchs who lived before the convenants and
the creation of Isracl” (67-8); Hill calls cheir spiritual state
‘Noachite’ (the one passage which contradicts this asscrtion—
the condemnation of the paganism of the Danes in fines 179-
83—Hill views as an interpolation or corruption; he thinks it
should be ignored). Hill arpues that relatively unorchodox
views of the relationship between paganism and Christianity
may have been more widespread than the surviving evidence
leads us to think; following Charles Donahue’s “Beowulf, Ire-
land, and the Natural Good” { Traditio 7:263=77), he looks
for parallels in Old Irish and Old Norse-Icelandic Jiterature.
“The peculiar spiritual acmosphere of Beoundf,” he notes,
“looks a good deal less peculiar and unique if one compares
the poem to the other heroic literatures of Northern Europe
whose poets and learned men faced the kind of ideclogical
problem which the Beowndf-poct faced” (74). A problem with
this sort of evidence, however, is that most of the parallels
deal explicitly, at some point or other, with the problem of
the salvation of the heathen, and Beowulf, subtle ching thac it
is, does not; its silence leaves the matter open to debate and
argument. Hill generously cites the work of scholars who of-
fer differenc interpretations of the poem’s spiri tuality, notably

Fred Robinson’s ‘Beowulf” and the Appositive Style and Ed-
ward Irving's “The Nature of Christianity in Beowslf” (ASE
13:7~21); he ends by expressing the hopeful chought that “this
tradtion of tolerance and respect for the past is as much part
of the heritage of early medieval Europe as the rigid and hig-
oted contempt for the pagan past which we commemorate in
school handbooks™ (76). Taken as a diptych, the essays by
Harris and Hill suggest the richness and complexity of the
cultural context that gave rise to our poem; each is an excel-
lent summary of the current state of the question and a skill-
ful presentation of original research.

Yet another perspective on the bewildering question of
the sources and the cultural context of Beownlf is given by
Susan Deskis in “An Addendum to Beowulf’s Last Words”
(MAE 63, 301-05). Deskis responds to Joseph Harris' 1992
Speculum article which located the hero’s last words in the
Germanic genre of the death-song; she points out that some
of the unusual features of Beowulf’s statement—his asser-
tions that he did not aggressively seck foreign quarrels, swore
no false oaths, and did not kill his kinsmen—may derive from
the Bible, Proverbs 6:16-19. Biblical verses circulated as oral
sententiae, Deskis notes, and the verses from Proverbs are found
in several Insular florilegia; the poet may have artfully woven
this Biblical macerial inco a typically germanic secular scene,
“creat[ing] an archaic, pre-Christian hero who nevercheless
deserves the admiration of a Christian audience” (304). Deslas’
brief essay suggests the valuable insighrs still to be mined
from the familiar topic of gnomic wisdom in Beowilf.

Terence McCarthy’s “Beowulf’s Bairns: Malory’s Sterner
Knights” (in Carruthers, ed., Heroes and Heroines in Medieval
English Literature, pp. 161-70) is not really about Beownlf, but
it makes interesting points of comparison between Malory’s
treatment of knighthood and carlier depictions of warrior
conduct. By subtle but significant changes in focus in his
retelling of French material, Malory presents a vision of
knighthood that is less romantic and more heroic, less per-
sonal and more social, sterner and less sentimental; his por-
traits are older, darker, more somber, and seem drawn from
the tradition of the chanson de geste and the English allitera-
tive Morte Arthure which echo, obliquely, the values of the
older heroic poctry. Malory is not borrowing from Old En-
glish, of course, but writing out of a similar ideology and a
similar high seriousness: McCarthy notes that “although the
bulk of Malory’s source material came from overseas, he ap-
proached that macerial with the outlook and scale of values of
one who, for all his apparent cultural broadmindedness, was
more insular than we might have thought” (i59).

Critictsm

The carly history of Anglo-Saxon studies is an endlessly fas-
cinating spectacle, with a diverse and colorful cast of charac-
ters—the pioncers of our discipline—engaged in their great
labors and tossing off their acerbic epigrams, enjoying a few
moments of brilliant insight amid a whole long carnival of
shocking blunders, and through it all we can indulge in che
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deeply satisfying feeling that we, who are the beneficiaries of
this whole business, are better than they are. Nothing is easier,
of course, than blaming the past for being the past, pointing
out from the smug and lofty height of our own infallibilicy
the shortcomings of people who didn’c know any better. Nowa-
days, it seems, we lack both eyes to wonder and tongues to
praise. We cannot forget, however—as J. R. Hall reminds us
at the end of “The First Two Editions of Beowndf: Thorkelin’s
(1815) and Kemble’s (1833)” (in Scragg and Szarmach, eds.,
The Editing of Old English, pp. 239—50)—that “what Thorkelin
and Kemble are to us, we will be to our successors in a cen-
tury and a half: objects of curiosity” (250). This sobering fact
might encourage us to be a bit less blinded by our prejudices,
peeves, agendas and career-jockeying, and perhaps a bit kinder
to the dead ends and blind alleys of the past, Hall's essay is a
generous-minded comparison beeween the work of Thorkelin,
who brought Beownlf into the hands of modern readers, and
Kemble, who with his brilliant arrogance and venomous in-
telligence began the serious and ‘scientific’ study of Old En-
glish. Thorkelin's edicion, Hall notes, is generally neglected
today in favor of the two transcripes he used to prepare it; in
fact, he notes, “for 175 years Thorkelin’s edition has been
ridiculed—with, admictedly, goed reason” (243). Bu, he adds,
the edition, however poorly executed, is well-conceived.
Kemble, on the other hand, with a perfect contempt for the
manuscript text (Kemble had a bottomless capaciry for con-
tempt), was 2 more meticulous and a far more competent
scholar, and produced an edition whose intelligence sl in-
fluences our sense of the text of Beowwdf. Interestingly, Hall
notes that “the great majority of Kemble's restored readings—
for example, well over 2 hundred lerters in his text of the fiest
500 long lines of Beowulf—agree with readings in Thorkelin’s
edition” (49)—in other words, Kemble used Thorkelin, with-
out acknowledgment of course, to make his text. Hall’s essay
suggests that even a work as fundamentally flawed as
Thorkelin’s might have something to teach us about how we
should conduct our business as scholars; even the worst fail-
ures, most of us will be relieved to hear, are not without some
merit.

One of the unfortunate things about being a dwarf stand-
ing on the shoulders of a giant is that you get a bird’s-eye
view of the giant’s bald spot. Josephine Bloomfield begins
“Diminished by Kindness: Frederick Klacber’s Rewriting of
Wealhtheow” (JEGP 93, 183~203) by pointing out an obvious
but uncomfortable truth about the greac editor of the stan-
dard edition of Beowulf: “Klacber, who was reared within the
educated middle class of the very nationalist and racialist cul-
ture of late ninetcenth-century Germany, seems to have im-
posed concepts and relationships on the text—particularly in
the areas of kingship, family, and gender roles—that cannot
be found in the source text or the source culture” (183). Being
part of a culture which viewed women as ‘naturally’ maternal
and domestic, where law followed the dictates of biology and
excluded women from participation in public life, Klacber
inevitably reduces Wealhtheow's role in the poem by trans-

lating a number of words—mnilde, gled, freodlapu, lide, gedefe—
as 'kind’ or ‘kindness’ in his Glossary. The words mean vari-
ous things, of course, and ‘kind’ or ‘kindness’ is not outra-
geously beyond the semantic range of any of them, but
Bloomficld argues that Klacber’s repeated use of the word
‘kindness’ encourages the reader to overlook Wealhtheow's
important role in the public life of Hrothgar's court. Poor
Klacber is the victim of his upbringing: Bloomficld suggests
that “Wealhtheow’s power and political mancuvering in
Heorot might have set up such a cultural dissonance for him
that she became ‘uneranslatable™ (202). She further suggests
that Klacber was a lifelong sexist—she even speculates that
he remained in his homeland after his recirement there in
1931 because “the Western, more egalicarian world was indeced
more alien to him than even a life of poverty, want, and illness
in war-torn and post-war Berlin” (202). It is just as interest-
ing to speculate on why Bloomficld feels that ‘kind’—rather
than, say, ‘tender’ or ‘gracious’ or ‘friendly’, words she occa-
sionally accepts as adequate transhations for some of these
words—is a particularly derogatory or diminutive word, or
why itis worthwhile to argue over the connorations of a nearly
century-old translation rather than over the texe itself. Cer-
tainly the present generation of readers of Beowulf, whatever
their respect for Klacber’s work, have not been misled by the
limitations of his interpretive vision. But her essay, in any
case and for what it is worth, dutifully acts upon the call of
scholars such as Alien Frantzen to interrogate the interests
and biases inherent in the work of our predecessors.
Gerring the tone right in the reading of the poem’s fe-
male characters is also the concern of Robert Albano’s “The
Role of Women in Anglo-Saxon Culture: Hildeburh in
Beowsdf and a Curious Counterpart in the Volsunga Saga”
(ELN 32, 1-10). Albano wants to compare Hildeburh, the
sad and passive central figure of the Finn Episode, to the
creepy infanticidal Signy in the Norse saga, to argue that “as
appealing as the view of Hildeburh as a symbol of peace may
be, the interpretation is sentimental and lacks vahidiry” (8).
He suggests that we should ignore the enormous cultural
differences between the two works and see instead the “harsh
reality and the grim truth” (1) that unites chem—the primal
duty of brutal vengeance for man and woman alike. He insists
several times that most critics are inappropriately ‘sentimen-
tal and psychological’; he insinuates without evidence that
Hildeburh is in on Hengest’s plot to get revenge against Finn;
he misrepresents and mistranslates a line to make one of his
point stronger {on p. 4, he reads per in linc to79, which al-
most certainly means ‘where’ and refers to the ‘skies’ men-
tioned in che previous line, as ‘which’ referring to ‘her brother’
five lines carlicr). Albano is surely right to be suspicious of
imputing modern notions of decorum or motivation to the
characters in Beowulf, and it is surcly right to seck literary
parallels in nearby cultures, but he wants to read the Finnsburh
episode the way the Danes at Hrothgar's court seem to have
read it—a rollicking good story about killing Frisians, straight-
forward and unshadowed; he wants to ignore the resonance
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of the story for the readers outside that court and outside the
poem. To repress the enormous complexity of Beowndf's view
of heroic life—in which revenge is inevitable yec tragic, as
courage is necessary yet futile, as treasure is beautiful yet use-
less—is to miss most of the point of the poem. Yet another
cffort o read the tone of the poem properly is Keich Taylor's
“Beowwulf 1259a: The Inherent Nobilicy of Grendel’s Mother”
(ELN 313, 13-25); Taylor pauses over the curious expression
ides aglecwif and urges the reader to remember that ides car-
ries with it, in all its various and not always clear contexts, the
idea of nobility. So Grendel's mother, however much an
‘agleca’ she may be, is also a noble character, bent on the
sacred duty of revenge: “the Beowulf-poet uses the term ides
to pay Grendel’s mother the highest compliment at his dis-
posal” (22). Before he kills her off.

The widow Grendel and her boisterous boy got their usual
share of attention in this year's scholarship. Brian Mechan's
“Son of Cain or Son of Sam? The Monster as Serial Killer in
Beownlf” (Connecticut Review 16.2, 1=7} examines the very
contemporary echoes we feel in Grendel’s terrorizing atracks
on Heorot. Grendel's “raging hatred and repulsive crimes” (1)
are unfortunately not mythic or even fictional; Meehan points
out the similaritics in behavior and psychology between
Grendel and a modern serial killer. “He is angry, depressed,
and paranoid; he lives on the fringes of normal socicty,”
Mechan points out (2); his alienation, frustration, and exclu-
sion give risc to his monstrous actions. Even from the folk-
loric and mythic perspectives, Grendel has much in common
with a modern Ted Bundy or David Berkowitz, for these
killers tend to assimilate their behavior to absolute patterns
of evil and good—while Grendel comes from myth into his-
tory, 2 modern killer tends in the other direction. In their
attraction to symbol and metaphor, Mechan suggests, killers
are related to pocts: “cach is unusually sensitive to the meta-
phors that convey unspeakable violence, and cach believes
passionately that literal cruth must lie at the heart of figures
of speech. In terms of imagination, murderer and poet may
be more closcly allied than is the poet with his merely ordi-
nary audience” (4). (This would certainly explain a lot of MFA
programs.) Both che morbid underworld of the murderer and
the imagination of the poet who describes it cross the border
between life and deach (the one assaulting, the other defend-
ing, Mechan points our), and thus both partzke of ritual and
myth, The clinical language of psychology, and the heroic
language of Anglo-Saxon poctry, both try in their wiy to
cxplain, and thus control, the terror of dysfunction, the rup-
ture of the ordinary into the florid bloom of vision and vio-
lence, that lie horribly within the realm of human possibility.

To the question of his title, “Was Grendel a Bigfoot?”
(McNeese Review 1994, 91-99), Edwin Duncan gives a confi-
dent ‘probably’: Beowulf’s monstrous adversary shares nu-
merous features with the yeti/sasquatch/bigfoot of popular
legend. Both are big hairy loners with smoldering eyes—rather
like Lorenzo Lamas, come to think of it—with picreing cries
and a violent temperment when cornered. From the scatcered

and dubious modern evidence for such a creature we have
created a category of ‘missing link' between ape and man, or
some long-lost survivor of an carlier species: pithecanthropus,
maybe, or something like him. Of course the Anglo-Saxons,
not being blessed with our modern scientific categories, classed
the Grendel family as *‘demons’ and ascribed to them almost
supernatural powers; they followed their own cultural impera-
tives and made what sense they could, as we do. Duncan points
out that these creatures, whatever they ‘really’ were or are, are
united at least by their position in the imagination.

Frank Bataglia's “The Germanic Earth Goddess in
Beowulf?” (Mankind Quarterly 35, 39-69) is an inexplicable
recurrence of an essay which appeared in the same journal in
1991. At that time it was reviewed in these pages (OEN 26.2,
p- 47), where it was said to be “built upon a simple, ingenious,
and utterly wrong-headed idea.” It has not improved with
age.

It has long been a commonplace of women’s studies that
women’s history is invisible—the general narrative of history
has been the story of great men and their great deeds; it may
be equally true chat men’s history is also invisible. Men as
men are seldom explicit, for the generic pronoun man, and
the general tendency to elide the concepe of ‘man’ into that of
‘human being’, does not exacely privilege men—ic oblirerates
them, just as surely as it obliterates women. One of the more
interesting recent developments of feminism has been the
growth of men’s studies, or perhaps one should call it (to
avoid the embarrassing drum-pounding Roberc Bly-ish con-
notations of that phrase) studies of men—efforts to examine
how men act and are acted upon as gendered beings. The
recent collection Medieval Masculinities: Regarding Men in
the Middle Ages (cd. Clare Lees; Minneapolis and London,
1994) contains a fascinating array of articles directed towards
this goal; Clare Lees’ essay on “Men and Beowsdf™ (pp. 129~
48) is relevant to the present review. Lees begins: “Beowlfis
an Anglo-Saxon poem about men—male heroes, warriors,
kings—and yet the vision and limits of this world as a mascu-
line one have rarely been examined” (129). She proceeds to
question just this self-evidence; noting with graceful gener-
osiry but unflinching accuracy the elisions and assumptions
underlying Tolkein’s fundamental essay on the poem—not
just his notorious omission of Grendel's mother from the
poem’s structure, buc his general tendency to assume that
masculinity and humanity are one and the same thing—Lees
goes on to contrast two modern readings of the poem, James
Earl's “Beownlf and the Origins of Civilization” and Gillian
Overing’s Language, Sign, and Gender in ‘Beoundf”. The former
deploys a crafty psychoanalytic framework of identification
and eransference to discuss the poem’s ability to inculcare
masculine values in the reader—in effect, negating the possi-
bility of a female reader as strongly as it negates the possibil-
ity of 2 female hero; the latter insistently reads the poem from
the position of exclusion, otherness (with a big or little ‘o),
and deliberate marginality to recast the spring of the wholc
heroic mechanism from Doing to Desiring. Lees goes on, in
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amore original vein, to talk about the poem’s own exclusions.
She notes that Beowrdfis, after all, not a poem abour men but
about aristocratic, heroic men: rank constrains action as much
if not more than gender does. Liees catalogues the ‘sites’ of
greacest tension in the poem’s presentation of this aristocratic
patriarchy: the precarious genealogies of patriliny, the relative
instability of family ties versus the stronger bond of loyalty to
onc’s lord, the ritualization of aggression by which men domi-
nate other men, and the pervasive necessity of death as the
cost of heroic immortality. “The construction of this mascu-
line world,” Lees notes, “is bought at a huge price: women,
men, and monsters are all sacrificed to an artistic vision that
focuses on the desires of 2 very narrowly defined warrior class”
(146). Lees’ essay is an important summary of current work
on Beowulf and a provocative suggestion for further develop-
mens.

Beowulf is an intensely political poem, as many readers
have recognized, buc its political clements have stark and
strange, almost religious, tones to them—the bonds of soci-
ety are sacred oaths, marriage vows, debts of honor, or the
dark burdens of blood vengeance. The health of the polis is
built on some mysterious dispesition of the gods. In “The
Language of Sacral Kingship in Beowulf” (SN 66, 129-45),
Paul Beekman Taylor examines certain words in the poem
which bring together the twin courses of divine favor and
political success. In the tradition of sacral kingship, the ruler
of a nation is thought of as being more or less in contact with
the supernatural. Following anthropologists such as Georges
Dumézil, Taylor notes that the king's personal good luck is
the health of the nation; he is responsible not only for justice
and military might but for fertility and prosperity itself. Tay-
lor argues chat “Beowulf, at the beginning of the English lic-
erary tradition and bridging northern Germanic pagan and
southern European Christian worlds of thought, contains dim
but perceptible reflections of the traditional sacral king” (i29).
He discusses several words—bel, ead, est, and ar—which might
connote this state of divine favor which he calls ‘luck’; in
Beowndf these words are part of the description of divine favor
as well as the vocabulary of social courtesy. Divine ‘luck’ can
be undone by greed, just as courage can be undone by cow-
ardice; Heremod’s misfortune is not just his avarice or other
bad behavior bur his concomitant loss of connection to the
divine—his luck ran out and his land was blighted. The mys-
terious arrival of Scyld cleanses the royal line and allows che
Danes to regain their good fortune—at feast until Hrothgar’s
luck runs out in the form of Grendel. Taylor’s reading of the
poem in the context of Norse myth and anthropology pushes
a number of deeply hidden ideas to the surface; woven into
the very fabric of the poem's language is a model of kingship
that is ancient, primitive, and highly personal.

The relationship berween the King and the Hero is the
subject of Leo Carruthers’ “Kingship and Heroism in Beowndf”
(in Carruthers, ed., Heroes and Heroines in Medieval English
Literature, pp. 19-29); Carruthers begins by sorting out the
slippery vocabulary of kingship, trying to define the central

characteristics of each role. He notes that the gyning (literally
‘member of the tribe’) is “at the centre of a circle rather chan,
as in the later medieval idea of monarchy, at the pinnacle of a
pyramid” (19). Various epithets are used of all the kings in the
story—they are beloved, famous protectors, shepherds of the
people, givers of rings. No such coherent vocabulary applies
to the hero, however—Carruthers notes that there is no single
word for what Beowulf is; he shares his epithets, even that of
beled, with all warriors. Carruthers then turns to the rela-
tionship berween the hero and king: “to be a hero, ivis clearly
not necessary to be a king; but is it important for a king to be
a hero?” (25). The general skill in battle needed to maintain a
kingdom might suggest that the answer is yes, but the inevi-
tability of weakness in old age suggests that leadership cannot
depend entirely upon heroism. Until che very last lines of the
poem, Beowulf is praised as a hero, not a king. Carruthers
makes interesting use of vocabulary studies to make his point
convincingly, but it is somewhat surprising that in a study of
the Hero and the King no reference is made 1o W. T. H.
Jackson's brief but important monograph of the same name.

Like most historical poems, Beowndf is frustracingly am-
bivalent—it is not quite poctical enough to be read apart from
the history it purports to contain, nor historical enough to
furnish clear evidence for che past it poetically recreates. And
s0 it is something of a scandal; there are those who would like
to relieve the poct of his historical baggage, just as there are
those who would like 1o believe that Beownlf mighe tell us
something truchful about the Heroic Age, ignoring its poetic
form as much as possible. A poem from the past abone the
past is inherently complicated, perhaps, and more than usu-
ally prone to misreading; we must negotiate our own complex
sense of history as well as the poet’s, and the effort is frankly
too great for many critics (so much depends, of course, on the
date we assign to the composition of the poem—a maccer
chat is deeply disputed, though sometimes, I think, not decply
enough). Those who have succeeded in discerning the poet’s
vision of the past—Roberta Frank's “The Beownlf Poer's Sense
of History” and Robert Hanning’s “Beowulf as Heroic His-
tory” come to mind—have done so by resisting the urge to
simplify, or to rewrite the events of the poem in chronologi-
cal order. A magnificent cssay by Paul Dean, “Beownlf and
the Passing of Time” (ES 75, 193-209 and 293-302), is a
worthy companion to these fundamental studies: Dean
achieves the difficult and delicate feat of reading the poem
simultaneously as history and as poem. Complex and subtle
beyond the scope of summary, the essay proceeds by reading
Beowndf against Virgil (chough only in general terms, not
searching for specific verbal parallels or the marks of influ-
ence) and, more substantially, Boethius and Augustine, and
finds in the poem a coherent and sophisticated sense of the
meaning of history against the inscrutable but certain struc-
tures of eternity. The building of Heoror, doomed to de-
struction, is juxtaposed to God's creation of the plenitude of
carth; the power of God to control Grendel is set against the
harsh and hidden face which has sent him; the hero’s human
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longing for fame and treasure beats a hollow echo against the
rusted heaps of metal consigned to the ground at the end of
the poem. Dean proceeds by reading through the poem, fo-
cusing on those moments which contrast the past within the
poem to the present of its characters; he concludes by noting
that Beowulf “represents an effort to imagine a history whose
meaning is unknown to those called upon to make ic” (302),
onc whose meaning—the hope of transcendent order and
imperishable glory—lies in the hearts of the audience.

Dean’s essay is a satisfying example of a controlling idea
brought to bear on the whole sweep of the poem’s narrative.
In contrast, Judich Garde’s “Sapientia, ubi sunt, and the He-
roic Ideal in Beowulf” (SN 66, 159-73), is a long summary of
the poem broken loose from the confines of interpretation.
Garde begins with a grand and intriguing claim: “Demon-
strable liturgical and traditional Christian influences suggest
that this is practical, exemplary poctry; that these didactic
texts were intended to be understood more or less as recited
or read. . .. While its characters may recall traditional Scan-
dinavian folk and historical themes, Beownif is also firmly
founded in the liturgy, ensuring the same inherently didactic
orientation as other OE verse” (159). One reads the whole of
Garde’s article with heightened interest, mental antennae
aquiver, waiting for this claim to be justified. We are only
told, however, that “Prominent themes of wisdom and/or
prudence in conjuncrion with transience and the fragilicy of
fame, including the passing into obscurity of heathen rulers
who accumulated fabulous treasure, and the destruction of a
giant who was an enemy of God, suggest the sixth Easter
Saturday (and Pentecostal) prophecy, Baruch 3:9-38, a no-
table source of the wisdom/ubi sunt tradition that is cencral
also to Wanderer” (160). Garde is apparently using the word
‘source” in its broadest possible sense, so that it signifies a
relationship which most people would call an ‘analogue’ or
‘parallel’. Garde works to separate the “Beowulf persona” (172),
a superhuman folk hero, from the critical framework of the
author’s purpose “within which the so-called heroic age was
being considered” (159); whar follows is a long and rather de-
tailed summary of the plot of Beowndf with its many intricate
digressions, but no real effort to demonstrate that the poem
has a basis in the liturgy or that ideas of wisdom and the 1bi
stnt motif are derived from Biblical sources. One has the fecling
of flying over a large and lovely country ar a great height and
without 2 map—you can see ficlds and farms, rivers and roads,
mountains and cities, but you can’t see how the various parts
are related to one another. It is ceruainly clear from Garde's
summary of the story is that the ideals of wise kingship, che
vanity of carthly glory, and the mouenful passage of time are
all central themes in Beowulf—bur this is not news, I hope, to
anyone who has read the poem with even the most casual
attention.

Robert Bjork’s graceful and well-documented “Speech as
Gift in Beownlf ™ (Speculum 69, 993-1022) is in effect a large-
scale study of the rhetorical patterns of address and eXpres-
sion in this poem. Bjork begins by linking speech to che ‘gift

cconomy’ discussed by anthropologists such as Marcel Mauss
and literary theorists such as Lewis Hyde; in both cases the
factual—the cconomic value of a ring, the truch value of a
word—is subsumed into the social exchange, something of
an agonistic encounter of incurred obligations. In Beowulf,
Bjork notes, words are deeds; the elaborate formality of the
scenes of speechmaking in Beowtdf is parallel 1o, indeed the
same as, the elaborate formality of the scenes of gifegiving,
and both in turn are as crucial to the meaning of the story as
the monster-fights thar puncruate them. Thus as che poem
darkens into its twilight, language is devalued along with gifi-
giving and all the other bonds that fail to connect sociery.
Bjork notes three major changes in the qualities of speech as
the poem progresses: “speech loses a crucial aspect of its social
function, its stabilizing power; it becomes more and more
dislocated from the reality of the world surrounding the par-
ticular speaker; and ic displays 1 gradual disintegration and
unpredictability of rhetorical structure” (g8). Like cups, rings,
swords, and helmets—positive elements of the gift-exchange
and the social bond in the first part of the poem, buc by the
end moldering, mysterious, cursed, and useless—speech too
suffers and is finally lost: dialogue gives way to soliloquy,
speaker’s identitics are hazier or undefined, the boundaries of
speech are blurred, boasts falter, knowledge fails. “Whereas
the epic begins with the sparkling, clearly designed and ar-
ticulated words of a warrior with a clearly defined role, the
Coastguard, it ends with the lusterless, unrecorded, unspeci-
fied chanc of nameless men. . . . If no dialectical relation ex-
ists in which speech can be ‘given away’ and ‘circulated’, then,
like treasure, it is doomed to a steady obliteration, reification.
The loss of an adroit and supple dialogic language foreshad-
ows the destruction of the culture with which it is identified”
(1016). Bjork might have taken his argument one more step
to talk about the poem itself as a manifestation of that oblit-
erated, reified Jament that ends the poem (as it is proper, the
narrator tells us). Buc his points are strongly made and
thorougly supported by evidence—he notes (and in an ap-
pendix lists) a number of stylistic devices characreristic of for-
mal speech in Beownlf, and charts their steady deterioration
towards the end of the poem. His argument that speech is as
powerkul as gift-giving in securing the social ties is a compel-
ling one.

Anne Savage’s “The Story’s Voyage through the Text:
Transformations of the Narrative in Beownlf” (in Karen Pract,
ed., Shifis and Transpositions in Medieval Narrative: a Festschrift
for Dr Elspeth Kennedy, Woodbridge and Rochester, NY, pp.
121-38) goes beyond discussions of the coherence or origins of
the various narrative clements that make up Beowulfto exam-
inc the multifaceted relationships beeween stories, plots, and
audiences in the poem, from events unfolding in the narrative
‘present’ such as the hero's fight with Grendel to events turned
into poetry—such as the hero's fight with Grendel after it
happens. Storics change their nature during the course of the
poem, becoming part of the narrated past and the matrix of
poetic memory, presented to different audiences and for dif-
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ferent purposes. Savage notes the importance of “the aware-
ness of opening and closure, and . . . the awareness, as a nar-
rative line progresses, that the ‘present’ of that nasrative is in
the process of becoming a past for the people in it” (123); the
dramatic irony of this situation creates much of the tension
by which we (and the characters in the story) understand the
narratives presented in the poem, Savage pays particular at-
tention to the stories wichin che “single lincar narrative which
encompasses the time from Scyld's life to the end of Beowulf’s”
(126), situating them in terms of audience, cither within the
poem (such as the feasters in Hrothgar's hall who hear the
story of Finn and Hildeburh, or Hygelac as the audience for
Beowulf’s telling of his own exploits) or outside the poem
{(such as the stories of the Last Survivor or of Cain’s curse,
which are told to no one but us) and examining moments in
which the audience or the frame of reference shifts—from
Finnsburh to Freawaru, from Beowulf’s exploits, emerging
from the differently-aimed story of the Danish royal house,
to the song of Beowulf’s exploits. The celebration of Beowulf's
recent deeds by Hrothgar’s scop implies a sense of complete-
ness and meaningfulness, as if the story were ended and its
meaning grasped; we know, of course, that it is not, and that
assimilating the tale of Beowulf to that of Sigemund is, from
the Danish perspective, premature. “The stories in Beownlf,”
Savage notes, “constantly draw actention to the fact thac an
audience’s perceptions of openings and closure are naive” (133).
The careful distinction between the two levels of audience in
Beowndfreinforces the realization that whole classes of story—
most notably the story of Christ’s redemptive sacrifice—are
unavailable to the characters of the poem. This calls into ques-
tion the status of the story as exemplary: “where the verbal
exemplum is not a static picture, but a narrative or serics of
them, it captures the most difficult moral lesson: that moral
judgements are provisional until a story is truly complece.
When we ourselves are part of the story—part of the con-
struction placed on a narrative composed of many narratives—
our sense of closure is always going to be transient” (136-7).
As the present becomes the past, it becomes pare of the present
again as pastness itself, one might say, and as the life-story of
Beowulf was, so is the poem Beownlf today: standing in need
of understanding, ambivalent, significant, profound, puzzling,
an enigmatic monument.

The hero Beowulf is, among other things, a fine story-
teller—his recounting of his exploits to Hygelac and the court
make a spellbinding yarn, even though it is, for the reader, 2
twice-told tale. Its complex revelation of the hero's character
reminds us that the poem’s much-celebrated transparency and
anonymity of narrative voice is just a device—Beowulf’s own
narrative voice is strong, and strikingly different from the voice
of the narrator. The hero's recasting of his own horrific com-
bats into courtly entertainments—turning raw events into
cooked narrative (as Eugene Vance once put if)—is part of
Seth Lerer’s interest in “Grendel’s Glove” (ELH 61, 721-51).
Lerer dwells on one of the most peculiar aspects of this re-
telling, the mention of the monstrous glove hanging from

Grendel’s waist, into which he intended to thrust his victims.
Noting that the “Beownlfis in many ways a poem of the body”
(723), full of the hand-to-hand combat and dismemberment,
hunting and killing, sacrificc and sclf-display that distinguish
heroic literature, Lerer sees echoes of the originary myths of
primitive cultures, the micro-, meso-, and macrocosmic analo-
gies that link the body, society, and the universe in a web of
similarities and sympathies. Furthermore, he reminds us, in
some cultures the dismembered body is placed at the begin-
ning of poctry. Lerer wants to link references to the glove—
not exacely a body part, of course; more like an accessory—in
Beowulf to Norse wales of giants, gloves, and grotesque appe-
tites, from the narratives of Thor’s zany adventures in Snorri’s
Gylfaginning to stories in the Lokasenna; he says the former
are “direct allusions” to the latter (736). He sees Beowulf as a
performer who “presents himself as something of a comic
"Thor” (736), playfully reworking an older myth about heroic
escape from inside the great glove-like belly of a beast into his
own tale of heroic escape and triumph. His tale shows “his
command of the poetic resources of his culture” (742); as he
uses these “craditional accounts of bodily dismemberment and
human ingestion to define the ricuals of licerary making” (729),
he constructs a darkly comic vision of socicty and its narra-
tives, founded on the bloody dismembered body of the Other
and threatened from without by the specter of its own rend-
ing.

Joyce Lionarons’ “Bodics, Buildings, and Boundaries:
Metaphors of Liminality in Old English and Old Norse Lit-
erature” (Essays in Medieval Studies 11, 43-50) looks at the
hall-body analogy in Beowulf and Grettir's Saga. Noting that
“the human body may be figured as a building” and “a build-
ing may itself be figured as if it were the body of an animal or
a human being” (43), Lionarons notes that entering a build-
ing—literally a liminal experience—may, if it is unwelcome,
be seen metaphorically as an ingestion or violent penctration.
The hall is the human world, separate from the world out-
side; its integrity is the integrity of the social order, which is
also the integricy of the sexual hierarchy. Grendel, a repre-
sentative of the disordered outer world, forces himself into
the ‘mouth’ of Heorot, and “though [he] may be ‘ingested’,
he cannot be ‘digested™ (44); he is a kind of poison. “Like a
poison, or food gone bad, Grendel must be purged from the
afflicted body of the hart [i.c. Heorot] if it is to survive; he
must be pushed over the fimen or threshold of Heorot, back
into the darkness of the world outside the hall” {45). Lionarons
does not discuss Beowulf’s later lament that he could not
keep Grendel inside the hall, though he wanted to. To be
honest, Lionarons is much more interested in the racier de-
velopments of the body-hall mecaphor in the Norse Grettissaga,
where the draugr Glimr climbs acop the hall and ‘rides it till
the timbers crack, a peculiar deed which implies all sores of
sexual insult.

1¢'s hard to know what to say about the discussion of
Beownlf in Gillian Overing’s and Marijane Osborn’s Land-
scape of Desire: Partial Stories of the Medicval Scandinavian
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Werld (Minncapolis and London: U of Minnesota Press; pp.
xxii, 141); the auchors’ approach to the marter shifts uncan-
nily between research and reverie, travelogue and scholarly
essay. The book is insistently and engagingly personal, at times
confessional; “we arc writing a professional text in which the
line berween permissible and impermissible forms of discourse
is broken down” (xvii), they boldly say, and shortly thereafter
add “we are not attempting to prove anything about the texes
themselves” (xviii). And so Landscapes of Desire is best ap-
proached as a species of travel writing; its imaginative interest
far outweighs its scholarly purpose. Its first chapter recounts
a journey the authors took in 1985 to “reinvent” Beowulf's
voyage to Heorot (the second part of the book, dealing with
various travels to Iceland in search of saga landscapes, is fasci-
nating and haunting, but is not reviewed here); the authors,
who shift the job of writing back and forth in a sort of tag-
team way, chronicle their voyages around the North Sea on
the routes they imagine were taken by Beowulf and his men
from Geatland to Deamark.

The kernel of scholarship in the middle of this confec-
tion is, basically, a test of the hypothesis that the Beownlf-
poct knew where things were Over There, that the poem is
grounded in some sort of real reality. Of course Osborn and
Overing know that Beowulfis a work of fiction, however much
we may wish it were otherwise, and trying to find its histori-
cal roots is an exercise litcle different from mailing letters o
Sherlock Holmes or scarching the slopes of Mount Ararat
for Noah's Ark. Indeed, part of the beauty of this book comes
from the authors” highly sclf-conscious examination of cheir
own incongruous impulse to pretend thart this is otherwise.
There is much tlk of ‘negotiating the past’, appropriating
and expanding on Lee Patterson’s famous phrase, and the
authors accept as given the idea that the past is a creation of
our present desires. Osborn, as is well known, has tried before
to bring the Old Northern World to life in translation, imagi-
nary (in both senses of the word) recreation, and more tradi-
tional scholarly argument; Overing's interests are more theo-
retical, one might say, and has never been shy abour reading
the past in terms of the present. Osborn is a dreamer, a re-
enacter; Overing is a conceptualizer “interested in both theo-
rizing the cxperience and experiencing the theory” (xvi). But
at the heart of the whole enterprise for both critics is the idea
that you can stand in the place that Beowulf stoed, that a
litthe salt spray in the face will make you a better reader of the
poem. Speculation on the timing of sea voyages, the histori-
cal identity of the Geats, the situation of the Swedes, and the
location of Beowulf’s final resting place are laced into the
authors’ account of their travels—and it scems difficult for
them, for all cheir statements of intention to the contrary, to
put aside entirely the idea thac they have ‘recreated’ racher
than ‘reinvented’ the voyage of Beowulf, that their journey
has not proven something about the poem’s authenticity or
verisimilitude,

Beyond che scholarly interfudes, and beyond the travel-
ogue, the book is about how these two readers feef about the

poem, and about the relationship beeween books and readers,
storics and geography, pasts and presents. The book is a fas-
cinating examination of the love that we develop for old sto-
ries, and the desire to enter into a book, rub clbows wich its
character, peer into the closets and under the furnitre, and
so find some common ground beeween its world and our own.
There is much that is beauriful, 1ouching, and thoughtful in
Landscapes of Desire, and all lovers of the poem ought to be
rooting for these two intrepid scholars who have done what
others have only dreamed about—closed their books, gotten
out of their comfy armchairs, and actually lit out for the ter-
ritory.

As Overing and Osborne demonstrate, scholarship is, fi-
nally, an act of love: our desire for truth comes from some
other desire, not always entirely clear. Other scholars in other
ficlds have battered away at the ideal of objectiviry, and nowa-
days it is 2 commonplace to admit that we cannot help bur
speak as advocates and partisans, prisoners of our often un-
conscious partiality. Objectivity may be one of those neces-
sary illusions, like free will or true love or the natural good-
ness of man, that allow us to function, to create a place to
stand and speak; integrity and honest self-knowledge, and
the jostle of competition, keep the system from collapsing
into utcer and irretrievable solipsism. It was ever thus: T. A.
Shippey’s “Local Patriotism and the Early Interprecation of
Beowulf” (in Flemming G. Andersen and Lars Ole Sauerberg,
eds., Traditions and Innovations: Papers Presented to Andreas
Haarder; Odense; pp. 303-18) looks at carly theories of the
origin and meaning of the poem Beowtlfand finds chat schol-
ars were probably motivated by political issues and personal
biases. Nicolaus Outzen, an carly reviewer of Thorkelin’s first
cdition of the poem, made great efforts to localize the poem
in his own neighborhood of Schleswig and to deny the poem’s
obvious ‘Danishness’. Study of the poem thus became part of
the complex and bicterly-contested “Schleswig-Holstein Ques-
tion” of 1gth-century German-Danish politics. Another na-
tive of Schleswig-Holstein, Karl Miillenhoff, proposed mythic
readings of the story of Beowulf—Grendel and his mocher
representing the North Sea floods—thar have not yet lost
their influence on Beowulf criticism, just as MiillenhofF’s
butchering of the poem into layers of carly and later work,
sagas and fieder, still justifies some occasional scholarly mis-
behavior; Shippey suggests that “these views are rooted just
as much as Qutzen’s . . . in a desire to annex the Beowulfiage
(if still not the Beownlflied) for Miillenhoff’s narrow home-
land” (311). Such bias is not merely parochial; the English
critic John Mitchell Kemble also wrote from a strongly pro-
German and anti-Danish position, idolizing Grimm and deni-
grating Rasmus Rask, borrowing ideas and place-name iden-
tifications from Outzen (typically, without attribution), dis-
carding the poem’s historical information in favor of its puta-
tive mythic resonances in order to ignore the Danishness of
the poem’s setting and characters. Shippey notes that “be-
tween 1834 and 1849 a joint Anglo-German thesis was evolved,
in which Beowulf was scen as essentially not a Danish work,



54 The Year's Work

its references o the Danes and non-references to the English
satisfactorily explained away; according to this thesis Beownlf
was also fundamentally mythical, its Scandinavian historical
references all later accretions; while the myth it conveyed was
to be localized not in Scandinavia but in the flatlands round
the Elbe” (314). The desire of scholars to connect the poems
to themselves, what Shippey calls “the root of philological
argument in politics” (315) is not a quainr relic of a bygone
era; we can learn much by examining the assumptions and
desires of carly scholars, but we would do equally well to re-
member that scholars in years to come will examine ours.

Beowndf depicts the death of its hero as an event of ep-
ochal significance, a hinge in history that sweeps the Geats—
and in effect the whole Heroic Age—into oblivion and tragic
past-ness: every one of the poem’s last 500 lines echoes with
the sad truth chat those days of this life will not come again.
There is something almost apocalyptic about the finality of
Beowulf’s death, as there is, perhaps, in the downfall of any
hero—we are forced to regard not only the certainey of our
own end, but the possibility of the end of the social order
itself. Such thoughts are necessarily eschatological, forcing
our focus beyond this world and into the Other, or the Next.
Edward Risden’s Beasts of Time: Apocalyptic ‘Beownlf” (Stud-
ies in the Humanicies 8. New York: Peter Lang; pp. vi, 165)
examines the formal and suggestive apocalyptic elements in
the poem in considerable detail; he argues that medieval im-
ages of the ulctmate end—whether Christian or germanic,
Revelation or Ragnarsk—are the appropriate controlling con-
structs for understanding Beowulf. Risden describes Anglo-
Saxon literary culture as ‘janusian’, that is, both pagan and
Christian, assimilatory and blending, and he suggests that
the poem employs images and ideas from both native and
biblical depictions of the end of the world.

Risden’s work divides firmly into sections; the first chap-
ter is on background and reviews of previous criticism. He
discusses the meaning of apocalypticism and its prevalence in
the early Middle Ages: the many apocryphal accounts of
doomsday that delighted medieval thinkers, the millenial ur-
gency of early Christianity, the learned commentaries on the
many obscurities of John's Revelation. Risden distinguishes,
as one must, between prophecy and apocalypse: for the term
really to mean anything, an ‘apocalypse’ must contain some
revelation not only about what must come, but also about
what lies beyond the end of the world. The spectacular cata-
clysms, the grotesque visions of hell, the grisly punishments
of the damned, are only the external markers of the genre—
what matters in apocalypse is a particular relationship to his-
tory. Risden is less careful to distinguish between true apoca~
lypse and a mere personal revelation of Hell such as che Visio
Pauli—the latter, however closely related to a more global
apocalypse, does not contain that defining historical relation-
ship. If you can come back from your vision to warn your
fellows, and thereby change the course of their fates, you have
had no true apocalypse. Nor does Risden draw a sharp dis-
tinction between the Christian apocalypse, a destruction that

is also a universal judgment and rebirth, and the Norse vi-
sions that, practically, ignore human life and history as insig-
nificant in the mythic scheme of cosmic defeat and disinte-
gration. Buc Risden is willing to find “apocalypticism outside
of Apocalypses, the thought pattern outside the genre” (22),
so a bit of fuzziness in the terminology or conflation of cat-
egories is not such a bad thing. He regards various ¢lements
of the apocalyptic mode—visions of the otherworld, the un-
covering of cosmological secrets, an urge towards preparation
for the end, and so on—as significant even when they do not
all appear in the same document. And so a work such as Beoundf
can strike an apocalyptic pose without conforming fully co
the generic requirements.

Risden is exceedingly generous in detecting the signs of
doomsday in Beowulf. He conflates the list in the psuedo-
Bedc's De guindecim signis (scas rising, mountains descend-
ing, sea monsters burning themselves, stars falling from the
heavens, all chat sort of thing) with the Signs mentioned in
the Gospels (Matt 24: false prophets, nations rising against
nations, erc.) and the even more surrcal signs that precede
Ragnarsk (wolves swallowing the sun and moon, the spatter-
ing poison of the World-Serpent, ctc.) to make a long list (60
items, including some overlap) of apocalyptic indicators. He
then finds these all over Beowsdf. Here an objection incvitably
presents itself: since the End of the World can hardly be de-
scribed as anything but the collapse of all order—moral, so-
cial, polirical, physical, metcorological, cosmic—then wouldn't
any work that deals with conflict and strife include such ele-
ments? And Beownlf, of course, is rich in conflice and strife—
halls burning, monsters stalking, nations rising against na-
tions, fratricide, treachery, the smoke and fire of both a dragon
and a pyre. The coincidence may be in the register of the
action described, not the controlling metaphor imposed by
the author, as Risden himself notes: “since Revelation makes
such extensive use of battle imagery and Ragnarok is itself a
tale of battle (though cosmological), a heroic poem such as
Beownulf would necessarily employ similar imagery simply be-
cause of similar subject martter” (67). Bu, in the grip of his
thesis, Risden pushes on, at times stretching the reach of
common sense for some of his parallels—he halcingly sug-
gests, following Damico, that Wealhtheow is a Valkyrie, and
thus another sign of Ragnarsk; the night that falls before
Grendel’s visit is a rough echo of the wolf devouring the sun.
This is 2 shame, because his idea scems, overall, to be quite
true—the poem is profoundly concerned with the meaning
of history, and calls upon the imagery of apocalypse to sug-
gest the import both of the hero’s life and of his death.

In a third chapter Risden returns to a more flexible inter-
pretation of the apocalyptic mode and discusses three levels
on which it functions in Beowndf: the societal (Beowulf’s death
is the death of his nation), the personal (in Beowulf’s fall we
may find a mirror and a model of our own inevitable demise),
and the cosmological (the death of the hero prefigures the
End of the World, “and secks partly to direct the reader’s
attention to imminence of the end” (83). These first two are
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well-known and have been discussed by many critics; they are
ably deale with by Risden as well. Only the last category, it
must be said, truly deserves to be called *apocalypric’, and it is
this last which is the least firmly supported by Risden’s argu-
ments: that Scyld is a sort of Christ-figure, that Grendel and
his Mother arc the Beasts of Revelation, that (again)
Wealhtheow is a Valkyrie who “in offering her cup to Beowulf
« -  invites [him] 1o join Obin’s Einherjar” (113), that Beowulf’s
fight with the dragon is Michael's fight with the Dragon of
Revelation 12, that the Seven Seals of Revelation 7-10 may be
found in the poem (“Perhaps the first ‘seal’ is the door 1o
Heorot, which Grendel burst to attack the sleeping housc-
hold. .. . The second ‘seal’ may be the surface of the mere,”
p- 120). Such tenuous parallels might better have been omit-
ted. Risden has done a great enough service to the poem by
pointing out the parallels between personal and social
‘apocalypses’ in the broader sense of the word; spreading his
argument thinner does not really strengthen it

There is a bit of a grab-bag tendency in Risden’s book to
include anything and everything the author feels about the
pocm—Gloscki’s speculations on shamanism, numerological
musings, the ubi sunt motif. It is marred by stilted translation
of OE into modern English and an excess of critical summary
(most of the concluding chapter, for example, recounts the
arguments of the various contributors to Colin Chase's 1981
Dating of Beowulf). And Risden never quite gets the ‘Beasts’
of his title (the monsters of the poem, the Beasts of Revela-
tion, and the wolves and serpents of Ragnarsk) to do the
work one expects from their top billing. These may be the
characteristic faults of a published disserration and should
certainly be forgiven and forgoteen. At the heart of Risden’s
work is a close attention to the parallels between the story of
Beowulf and the reader’s concern with the fate of his own
soul and socicty; throughout his study Risden is careful to
situate the poem in a syncretic mental world thart finds and
fashions rich analogies berween pagan and Christian concep-
tions of time and the world. ‘These are important points to
make, and Risden makes them fluendly. If readers will over-
look its faults, Risden’s work will more than repay their gen-
erosity and reward their actention.

James W. Earl has become onc of the most subtle and
provocative readers of Beownlf, using the insights of psycho-
analytical criticism to understand the poem’s historical and
cultural function. He has discovered fresh ways of thinking
about the relation of literature to culture, and the relation of
literary theorics to historical study; his work is a rebuke to
those who think Anglo-Saxonists are theory-phobic, and yer
it is refreshingly free from the glum and arrogant defensive
posturing that mars the work of some overtly theoretical schol-
ars of Old English. It is thus a real pleasure to see Earl's
articles collected into once volume, called Thinking about
‘Beowulf” (Stanford University Press; pp. xi, 204); it is a rev-
clation to read these pieces, dating from 1982 to 1989, re-
worked into a series and a sustained though diverse argu-
ment. Earl’s metier is a kind of Freudian anthropology in-

debred to the works of Victor Turner and M. L. Finley, the
¢xploration of how cultural changes must be accompanied by
psychological shifts. This allows him to address a wide range
of issues: the historical context of the poem, its effect on an
audicnce or reader, the continuing fascination it holds for us,
its place in literary history. “The ego meets the text,” he sug-
gests, “along a fractal coastline, part of the larger fractal coast-
linc berween the individual and culture, a coastline with sym-
metries and complementaritics of far-reaching—in fact un-
limited—complexity” (11-12). The work of 2 pocm on the
imagination, he argues, is an epitome of its work in its cul-
tural context.

Aconc point Earl admits that “like Hamler, Beownlf sup-
ports with its silence whatever reading we most wish, and
modern readers scem 1o wish many things of it” (168). Ob-
scure in its origins, inarticulate in its purposes, enigmatic in
its history, the poem is ripe for misreading and for the projec-
tion of our own desires upon it; the quality of a critic’s read-
ing can be judged, finally, only by its power to move us. Earl’s
engagement with the poem has produced this serious, elegant,
clever, and important work, which manages many things at
once—a ¢ritique of contemporary literary theory, a study of
catharsis and heroic poctry, an exploration of migration and
conversion, a cultural anthropology of the Anglo-Saxons, and,
of course, a reading of Beownlf. Moreover, it manages them
with considerable skill and style. I do not wish to oversim-
plify the varicty of argument in a book like chis, bue I feel it
necessary to sketch our Earl’s main contribution to Beowrdf
studies in this area of psychoanalytical anthropology. Earl com-
mits himself, in an entercaining introduction, to a belief in
the reality and primacy of things and, at the same time, the
value and infinite complexity of language. He presencs his
‘axioms’ for the reading of Beownlf: the poem is essendially
undateable, and so our criticism of it cannot depend on any
particular period; the poem imitates oral style but is not nec-
essarily oral or rraditional; the hero is a fictitious character
invented by the poct. All these assertions are supported by
argument, but Earl is right to label them axioms—they re-
quire a preliminary acceptance before their truch can be fele,
and it can only be felt, not really demonstrated. Earl’s method,
however, does not depend on placing Beowndf in a particular
historical moment; he is able to situate the pocm—a story
“about the origin and the end of civilization” (29)—in the
broadest possible context of migration and conversion, and
read it as a kind of ‘mourning’ for 2 past that is irrecoverable,
a social order that is urterly lost, Earl’s carly chapters supply
background and contexe for his last three chaprers, which
reprint his most developed work on the cultural psychology
of the poem. Chapter Four, “Beowudf and the Men’s Hall,”
reprints his 1983 essay in Psychiarry, Chapter Five combines
essays from 1986, and Chapter Six reprints “Beownlf and che
Origins of Civilization” from Allen Frantzen’s anthology
Speaking Two Languages. Read rogether, these essays present
a coherent and thoroughly argued reading of the poem using
insights from anthropology, cultural studics, and Freudian
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psychology.

Poems about the heroic age, he suggests, are imaginative
“narrative representation(s] of contemporary social concerns,
energies, and ideals, projected onto the past” (34). Germanic
culture on the continent originally balanced two kinds of over-
fapping but distinct social structures—the tribe, organized
around agriculture and family groups, and the comitatus orga-
nized around war and the men’s hall; migration to Britain,
favoring a military, male-dominant, ‘frontier’ social order,
shifted the balance in favor of the latter. The warrior class
came to dominate the kindred as the ruling unit of society;
che struggle and social chaos attendant on this shift in bal-
ance from the hut to the hall is reflected in 2 heroic poem like
Beowulf. Earl also suggests that the shift from kinship to king-
ship was also fertile ground for Christianity, a male-oriented,
sexuality-repressing, world-denying way of imagining and or-
ganizing society. “The Church became a partner to the state
and grounded kingship in an international religion instead of
in the indigenous warrior cult” (110). The conformity of
Christian ideas to the vocabulary and style of heroic poetry is
not surprising, he suggests; “the Church . . . was established
in England by the same mechanism through which the indi-
vidual superego is formed—the turning back of aggression
upon the self, in the internalization of the warrior life” (127).
Earl’s sccond chapter discusses conversion and the metaphors
for mecaphysical realicy—storm, occan, hall—in Bede and OE
clegies; “existence is governed,” he notes, “by a terrible ten-
sion, not so much between good and cvil, but berween order
and chaos; to achieve the one, man herotcally defends himself
against the other” (61). This defense against chaos—however
defined—is as much a part of Beowsdf as it is of an overtly
Christian poem such as Guthlac. Both depend on the repres-
sion of passions and instincts though the internalization of a
moral code.

The transition from kinship to kingship, from tribe to
state, as well as from pagan to Christian, is exactly equivalent,
Earl argues, to the development of the superego in an indi-
vidual psyche; the ‘trauma’ of this transition is reflected in
heroic literature. “Epic is a response to the social and cultural
transformations of the Dark Age, a new civilization's analysis
of its own origins. It recalls a past whose loss is still poignantly
felt and establishes its memory as a permanent fixture in the
culture. Epic themes can be seen best againse the background
of the cultural evolution that provoked and preserved them”
(38). The repression of internal violence among the members
of the warrior-cult is accompanied by a denigration of the
claims of kinship and the role of women generally—hence
the conflice between blood ties and oaths, and the horror of
kin-violence, that seem to motivate most heroic poetry; the
ritual recitation of such poctry is, Earl argues, one of the ways
the warrior-elite construcred itself against the claims of the
kindred. He notes that “in reinforcing bonds among men chat
will be stronger than kinship, heroic poetry advances the aims
of civilization” (124); he uses the latter word in its Freudian
sense of the repression of violence and sexuality, the prioricy

of non-familial social structures, the construction of a kind of
cultural superego.

Earl, like many readers, notes the almost unbearable bleak-
ness, the resolute secularity, of the ending of Beowulf. “The
profoundest theme of the poem is that we are ultimately pow-
erless to control history, and history itself is as mortal as we
are” (77). In the end the whole heroic world is dismantled,
devalued, destroyed, and part of the poem'’s work is to mourn—
while ensuring—its passing. The ambivalent attitude of
Beowlf to the heroic world it depicts, a famous point of con~
tention among critics—is the hero guilty of some sin at the
end?—is, Earl notes, “typical of mourning” (48). "The cathar-
sis involved in our relationship to the hero—we idenuify firsc
with him, then with the moral or cosmic order that brings
him down—is also part of the process of mourning, the com-
plex internalizacion of the lost object chat is, Ear] notes, a
step in the formation of a superego. His last chapeer, “Beownlf
and the Origins of Civilization,” discusses the complex pro-
cess of projection and identification that goes along with a
reader’s response to a text; by postulating the soldiers at the
Battle of Maldon as an audience for Beowulf he is able to
explore possible meanings and functions of the poem. This
chapter will already be familiar to many readers; its interest
and coherence is only heightened here by being placed in the
company of Earl’s other work on the subject. Earl’s book is
insightful; it ought to become required reading for anyone
interested in the complex psychology of heroic poetry, or the
equally complex world of contemporary criticism and early
licerature.

The dragon in Beowulf has numerous analogues, though
few peers; Michael Lapidge’s 1982 essay “Beowulf”, Aldhelm,
the ‘Liber Monstrorum’, and Wessex” (Sadi Medievali 23:151-
92) examined connections between dragons in Beowwndfand in
Aldhelm’s prose and verse works on virginicy. Paul Sorrell’s
“The Approach to the Dragon-Fight in Beowslf, Aldhelm,
and the ‘Traditions Folkloriques’ of Jacques le Goff” (Parergon
12, §7-87) notes “some significant differences berween the con-
ception of dragon-combats in Aldhelm and the Beowudf-poet”
(57) which reflect the different literary and cultural eraditions
of the two authors. Sorrell draws on Le Goff’s 1967 essay
“Clerical Culeure and Folklore Traditions in Merovingian
Civilization” to suggest the difference between (and complex
intersection of) learned and popular cultural models. The ver-
nacular dragons are linked by repeated epithets to their par-
ticular habits and habitats; the Latin hagiographical dragons
are not. The vernacular dragons are associated with treasure,
and are slain; the Latin dragons are banished, and their ban-
ishing is a sorr of “aming of the gemius loct” (67). Aldhelm’s
dragons are carefuily situated geographically; the poet of
Beowulfis more concerned with characters and their relation-
ships. The Christian dragon is associated with Satan; the
germanic dragon is harder to pin down. The germanic hoard-
dragons of Norse legends are clearly the literary ancestors of
the Beownif-dragon, but the differences in tone and meaning
between the Norse and OE stories “bring us close to the
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hagiographical tradition represented by Fortunarus and
Aldhelm” (77). The dragon in Beoundf, like so much else in
the poem, inhabits both worlds and speaks two languages.
We do not know—perhaps we cannot know—swhere
Beownlf comes from; we can only draw inferences from the
text to sketch the poem’s context. As John Niles points out
in “Editing Beownlft What Can Study of the Ballads Tell
Us?” (Oral Tradition 9, 440-67), however, the way we read
this text, even the text itself, depends upon our assumptions
about the poem’s origins. We treat the text one way or an-
other depending on how we imagine it to have been written
and read. Niles examines the assumptions that go into texeual
reconscruction—emendating non-alliterative lines, adding
syltables for metrical reasons, supplying half-lincs to fill a per-
ceived gap in the text, and so on—and points out that all
such practices depend on the assumption that the author of
Beowulf had a strict sense of meter and would not willingly
deviate from it; in short, all assume a literate, texcual author
whose aesthetic values are not unlike those of a modern edi-
tor. It is widely thoughe, however, that “important features of
some Old English poems derive ultimately from the praxis of
generations of poets pursuing their craft in relative indepen-
dence from the Latinate educational tradition” (442)—the
very structure of OE verse, and many of its stylistic effeces,
derive from an oral, germanic, traditional body of poetry. A
modern parallel to this may be found in the English and
American ballad tradition; Niles proposes that this oral/aural
world may be a model for the milicu of Beowulf, He notes
that genuine ballads are scldom metrically ‘correct’; “instead
what anc finds is che steady advance of a basic rhychmic pulse
in accord with a governing melodic idea” (449). Such poetry
seems ragged and ‘corrupt’ 1o a modern textual sensibilicy,
and as such is usually emended in a modern edition. Niles
argues that this is wrong: if OE poctry comes from the vocal
world, then “editors of Old English texts should respect the
metrical freedoms and disjunctions that they discover, hon-
oring them as possible signs of a human voice” (451). He ar-
ticulates several reasons for abandoning emendations merri
caust: there is no compelling theory of OE meter, and no
evidence that OE poets composed strictly according to any
such theory—"the question remains open as to whether the
literary concept of meter, as opposed to the oral/aural pein-
ciple of thythm, had much meaning for pocts working in the
medium of vernacular verse” (452); metrical emendations ig-
nore poctic license, and do not account for the apparent uses
of ‘orphaned’ or hypermetric lines; metrical anomalies are,
finally, the hallmark of oral performance. Unfortunately, they
arc also the hallmark of bad copies, and given the absence of a
way to distinguish between a relatively free ‘rhythmical’ po-
ctic performance and a relatively bad copying job, the avoid-
ance of metrical emendation would preserve a lot of error
alongside its echoes of the singer's voice. It may be argued,
however, that preserving scribal error has its own usefulness—
texts exists only in a world of discourse, a historical world of
transmission and alteration, and the copyist’s traces are part

of the meaning of a work. Bur Niles is concerned with the
orality of sung poctry and its contribution to the shape of OF
verse, and so docs not pursue these admittedly disturbing
thoughts. He notes a number of cases in Beownlf where met-
rical emendations might not be necessary; some of these cases
are compelling, others only suggestive. Finally, he admits “T
am reluctant to work up a grandiloquent plea that my pro-
posed non-emendations be adopted. I can enjoy an improved
text as much as anyone else. . . . Whae I am proposing is a
different way of reading Old English verse, or of reading some
Old English verse, at least: namely, as the texrual record of a
kind of literature that did not need texts for its existence”
(460-61, emphasis original). Niles' other recent essays de-
velop a whole model for the composition and meaning of the
poem which relates the oral-traditional and the textual worlds
in which the poems exists. His arguments here for this ‘dif-
ferent way’ of reading are fascinating and forceful; they may
help us understand Beowndfin something like its original con-
text, and to project the modern reader from the thicket of
foornotes and glosses into the garden of heroic song.

When it comes to using the oral-formulaic theory to un-
derstand Old English liserature and culeure, Niles’ work stands
in the avant-garde. Karl Reichl’s “The Literate Fallacy: In-
terpreting Medieval Popular Narrative Poetry” (in Piero
Boitani and Anna Torti, eds., Interpretation: Medieval and
Modern; Cambridge, 1993; pp. 67-90) is a curious reminis-
cence of a bygone age of innocence, when the oral or literate
origins of Old English poctry might be debated as an cither-
or question, a sort of refreshing recreation of a vanished era
when such problems were thought to be simple and solvable.
Reichl notes that we moderns are biased towards scribes and
books, and neglect the fact that most medieval poctry is ‘popu-
lar’ and ‘oral’, two very slippery words which he uses to em-
phasize a work's “existence as spoken and sung poctry, as heard
rather than read poctry, as poctry performed to an audience
by a professional entertainer, as pocetry flourishing and (gen-
crally) originating in an oral secting” (70). Reichl has a run-
ning debate with himself in the footnotes, fiest refusing to
define orality or defend che argument that any particular poem
was composed orally, then (p. 85, n. 46) admirting that he
regards a number of works under consideration as having been
composed orally; [ cannot help fecling that it is not entirely
fair to relegate these fundamental preliminary questions to
the fine print, where he can refuse to grapple with the ques-
tions. In the body of the essay Reichl proceeds on faich—he
will not waste time trying to “prove the unprovable” or con-
vince “those who do not want to be convinced” (51). Orality
as a topic for scholarly debate, in other words, has something
of the status of the existence of God or the efficacy of astro-
logical forecasting. This is not to say, however, that Reichl’s
essay is not filled with uscful and interesting observations.
He reconstructs the circumstances of oral performance from
descriptions within other poems—the Finnsburh episode in
Beoundfis the relevan instance; the sang ond sweg of Hrothgar's
scop shows us what it was like to hear an oral performance.
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Reichl points out that the substance of the work performed is
less important than the circumstances; genre is less a texeual
category than a ‘speech-event’. The word gidd, for instance,
covers all sorts of different types of story or song which a
modern reader would not group together. Larte in the essay
Reichl admits the fundamental fallacy of his methodology:
“of course, by the time the Lay of Finnsburh was written down
the pristine state of illiteracy had long been left behind, and
the way the Finnsburh episode is incorporated into Beowulf
almost reads like a nostalgic reflection on orality by the
*Beownulf~poet’ {or redacror)” (88). This scems 1o me exactly
right, and ucterly destructive to the whole argument—our
evidence for reconstructing the scenc of orality, when itis not
the sort of pointless mutatis mutandis sleight-of-hand that
goes on in cross-cultural comparisons, is all contained in writ-
ten documents, where orality is an imaginarive re-creation, a
nostalgic effect of the text. From Bede’s story of Cxdmon
on, the Anglo-Saxons were obviously aware of the differ-
ences—and the complex relationship—between orality and
literacy, and apparently perfectly able to manipulate the terms
of the relarionship; it is a hopeless and misguided task to
untangle the woven fabric of their literary culture into “the
pristine state of illiteracy” and its bookish aftermath. There
is no reason to imagine that the narratives presented in Beownlf
are simple mirrors of the circumstances of the poem’s own
composition or performance. Reichl is, however, utterly right
to insist upon the performative aspects of ‘populac’ or ‘oral’
poetry, “the ceremonial framework of performance, the musi-
cal and gestural aspects of recitation, the singer-audience in-
teraction” (89); these are in some respects integral to the
meaning of Beowlf, whether they are part of its extra-textual
milieu or merely pare of the text's nostalgia for an imaginary
heraic age, and, of course, they are precisely the things that
become invisible, or rather inaudible, to the modern reader.
Thus Reichl’s essay, ‘sanctified by reason, blest by faich,” may
not move mountains, but it ac Jeast reminds us that the moun-
tains are there, and must somehow be moved.

One thing the robustness of the oral-formulsic hypoth-
esis teaches us is that we have to justify, not just assume, the
fundamental principles which comprised the Anglo-Saxon
sense of poctry; the aesthetics of Beowslf are not nearly as
self-evident as they used to be. Rhythm and alliteration, the
repeated tags and appositions, the envelopes and type-scenes,
are still clear enough, perhaps, but the modern reader is still a
long way from hearing the pocm as an Anglo-Saxon audi-
ence—whoever thar was—might have heard it. What were
their aesthetic expectations? what gave them delighe? what
did an author try to achieve? what poctic medels did he hold
in his head? These are deep questions, and they depend, as do
most questions about OE poctics, on the unknown context
of the surviving pocm. Should we try to reconstruce the in-
tellectual and aeschetic milieu of the meadhall or the monas-
tery? the camp or the library? the church or the king’s cham-
ber? Where does this poem come from? We do not know.
Perhaps (I will repeat) we cannot know. But it is our funda-
mental duty to try to know, to propose hypotheses about

Anglo-Saxon culture that create a world in which the poem
make sense—just as we use the poem to make sense of Anglo-
Saxon history and culiture. It is our impossible duty, both the
departure and the destination of our reading, to explain the
aestherics of the OE poet.

One of the most radical theories is that of David Howletr,
who proposes that much OE poctry is compaosed according to
elaborate numerical patterns of word-, syllable-, and even let-
ter-counting, and divides into symmetrics and ratios, parallel
and chiastic structures, divisible by golden sections in multi-
form paccerns. This compositional method, which he calls
‘Biblical Style’, was learned by the Anglo-Saxon poet from
Latin prose and poetry, fundamentally the Bible; Howlet's
theoty, then, places vernacular literature firmly on the side of
the learned literate world, not in the singing world of the
oral-traditional meadhall bard. This in itsclf separates Howlett
from a great many modern scholars of Old English, who—
even if they reject the grander clims of ‘oral-formulaic’
theory—imagine a sort of oral prehistory for OE poctry that
shaped most of its compositional techniques. Furthermore, it
is a mathematical theory, practically Pythagorean, one which
depends on the aestheric appreciation of abstract numerical
patterns for its conviction; it is far, far removed from the av-
erage taste of a modern ‘innumerate’ reader of English liera-
ture. Members of the Internet discussion list ANSAXNET
have long been familiar with Howlett's work; he has explained,
argued, described, defended, hectored, tutored, joked, raged,
and reiterated every detail of his theory, time and time again,
and feistily maintained its integrity against all comers. He has
suffercd the slings and arrows of recondite experts and raga-
muffin tyros alike, not always with good grace but with un-
flagging enthusiasm. Surely no theory of OE poetry has ever
been subjected to so much scrutiny, debate, and defense as
Howlett's, and ali this before its full presentation in book form.
In “New Criteria for Editing Beowalf” (in Scragg and
Szarmach, eds., The Editing of Old English, pp. 69-84) we are
given a sample of Howlett's ideas ac work.

He begins, by way of introducing his method, with an
analysis of John 1:1~5, in Greek and Latin, explaining the
claborate structure: “the author grabs and holds our attention
with chiastic and parallel statement and incremental restate-
ment, and whether we consider ideas or meanings of words
or numbers of words or numbers of syllables or numbers of
lecters the centre is always in the same place” (71). His expo-
sition of John's prologuc is interesting and persuasive, even if
his methods are unfamiliar, but the real bombshell comes a
page later: “The author of Beawidf understood these compo-
sitional rules, which he applied throughout his poem” (72).
The rest of his article is a demonstration of the plausibility of
this extraordinary claim, applied mostly to lines 1-52 of the
poem. It would be impossible, not to mention unfair, to try
to summarize Howlett’s argument. You muse read it yourself,
and not only read it—you must work it out with a pencil,
preferably a whole set of colored pencils. At times a calculator
will be necessary. The world of Beowsdf, in Howlett's theory,

is like the world one sees when a leaf or a bit of dust is placed
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under a microscope—dazzling, strange, nearly infinitely com-
plex, with patterns spiralling inside patterns, crossing and re-
crossing in clegant symmetry. It is a world of astounding and
austere beauty, but—and sooner or later one has to come
crashing upon this rock—how in the world could it be true?

The occasional creaks in the system lead one to doube
some of Howlert's larger claims, as when, in the interest of
symmetry (as parallel to “in geardagum”) he reads ‘62’ in 1. 3,
usually and naturally translated as the plural article modifying
‘zpelingas’, as an unusual adverb ‘then’. What is the point of
this peculiar reading, except to preserve the sense of symme-
try? Or when his parallels are outrageous, c.g, ‘frztwa’ 36 and
its putative paralle] ‘hildewaxpnum and headowzdum billum
and byrnum’ 39—40; admittedly these two expressions refer to
the same things, bur what person who cares about the sound
of poctry would identify them as “parallel” in any meaningful
way? Onc notices, after a while, that Howlett's divisions into
chiasmus and parallel often cross the expected grammatical
and line divisions, cutting units of common sense into un-
usual shapes and combinations; at other times words or lines
which intrude into the pattern are omitted from Howlett's
charts and diagrams, and the patterns he makes so clearly
visible in his diagrams are nearly impossible to pick out in the
flow of the poem. And given the wide varicty of ways in which
things can be structured—as equivalent, as the greater or lesser
part of a golden section, as the crux or ‘end of the crux’ of a
chiasmus, and so on—one begins to suspect that nearly any
arrangement of OE lines, drawn as they are from a relatively
nartow range of ideas and themes and words, given as they are
to so much formal repetition, ring-structure and apposition,
might be made to yield such cryptogrammatical numerical
patterns,

Further, one must ask, what is 2 word, 1o an Anglo-Saxon,
and how did they count them? How did a listening audience
perceive, much less appreciate, such highly abstract leccer-
counting devices? And if such patterns are found in Larin,
how did such a highly literate technique graft itself onto an
ancient and already-cntrenched poetic practice? Counting
lines, words, syllables and letters runs deeply contrary to the
expectations of most readers of literacure and all scholars of
Old English; the argument that an OE poet composed this
way is a radically new idea which does away, in one sweep,
with most of what has been said about OF poetic style and
literary history. Howlett’s theory is counter-intuitive, and
fundamentally contradicts nearly every scholar’s understand-
ing of the nature and background of OE poctry. This is nor
to say, however that it is untrue. Howlett's eye for detail is
keen, his sense of structure is superb, his thoroughness is
worthy of admiration; even a deeply skeptical reader will learn
a great deal abour the poem'’s beauty from this essay. More-
over, Howlett's fervor is everywhere evident, and his claims,
though astonishing enough for Beowudf studies, are larger sull:
“It macters not at all whether the Beowulf poct knew a word
of Greek or Hebrew. He knew the Vulgate, which reproduces
this mode of composition from both Hebrew Old Testament
and Greek New Testament in minute particulars. He shared

this mode of composition with scores of Celtic Latin and
Anglo-Latin authors from the fifth century to the thirteenth,
and with a large number of Old English and Middle English
writers from the seventh century 1o the twelfth” (81). If
Howlett is even partly right, then most scholars will have to
go back and start over, re-reading everything they have ever
read, and try 1o sce both the style and history of all medicval
literature with new eyes. But if Howletr is even a liede bic
right, this daunting challenge will have its rewards; there isa
whole world of beauty to discover, hidden in even the most
familiar works of OE literature.

Thomas Gardner’s “Compositional Techniques of the
Beowulf Poct”™ (in Grinda and Wetzel, eds., Anglo-Saxonica,
pp- 209-23) scems very much like a small piece of 2 much
larger project, and as such is difficult to evaluate. Gardner's
goal is to “dispel the widely held theory that the Beownlf poem
was orally composed before it was written down in its trans-
mitted form” (209); his method is to analyze different pas-
sages of the poem where he finds thar similar morphemes
occur the same number of lines after other similar mor-
phemes—within the ‘domain’ of a given keyword, related clus-
ters of words and morphemes very often recur at regular in-
tervals from the keyword. This complex line-counting tends
to contradice the principle of ‘thrift’ in oral composition.
Gardner’s criteria are gencrously flexible—any member of the
related cluster may precede or follow the keyword, and may in
turn serve as the keyword for another cluster of related mor-
phemes, and need not be in an allicerating or even stressed
position, and “all the components of a given cluster must not
always occur together” (222). One awaits with grear interest
Gardner's fuller findings; there we will see evidence, perhaps,
that the state of affairs he describes is not just a reflection of
the poem’s limited vocabulary and circumscribed thematic
range.

Richard North’s “Wyrd' and ‘weard ealuscerwen’ in
Beowulf” (Leeds Studies in English 25, 69-82) proposes a new
approach 1o the famously problematic word ‘caluscerwen’ in
Beo 769. He suggests that the first part may be related 1o the
relatively rare ‘alu’ or ‘good fortunc’, and the second part may
be related 1o “sceran’ or ‘cut’; “thus ealuscerwen would denote
an incision of the symbols for alv, those marking pood for-
tune, on a surface of some kind” (74). The expression then
means ‘good fortune was cut {for the Danes)’, a compact ref-
erence to 2 Germanic tradition {preserved in Icelandic buc
not OE) which imagines the personified Fates carving hu-
man destiny on picces of wood. North further propeses chat
“weard’ is linked with the agent the poet imagined for the
activity of carving good fortunc and thac this agent is a per-
sonified wyrd” (75). In support of this he cxamines the word
‘endestaf’ found elsewhere in OE poctry and the expression
‘wyrd gescrf” or ‘fate assigned.’ North proposes that the re-
lated word ‘meoduscerwen' in Andreas, which occurs in a dif-
ferent context and is clearly supposed to mean ‘a dispensing
of mead’, is a misunderstanding, deliberate or otherwise, of
the pagan metaphorical resonances of the word in Beownlf,

I'm cold that it’s a reviewer’s trick to read books back-
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wards, starting with the index and conclusions, so you'll know
in advance where an author’s going and what route he or she
is taking to get there. E. G. Suanley's In the Foreground:
‘Beownlf’ (Woodbridge and Rochester, NY: Brewer; pp. xiv,
273) has four indexes: Scholars and Critics named in the foot-
notes (which includes such figures as St Augustine, Goethe,
Alexander Pope and Sir Walter Scott); Authors and Writ-
ings (from Aristotle on Colour to Faroese balladry); a lexical
index of words and phrases; and finally a ‘General Index’ of
topics. This suggests something of the book'’s multi-faceted
nature. It is many things at once: a survey of the history of
critical ideas about Old English in general and Beowulf in
particular, a discussion, of decp subtlery, about the ways we
read literacure in general and Old English in particular, a philo-
logical miscellany of observations on many literary and lin-
guistics cruces, and an introduction—though by no means a
‘prolegomenon’'—to the reading of Beowndf. Stanlcy brings 1o
this wide-ranging book an obvious and profound love for his
subject, combined with a knowledge of the history of our
discipline thac is probably unparalled among living Anglo-
Saxonists. What makes his work especially valuable is that his
love is always animated by an awareness of our limitations—
he never promotes a wish to a hypothesis—and his surveys of
earlier work, however arch or acid, are always tempered by his
attachment to the primary evidence of literary works, texts,
and manuscripes. Stanley’s postscript (to continue reading
backwards) urges that “accuracy and doubt should ateend aca-
demic literary study” (244). These might be regarded as his
hallmarks: 2 notable precision, not just about texts but about
scholars and their opinions, and a strong sense of what we do
not know. He quotes on several occasions a couplet from
Goethe's Xenion which he translates: “As exegetes, you in
cach text display, / not what it says, but what you'd have it
say,” and Stanley is as scrupulously cautious to avoid this pit-
fail in his own writing as he is remorselessly attuned to dis-
cern it in that of others. This places him, at times, against
most modern critics of Beowndf, whom he sees as too cager to
assert unprovable hypotheses. Stanley cncourages critical
doubt: “doube that we have the communion of informed taste
necessary for literary criticism, and doubt that we have the
factual knowledge of chronology of compoasition necessary for
its history” (6). He is quite at home in this Cloud of Un-
knowing, a sort of scholarly via negativa. And let it be said
that Stanley’s ascetic and honest doubts are often more re-
vealing, and more useful, than most scholar’s conclusions.
He divides the book, tellingly, into two scctions: “What
is said of Beowulf™ and “What is known of Beowulf” The
first offers a history of Beowwf criticism from Sharon Turner’s
History of the Anglo-Saxons to the present. Stanley gathers
and weighs a vast amount of material here, and finds much
old and new nonsense; it is not surprising that he ends by
praising “Silence, a great gift in a critic” (68). The sccond
section is divided into a number of smaller scctions: under
“Uncertainties of the Date and Transmission of Beowulf”
Stanley includes comments on the chronology of Old En-
glish verse (we have none reliable); recognizing qualiy in Old

English Verse (“Anglo-Saxonists . . . may not always acknowl-
edge frankly enough that, of the Old English verse now ex-
tant, a small proportion only is truly good . .. and thay, if
they were more honest, they would have to admit that a some-
what larger proportion is rather indifferent literary art, if not
downright bad,” p. 73); the complexity of the manuscript trans-
mission of the poem; the oral-formulaic hypothesis; and what
can be known about Old English poctic syntax and sentence
structure. A chapter on “Some Metrical Considerations, Po-
ctic Diction, and Ornamentation”—the next hundred pages—
presents Stanley's opinions and insights on most topics re-
lated to our sense of OE poetic style. This is a fascinating
assessment of how we know what we can know about OE
poetry, why we can’t know what we don'c know, what sorts of
poetic devices might have mattered to the Anglo-Saxons, and
where we can find the facts on which we must ground our
own reading. Some topics arc vast, ¢.g., differences berween
prose and verse, OE meter (a list of “basic facts known se-
curely, and some reasonable inferences”™—a very short list, in
fact, only nine items, but a rigorous one, and Stanley con-
cludes “the rest is more speculative inference or pure theory,”
p. 1210), the continental analogues to OF verse, systems of
scansion, poctic compounds, figurative devices, variation; oth-
ers are morc specialized, ¢.g., “late verse and the alliteration of
{c) and {g)," possiblec onomatopoetic effects, or “Old English
colour words and the limits of our understanding.” A final
chapter before the “Postscript” offers a discussion of the per-
vasive Christianity of Old English poetry, with numerous ex-
amples of moments of “Prayers, Praise, and Thanksgiving.”

Stanley takes stock of nearly two centurics worth of re-
search and speculation on Beowulf, subjecting all comers to
the bracing light of a healthy skepticism, and manages while
doing so to provide a virtual handbook of Old English poctic
style. He almost always manages to keep a baby or two while
tossing out whole occans of bathwater. As a survey of the
history of Beowsdf criticism the book is invaluable; as a sum-
mary of the current state of knowledge on matters of dare and
origin it is equally uscful; as a guide, ucterly frec from non-
sense, to the nature and quality of OE poctry, the work is a
testimony not only to Stanley’s devotion to truth but to his
abiding love and deep sensitivity to the power and beauty of
Old English poctry.

The promising title of Robert Weimann's “Memory,
Fictionality, and the Issue of Authority: Author-Function
and Narrative Performance in Beowndf, Chrétien and Malory”
(in Roy Eriksen, ed., Context of Pre-Novel Narrative: the
European Tradition. Approaches to Semiotics 114, Berlin and
New York; pp. 83-100} suggests that the reader is in for a
vigorous and thoroughly modern continuation of a long and
fruitful discussion in Beowulf criticism, the debate over the
relation of narrative voice to composition and audicnce, car-
ried forward into later medieval works, What one gets in-
stead is fifteen pages of almost parodically turgid prose with
that brutal insensitivity to the rhythm of language—which
is, afeer all, nothing more than contempt for the reader—that
is the hallmark of contemporary academic writing. A repre-
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sentative sample may be given, from near the beginning of
the essay: “Since to recaprure the communal context of a purcly
oral narrative in western Europe is at this late date for all
practical purposes impossible, we need to turn to the work of
anthropologists in order to reconstruct any consistently
preliterary norms of authoricy in symbolic communications.
Pierre Clastres’ study of the uses of chants and narratives
among the Guarini Indians, Le Grand Parler, may serve [here
Weimann cites Lyotard’s Postmodern Condition rather than
any of a hundred books more relevanc to his subject]: it de-
picts a discursive practice which appears to be authorized by
an extraordinarily comprehensive pensée sauvage according to
which ‘knowledge’ is served by a discursive practice whose
authority is only minimally differentiated in the sense that ic
is legitimated through both naturalism and symbolism, sci-
ence and magic” (83-4). Reading prose like this is like cating
sand. Weimana's indifference to the history of this question
in Old English studics is similar to his inattention to lan-
guage—he cites none of the articles which have contribured
to our understanding of the role and status of the narrator in
the poem, not even Stanley Greenfield's “The Authenticat-
ing Voice in Beownlf.” He assumes withour discussion thac
the poem is “Anglian™ and “aristocratic,” and though com-
posed in writing “the recurring gestures of authorization re-
main in many ways characteristically oral. . . . [T]he anony-
mous writer inscribes the desire of the scop to legitimate his
recital by displaying far-ranging oral knowledge” (85).
Weimann's point, such as it is, is that in oral culcures there is
no separation of auther and narrator, and authority is achieved
through performance and ritual in which the audience is part
of the work of authorization—"the discours that is represent-
ing is semantically related to the verbal configurations, the
bistoire, of what is represented” (86). In les livres, of course, it's
all different; Weimann contrasts the practice of Alfric, who
cites textual authority for his statements, and later Chrérien
de Troyes, who draws attention to his status as an author
separate from the person who may be reciting his text.
Weimann ignores many rich opportunitics for insight into
the nature of Beownlf's author and audicnce; he seems really
only to want to crect a primitive sttaw-man notion of Beownlf
as a convenient ‘other’ to exclude, an inconsequential point
from which to launch his bombast. I believe quite strongly
thac Old English studies has much to gain from the instghts
of modern theory, and vice versa even moreso; 1 think we
ought to encourage more non-medicvalists to read carly lic-
crature as a challenge and an opportunity to stretch the con-
ceptual limits of their theories. It’s just a pity chat there are so
few scholars qualified to build those bridges between old and
new work, and that awful articles like this one are the price
we pay for it.

Tribal membership is not the same as national citizen-
ship; it is not always casy or even possible to distinguish who
belongs where in the poem, and some insolubles—the alli-
ances of the Jutes, for example—are, possibly, confused. Ruth
P. M. Lehmann’s “Ecgpeow the Wagmunding: Geat or
Swede?” (ELN 31.3, 1-5) asserts forthrighly thar “Beowulf’s

mother was a Geat marricd to Ecgpeow, who was probably a
Swede and the marriage arranged 1o try to keep peace be-
tween these neighboring peoples” (4). The argument is plau-
sible, though not provable by any evidence in the poem, butif
1t is true, one wonders why the poct, who seems never to miss
a chance to point out the inadequacy of marriage as an instru-
ment of diplomacy, didn’t make more of it.

The religious quality of the poem remains one of its rich-
est puzzles, one of cthe hardest aspects to pin down. Ruth P.
M. Lehmann rushes in with “Dawnlight in the Dark Ages”
(SN 66, 175-79) 10 “define just how early ages understood the
new Christianity” (175). She concludes: “The story of Beowulf
stands in the halflight before dawn—ubr of the middle ages.
Christianity opened up a new God, a new worship, but the
people saw no conflict with the old heroic ideals: war against
evil, noble derring-do, truth to oaths, kindness toward onc's
fellows, paticnce with both drunkards and fools” {178).

In “A Decade's Worth of Beowrdf Scholarship: Observa-
tions on Compiling a Bibliography” (in OEN 27.3, 35-50),
Robert Hasenfratz tosses around some facts and figures about
trends in the discipline, based on the work that went into his
excellent Beowrdf Scholarship: An Annotated Bibliography, 1979-
1990. Most interesting of all, at Jeast to this reviewer, was a
chart that proved—as only charts can—that the amount of
scholarship on the poem is not, in fact, doubling and redou-
bling cach year, threatening to bury us all under a mountain
of articles and books. Actually the total amount of Beowulf-
product is down from its peak in 1982 (note to scholars: get to
work!). Hasenfratz notes trends in the recent study of the
poem and reflects wistfully on the “constant renewal of inter-
pretive innocence” (38) imposed by the burden of objectively
summarizing every book and article (he envies the “more un-
trammeled laticude of the OEN reviewers”). He includes a
bricflisc of errata to his bibliography—impressively bricf, given
the nature and scope of that project.

Anna Smol’s “Heroic Ideology and the Children’s
Beownlf " (Children’s Literature 22, 9o-100) surveys a number
of retellings of the story of Beowulf, made specifically for chil-
dren, in the carly part of this century. The essay is a fascinat-
ing window on an carlier age, and I wish therc were more of
it. Using a hero like Beowulf as a role model involved, as one
might expect, a great deal of simplification, and not just of
the complex allusive narrative; what was deemed suitable for
children was a kind of parody of 19th century romantic and
nationalistic scholarship: a strong, brave, true, uprighe, blond,
blue-eyed hero, surrounded by lots of sparkle and glitter and
gothic smoke. The women are decorative, when they are
present at all. Reading, about Beowulf’s heroic exploits was
supposed to inspire cmulation among these children of the
Empire, to “help make heroes in the present,” as one writer
put it (quoted on p. go). I wonder whether it worked—and
whether the evenes of 1914-18 might have been different if it
had worked differently. Nowadays I think many children are
turning out to be more Grendel than Beowulf, sullen and
violent and inarticulate, all mouths and hands. We've stopped
belicving in the virtue of these old storics, or perhaps we've
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fost the ability to suspend our disbelief in virtue itself. The
stories that are left, property of the Walt Disney Company,
are systematicaily bowdlerized to suit our modern sensibilities
just as Beowulf was squeezed into the turn-of-the-century Im-
perial mold; amid all the dancing crockery, merchandizing
tie-ins, and historical and narrative crapulization of recent ef-
forts, T can’t believe we're any better off. Ulimately Smol’s
intriguing work leads one to think about responsibility—schol-
arly responsibility for the popular pidginization of our find-
ings, social responsibility for our collective historical dreams,
parental responsibility for furnishing children’s imaginations
with a usable set of ideals and archetypes.

Editions and translations

I have two copies of Klaeber's edition of Beowulf. One is fresh
and new and beauriful because [ have never used it; the other
has been with me since 1979 and is virtually unreadable now.
The cover is worn smooth; the spinc is broken and torn; the
sides reveal a kind of sedimentary pattern of light and dark
layers, indicating where the text and supplements begin and
end. The text is tangled in a briar pacch of pencilled glosses;
on most pages I can detect at least three layers of activity.
The first set is largely semantic, and consists of interlincar
words written in pencil; occasionally there are syntactical
glosses as well, consisting of a system of underlining and brack-
cting apparently adapted from grade-school sentence diagram-
ming. These may be confidently dated to 1979, the year I first
learned to read Beowulf. A sccond layer of glossing consists
mainly of interpretive markers; these are sometimes cryptic,
e.g., a set of stars beside certain lines, or breathless exclama-
tions like cf. soff: the BIG question!” These are apparently
from 1983, when I had to re-learn how to read the poem after
some years of neglect, and my enthusiasm had a freer rein.
Yet anocher layer is textual, and more often than not involves
circles and arrows directing the reader from the text to the
textual apparatus that runs along the bottom of Klacber's pages
like the stock-market tickertape on CNN. There are also
highly abbreviated references to scholarly journals; occasion-
ally such glosses appear even in Klaeber’s Glossary, and at
times they seem to reflect some impatience, cven anger, wicth
Klaeber’s editorial choices. This last set is harder to date and
seem to derive from a period from 1988 to the present.

My cdition of Klaeber, in other words, is a mirror of my
development as a student and scholar, a talisman, almos, thac
represents my progress, such as it has been, in this field. 1 am
sure that the books of most readers of these pages have a
similar tale to tell—learning to use Klacber’s clumsy tome is
a traditional part of one’s training as an Anglo-Saxonist, a
kind of initiatory ritual that unveils the mysteries of the Sec-
ond Supplement. For all my professional fife, my Klaeber has
accumulated my thoughts and impressions like a diary; [ have
an ucterly unreasonable fondness for it. But [ would quickly
agree that it's hardly suited to the needs of a beginning stu-
dent of OE. Nobody ever accused Klacber of being, in that
awful condescending phrase of the computer world, ‘user-
friendly’. Klaeber's edition comes to us from a distant age

when scholarship was stern and more serious, when both stu-
dents and teachers were tougher, and work was supposed to
build character—and the harder and more pointless the work,
the bigger the resulting character. Klacber’s Beowulf takes no
prisoners and is no respecter of persons. Futhermore, the
growth of Klaeber's edition into its present form is 2 kind of
historical accident not unlike the compilation of Cotton
Vitellius A.xv. It started out hard and clumsy, and got moreso;
nor have the years always been kind to the ideas espoused in
Klacber's introduction or tucked away in his notes. But the
teacher of Old English must always ask, ac the beginning of
the seminar: if not Klaeber, who?

Here comes George Jack's ‘Beownlf: a Student Edition
(Oxford: Clarendon Press; pp. x, 244), whose title is precise:
ic is a likely choice for the beginner, under the guidance of 2
teacher, but no substitute for a full scholarly edition of the
poem. The page design, one will notice right away, is a radi-
cal departure from Klacber. A page of Jacld's edition, like Gaul,
is divided into three parts: a few lines more or less of the texr,
widely spaced, on the left-hand side; a whole lot of glosses
(about every other word is translated), with grammatical in-
formation, on the right-hand side; and notes, textual, seman-
tic, or interpretive, along the bottcom, sometimes taking up
half the page. In cffect Jack has put the glossary and notes
right on the page with the text, which makes Beowulf look
like the Glossa Ordinaria but will certainly save a lot of miser-
able thumbing on the part of the students. As with so much
of modern life, the cost of convenience is hidden but high;
the student is denied, for example, the pleasure of acrually
learning to recognize a word in Old English—the glosses are
always chere, whether you need them or not, which inevitably
guarantees that you'll always need chem. Unless the student
resorts to some clumsy shift like covering up the right half of
the page with an index card, Jack’s glosses will always do the
students’ work for them. Having the glosses and notes on the
page with the text makes it harder to ignore them, which
some teachers will regard as a drawback. Jack’s notes, how-
ever, are largely non-controversial; his emendations are the
usual ones; his glosses and translations espouse no radical re-
vision of our sense of the poem. This is as it should be in an
edition meant as an intreduction to the poem; his treatment
of the poem’s many cruces and conundrums reflects a kind of
scholarly majority rule, a consensus of reccived opinions. Ev-
ery reader of the edition will have his or her list of particular
disagreements.

The introduction is workmanlike and sensibly tricd to
avoid interpretive issues. But of course, questions of date,
meter, and composition are interpretive issues, and Jack might
have been more circumspect in his suggestions. One cannot
simply disconnect discussion of the pocm’s meaning from the
impossible questions of its origins, audience, and language, or
pretend that the lacter are ‘objective’ while the former is ‘sub-
jective’. In a section on poem’s date, for example, Jack rightly
notes the breakdown of scholarly consensus since 1980 but
then defers to Fulk's History of Old English Meter, which res-

urrects old linguistic arguments and proposes a date ¢. 68—



in Old English Studies 63

825. The issues are, Jack should have noted, far more compli-
cated and controversial—not to mention more interesting—
than that, and a deferral to the mystificd positivism of tgth-
century linguistics, even in a smart state-of-the-art modern
disguise, is not the answer. It is a serviceable introduction,
but more forthright admission of the hermencutic dilemmas
involved, and a bit less heigh-ho positivism, might serve to
build a betrer reader of this fundamentally enigmatic poem.
Noting omissions in the one-page “Further Reading” section
on pp. 2§—6 would be pointless—everyone who reads it will
want to add someone’s name (Rick Russom? Allen Franczen?
James Earl? Colin Chase’s Tbe Dating of Beowsdf?), and per-
haps subtract someone else’s. There is, oddly, no discussion
of meter, not even a rudimentary presentation of the most
basic elements—why not at least sketch out Sievers' Five
Types?—and litcle attention to the MS cext apart from the
usual references to Thorkelin's transcripts. The inclusion of
a photograph of a page from the MS would save the teacher
some legwork, for surely anyone who teaches the poem, ¢ven
to undergraduates, will want to show the students what an
editor has to work with. What discussion there is of textual
controversy is reserved for the footnotes to individually con-
tested lines; there is no overall discussion of the principles of
editiorial intervention.

The book is apparently meant to be used along with a
standard OFE grammar such as Mitchell and Robinson; the
marginal glosses provide the sort of grammatical information
one usually finds in a back-of-the-book glossary. The “Supple-
mental Glossary” on pp. 217-228 provides a list of only the
more common words. This is a pity, for it prevents the stu-
dent from searching for all the uses of a word in the poem—
who is called an agleeca, and when? how is motan used? cte.—
and makes an overall study of the poem in its original lan-
guage more difficult. I offer these reservations in full accep-
tance of the overwhelming fact that Jack's edicion will make
it easier for a beginning student to read the poem. For a teacher
too familiar with Klaeber, Jack’s edition may take some get-
ting used to, but I suspect it will be welcomed by students,
for whom the separation of text, notes, and glossary is often
an unnecessary hardship. The edition may make it easier for
students to get to the ‘good parts’ of reading Beowulf—less
flipping through glossaries for the translation of a word, more
debating the meaning and purpose of the poem. Thoroughly
supported by 2 good grammar and a scleetion of critical read-
ings, and with the guidance of a good teacher who is prepared
to remind his or her students that reading the poem is really
more complicated than they think, and with the occasional
assistance of a ‘real’ edition like Klacber’s and its splendid
glossary, Jack’s edition may remove some of the purely lin-
guistic and logistical obstacles that make Beowulf so daunting
for new students. What it lacks in editorial perspective, peda-
gogical rigor, scholarly thoroughness, or textual insighe it
makes up in convenience and accessibility—call it McBeowndf.

There is no shortage of Beowtlf translations, and to offer
a new one requires a great deal of justification and, I would

assume, a particular kind of bravado. E. I. Risden’s ‘Beownf:
a Student’s Edition (Troy, NY: Whitston Press; PP Xvi, 99) is
not an edition at all, bur a translation whose author has “aimed
at providing the most accurate translation possible, while
maintaining readability and keeping in mind the poet’s tech-
nique and the concerns of interested readers approaching
Beowulf for the first time” (ii-iii). This is quite a full place,
and one cannot blame any editor or translater for not quite
living up to this ambitious list of demands. Following a brief
and general introduction and a useful “Glossary of Charac-
ters” {more a List of Proper Names, since it includes the names
of some tribes as well), the translation proceeds. In general
the big show-stopping pieces in the poem (the approach to
Heorot, the Lament of the Last Survivor, the ending) are
handled competently, though the author seldom reaches the
heights of translators like Hudson or Chickering or even
Raffel—one never forgets that one is reading a translarion,
laboriously dragged, sweating and staggering and short of
breath, from a difficult language, onc hzlf-line at a tme. A
passage from the beginning of the poem gives a representative
slice of the translator’s arc:

Oficn Seyld Scefing  scized mead-benches

from the warrior bands  of many nations,

terrified noblemen, since firse he was found

possessing nothing — he repaid thar solace,

grew strong under heaven; in fame he prospered

till every one  of the neighboring kingdoms

over the whale-road  had 10 heed him,

yield him tribute. That was a good king!
The choices are occasionally unusual—why is monegum
maghum taken as dependent on sceapena preatum, rather than
in apposition to it? why is the grandiose weordmyndum ren-
dered by the brief ‘fame’? More serious is the apparenr lapse
in understanding exhibited by rendering he pes frofre gebad,
which certainly means ‘he awaited/expericnced consolation
for that (i.c., the fact that he was originally 2 destitute found-
ling)’ as ‘he repaid that solace’? There are other instances of
such lapses in accuracy scattered throughout the work, C.B.s
lines 18731F, in which Hrothgar bids farewell to Beowulf:

It was the expectation of bath,

the one very wise with age  and the sccond more so,

that he chereafter  would not see him,

brave in speech.
The sense of Him wes bega wen has been mistaken, and thus
the following line is misconstrued into dubious sense in mod-
crn English; the word meple, ‘council, meeting-place’, has also
been misunderscood. Instances of such careless misconstruc-
tion arc common cnough that I cannot recommend the work
for its accuracy; nor is the poetry so graceful that one is tempred
to forgive such infidelities.

RM.L.

Not Seen:

Szegd, Gydrgy, trans. Beownlf. With Preface by Katalin
Haldcsy. Budapest: Estvos Lordnd Tudomdnyegyetam,
Anglisztika Tanszék, 1994. pp. xxii, 100. [in Hungarian]
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d. Prose

Four imporrant new editions of biblical and hagiographical
texts, including work on the Old English Gospels, the fegend
of the Seven Sleepers, the life of St. Margarer, and Zlfric,
grace the list of contributions to Old English prosc for 1994.
R. M. Liuzza’s edition of The Old English Version of the Gos-
pels, I: Text and Introduction (Early English Texe Society,
0.5., 304; Oxford and New York: Oxford Universicy Press,
1994; Ixxviii, 202 pp. + plate) now takes its place at the head
of a line of fine editions spanning four centuries of work on
the Old English Gospels. Archbishop Matchew Parker's first
and notably carly edition of 1571 was published by John Daye
with an introduction by John Foxe the martyrologist. Parker’s
learned secretary John Joscelyn probably deserves the credic
for the scholarship behind this first edition, which was super-
seded in the following century through the work of another
learned antiquarian, Francis Junius. Junius collated texts from
four different manuscript witnesses in his 1665 edition: Cam-
bridge, Corpus Christi College 140; Cambridge, University
Library, Ii.2.11; Oxford, Bodley 441; and Oxford, Hatton 38.
More recently, W. W. Skeat and James W. Bright have ed-
ited these Gospel texts, sometimes referring to them as the
“West-Saxon Gospels” though this appellacion belies their
dialectal origin, which appears more mixed. Though gener-
ally adhering to the editorial principles established by this
impressive line of scholars, Liuzza nevertheless differs from
previous editors in matters of detail, formar, and cditorial
policy. Despite these differences, Liuzza offers a text thag, in
his own words, “has nevertheless nothing in it of a revolu-
tionary character.” Like Skeat and Bright, Liuzza bases his
text on Cambridge, Corpus Christi College 140, with correc-
tions taken from Bodley 441 and Cotron Otho C. i—manu-
scripts that Skeat and Brigh also collate.

If not revolutionary in character, several subtle changes
from carlicr cditorial policy do yicld rather significant results:
Liuzza supplies chapter and verse numbers of the modern Bible
in an unobtrusive manner in order to preserve the continuous
prose and sectional divisions of his basc manuscript. This for-
mat of solid and largely uninterrupted prose distances his edi-
tion from the glossed texts of the Lindisfarne and Macregol
Gospels {or even the King James Bible), and more closcly
aligns his edition with other works of sustained prose, nota-
bly the Old English translations of Bede and Orosius, as well
as the homilies of Alfric and Wulfstan. Liuzza also reports
substantive varians from all other manuscripts and fragments,
and thus gives students of the Gospels a better and clearer
record for assessing manuscript relations. A second volume,
under preparation, will offer notes, commentary, and a glos-
sary. Judging from the fine caliber of the current volume, it
too will be a welcome and important addition o Old English
prose studies.

Hugh Magennis offers a particularly pleasing and infor-
mative cdition of The Anonymous Old English Legend of the
Seven Sleepers (Durham Medieval Texts, 7; Durham: Durham
University, 1994; iv, 128 pp.). His introduction sketches the

Old English version of the legend, in which scven young
Christian men are walled up alive in a cave at Ephesus at the
command of the emperor Decius. In a later century, the Chris-
tian emperor Theodosius opens the cave and the young men
awaken from cheir miraculous sleep. The story continued to
actract broad incerest well beyond the medieval period: John
Donne makes reference to the legend in “The Good Mor-
cow,” and aflusions to the legend also appear in Gibbon's De-
cline and Fall of the Roman Empire, in Goethe, and in the
writings of Mark Twain. Magennis points out that in the
Old English version the miracle triumphantly vindicates the
Christian doctrine of the resurrection of the body—a cheo-
logical belicf threatened by heresy at the time of Theodosius
according to the legend.

Magennis traces the dissemination of the legend and sum-
marizes previous theories about the origin of the story. Ernst
Honigmann’s intriguing article from 1953 speculates that the
legend originates in fifth-century Ephesus during the reign
of Theodosius II (d. 450), where the legend putanively served
to counter heretical teachings from the previous century.
Magennis accepts Honigmann's thesis as a eredible historical
context for the origin of the story, and then bricfly surveys
surviving versions from Greek, Syriac, Coptic, Arabic, Ethio-
pian, Armenian, and Latin sources. Magennis notes in par-
cicular the Passio Septem Dormientium of Gregory of Tours
{one of the two major Latin sources for the story in the Middle
Ages), as well as a longer, fuller Latin version edited by P. M.
Huber (BHL 2316) that serves as the source for the Old En-
glish version. The tale was of course fater popularized in the
Legenda Aurea before making its way into more modern lit-
erakure.

The Old English text of the legend appears on folios 107v-
122v of Cotton Julius E. vii (J), an eleventh-century manu-
script known chiefly as the principal manuscript of Elfric’s
Lives of Saints. A very fragmentary text also exists in Cotion
Otho B. x (O), another volume of saints’ lives. Magennis
identifies the language and vocabulary of the text as West
Saxon, and his edition includes a helpful commentary, variant
readings, a text and translation of the Latin version found in
British Library, Egerton 2797, 251-37r, and a comprehensive
Old English glossary.

Magennis has also collaborated with Mary Clayton to edit
and translate The Old English Lives of St Margarer (Cam-
bridge Studics in Anglo-Saxon England, 9; Cambridge: Cam-
bridge Universicy Press, 1994; xi, 239 pp.). Their introduc-
tion surveys the legend of Margaret of Antioch, virgin and
martyr, who, according to carly accounts, was persecured by
the prefect Olibrius. The origin of the legend remains un-
known, and no records of her survive in accounts of persecu-
tion at Antioch. Known in the Eastern Church as Marina,
her fame spread in the West under the name Margarita or
Margarcta during the ninch century. Literary evidence of her
veneration dates only from a century caclier. According to
these accounts, a dragon appeared in her cell while she was
being imprisoned by Olibrius and devoured her whole. She
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made the sign of the ¢ross, and the dragon burst asunder,
allowing her to cscape unharmed. After further tortures, her
exeeutioner, Malchus, allowed her to pray before her death.
She prayed that those who venerated her memory might be
freed from sin and chat no physically impaired child would be
barn to them (a prayer that may obliquely recall her own un-
natural birch from the body of the dragon).

After surveying the Latin versions of the story, Clayton
and Magennis explore the legend in Anglo-Saxon England,
which begins with the ninth-century Old English Martyrology
{where she is still called Marina) and continues in the carly
cleventh century with a copy of the legend in Cotton Otho
B. x—unfortunately destroyed by fire. Two later manuscript
witnesses survive: Cotton Tiberius A, iii (from the middle of
the eleventh century} and CCCC 303 (from the carly pare of
the twelfth century). The Tiberius texe has been extensively
revised and edited by subsequent scribes, and the editors have
decided to present this intriguing composite text as their main
text, followed by the text in CCCC 303, and, in an appendix,
the text as originally entered into the Tiberius manuscript.
Also included is a text of a Latin version of the legend found
in Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Lac. 5574, fols. 1-39 (a manu-
script from Anglo-Saxon England). Clear and helpful notes,
accurate translations, and uscful commentary augment this
superb contribution to Anglo-Saxon scholarship.

As in past years, ZElfric remains a primary focus of Old
English prosc studies, Among the half-dozen or so studies
this year, the editorial work of Jonathan Wilcox deserves par-
ticular notice. His cdition, lfric’s Prefaces (Durham Medi-
eval Texts, 9; Durham: Durham University, 1994, vii, zo2
PP-), claims an unusual stacus for Alfric’s writings: “he uses
the authority of his name 1o create an authoritatively ortho-
dox body of work in a way that is unique for a vernacular
writer in Anglo-Saxon England.” After briefly reviewing
Alfric’s historical context, his corpus of wri tings, and his sty-
listic innovations, Wilcox focuses attention on the nature and
function of Elfric’s prefaces. Wilcox’s analysis builds on the
more broad-ranging studies of C. L. White (who published
£lfric’s prefaces in Elfric: A New Study of His Life and Wrie-
ings), A. J. Minnis (Medieval Theory of Authorship: Scholastic
Literary Attitudes in the Later Middle Ages), and Tore Janson
(Latin Prose Prefaces: Studies in Literary Conventions), as well
as the more specialized work of an unpublished Ph.D. disser-
tation by Mary Stephens (4 Study of the Old English Preface,
University of Pennsylvania, 1960). Wilcox makes a number of
sensible observations about Zlfric’s prefaces, including both
the obvious—that Alfric uses Latin to address his ccclesias-
tical superiors and Old English to address secular lords—and
the more speculative—that Alfric uses Old English in his
preface to che Admonitio ad Filium Spiritualem because the
text is aimed at both monks and nuns. Alwogether Wilcox
presents about 60o lines of text, comprised of introductions
to Alfric’s Fiest and Second Series of Catholic Homilies, his
Grammar, his translation of Genesis, his Lives of Saints and
various minor works including the Vita S, AEthelwoldi, and

various letters to Walfsige, the Monks of Eynsham, Sigeward,
and others. The conclusion that Wilcox reaches about these
prefaces—that Alftic’s sclf-identification reflects “his con-
cern with maintaining a rigorous standard or orthodoxy”—
has been adumbrated in the writings of Godden and others,
but Wilcox’s edition will allow students of ZElfric to gauge
the truth of this notion with grearer case of reference.

One of Zlfric’s most astute readers, Malcolm Godden,
offers insight into the impact of millenarian thoughrt on the
writings of Zlfric and his contemporaries in an article titled
“Apocalypse and Invasion in Late Anglo-Saxon England”
(From Anglo-Saxon to Early Middle English, ¢d. Godden et
al., pp. 130~62). Godden explores the recurrent themes of the
moral and theological problems posed by the heathen inva-
sions of England. He touches briefly on Bede (who attributes
the Anglo-Saxon invasion of Britain to God's wrath against
the sinful Britons), Alcuin (who suggests that Viking attacks
were divine wrath against fornication, incest, robbery, and
other sins of the christianized Anglo-Saxons), and Alfred (who
compares Viking attacks to the barbarian invasion of [taly).
Godden finds similar themes in the writing of lfric and
Waulfstan, though both these writers also incorporated apoca-
lyptic themes to account for the Viking chreat. Godden also
takes note of the important political roles played by Elfric’s
patrons, AEthetweard and Ethelmar, and speculates on the
impact of those roles upon Alfric. Ethelmar, of course, stayed
at Zlfric’s community at Eynsham, where, according to Bar-
bara Yorke, he sought temporary exile rather than a perma-
nent, cloistered retreat. Godden argues that Elfric became
strikingly outspoken on national issues by the end of his life
and that he reinterpreted, in a more political way, biblical
texts and storices that had earlier received a less topical inter-
pretation.

Godden's essay suggests that /lfric’s earlier writings use
an apocalyptic seeting and virtually ignore the Viking threat.
In his later writings, particularly in the Lives of Saines (LS),
the Vikings and the problem of invasion become increasingly
prominent. Godden analyzes De Oratione Moysi (LS XIII),
which identifics the heathen bere as divine punishment for
the English nation’s destruction of the monastic system. And,
as Godden correctly notes, the sermon’s suggestion that mo-
nastic intercession might averr attacks conflicts with any no-
tion that the invasions might be part of a final and inevicable
conflict. £lfric scems to waver between two paradigms for
explaining the contemporary situation. By analyzing accouncs
in /lfric of St. Edmund, Judith, and the Maccabees, Godden
demonstrates Zlfric’s increasing approbation for the idea of a
just war and Zlfric's escalacing pleas for resistance in che face
of heathen assaults. By contrast, £lfric’s apocalypric concerns
diminish.

Godden astutely analyzes Wulfstan's famous Sermo Lupi
in the same historical context. Following the lead of Whitelock
and Bethurum, Godden accepts that Sermo Lupt was written
in three distince versions, beginning with the shortest and
expanding to the longest and latest version. Godden then
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persuasively suggests that the three versions reflect Wulfstan's
shifting views of the Viking threat. The first version (found
in CCCC 419 and Bodley 343) includes a reference to
Athelred’s expulsion and must have been written after 1013.
This version would seem to conclude and cap a series of ser-
mons dealing with the end of the world and the coming reign
of Antichrist. The second version (found in CCCC 201) adds
a substantial passage dealing with Viking assaults and omits
the reference to Achelred's expulsion: Godden therefore sen-
sibly dates the text to 1014, after the king's recuen. The third
version {Cotron Nero A.i and Hatton 153) incorporates a pas-
sage on Gildas and the Anglo-Saxon invasion of Britain.
Godden suggests this version appeared before Cnut's acces-
sion in 1016-1017, since the sermon admonishes the English
to protect themselves against the Vikings. The Nero text
includes the famous rubric dating the text to 1014: sermo ad
anglos quando Dani maxime persecuti sunt eos, quod fuie anno
millesimo xitii ab incarnatione domtni nostri lesw Cristi.

Godden suggests that in each successive version Wulfstan
increasingly shifts his focus away from apocalyptic concerns
and more towards the imminent Viking threat—a pattern
that mirrors Elfric’s increasing concern with the Viking threat.
Godden points out that in quoting Gildas, who railed against
the Anglo-Saxon threat, Wulfstan tacitly develops a parallel
between the pagan Vikings and the Anglo-Saxons. Just as his
own Anglo-Saxon forebears eventually submitted to Chris-
tianity, so too might the Vikings yicld to the teachings of
Christ. This paradigm of conversion, Godden argues, may
have alfowed Wulfstan to achieve so quickly “the frame of
mind that enabled him to become Cnut’s advisor”: Wulfstan
apparently realized thar he could play an important role in
converting the Vikings.

In “Elfric’s Judith: Manipulacive or Maniputated?” (ASE
23 [1994], 215-27), Mary Clayton argues that ZElfric has at-
tempted to manipulate a manipulative heroine. Because
/ENfric’s text scems to be directed to a group of nuns, he at-
tempts to downplay Judith's seductive qualities, and he at-
tempts to paint her more decorously and less actively chan
the biblical accounts of her character. Given his audience, his
attempts to emphasize those qualities that align Judith with
the pattern of the virgin martyr, while tendentious, seem en-
tirely understandable: he wishes to offer 2 model to the nuns,
and the biblical heroine has traits he would rather ignore
(Clayton's essay includes, by the way, a helpful appendix dis-
cussing the term nunne in Old English).

Judith, of course, resists Alfric’s mold: as Clayton notes,
martyrs withstand temptation whercas Judith temprs; mar-
tyrs reject ornate clothing and the trappings of sexual adorn-
ment, whereas Judith adopts chese in order to seduce
Holofernes. /lfric therefore scems selective in his account of
Judith. In fact, by associating Judith with chastiry (as Clayton
aptly notes), /Elfric follows a pattern already found in Jerome's
Preface to the Vulgate book on Judith: there Jerome upholds
Judith as an example of chastity (“castitatis exemplum”). /Elfric
follows Jerome in associating Judith with the Church, who

cut off the head of the devil (Jerome, Ep. Ixxix, PL 22, 732).
Yet Judith must lic and tempt in order to defeat Holofernes,
behavior that ZElfric glosses over in order to present Judith as
a ficting model for 2 communicy of nuns.

Three more articles on Zlfric appear in the collection of
essays titled Ediring Old English (ed. D. G. Scragg and Paul
E. Szarmach, 1994) by Joyce Hill, Clare Levs, and Theodore
H. Leinbaugh. In “Elfric, Authorial Idencity and the Chang-
ing Text” (pp. 177-89), Joyce Hill reviews some of the prob-
lems associated with editing medieval manuscripts, especially
those problems that hinge on our understanding of che con-
cepts of authorship and textual integrity. She argues that these
concepts differ markedly from our own, “even when they ap-
pear to be presens” in a way we would tend to understand them
today (Hill’s emphasis). She begins her essay by contrasting
the more conservative editorial approach toward Old English
texts championed by E. G. Stanley with the more liberal ap-
proach advocated by Michael Lapidge, who notes that con-
servative approaches do not generally hold sway in the editing
of Anglo-Latin texcs. Hill then moves on to consider lfric’s
apparent efforts to preserve authorial identity and textual in-
tegrity in his apparent bid to guarantee “theological reliabil-
iy.”

Hill buttresses her argument by examining ZElfric’s Pas-
toral Letters, one for Wulfsige, bishop of Sherborne, and four
for Wulfstan, bishop of Worcester and archbishop of York.
These letters were neither issued in Alfric’s name nor writ-
ten in a way that would reveal his own persona. Alfric ex-
plains that he writes a lecter for Wulfsige in such a way thac
the lecter seems as if it “had been dictated from your mouth
and you had been speaking to the clergy under you.” Hill
finds a similar surrender of authorial identity in AElfric’s four
letters for Wulfstan. In addition, these different and evolving
texts pose significant problems in identifying “the texc which
the author intended.” As Hill rightly observes, Elfric’s two
Old English lecters for Wulfstan “exemplify his careful ad-
justment to a not very learned audience, so that the material
is expanded, exphined, added, omitted and rearranged.” In
the face of evolving texts, it proves at times impossible to
identify or to favor the original text. And Hill points to im-
portant editorial tasks that awaic those who wish to pursue
work with composite homilics or differing versions of other
Old English prose texts.

The answer to “Whose Text Is It Anyway? Contexts for
Editing OId English Prose™ (Editing Old English, pp. 97-114)
seems debatable according Clare Lees. This discursive essay
focuses primarily on texts by Alfric, though Lees treats a
variety of topics, including the canon of Old English texts
and the use of textbooks in the study of Old English. She
opens by observing that “newly discovered and cdited texts
often made their fiest appearance in textbooks.” Many will
question this assertion, since Archbishop Matthew Parker,
Napier, Belfour, Thorpe, Skeat, Pope and many others have
produced substantial volumes of newly-cdited texts in edi-
tions that can hardly be categorized as textbooks. And many
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textbooks in fact derive their selections from these earlier
scholarly editions. Yet, even if we reject the notion that text-
books provide a home for the first appearances of Old English
texts, Lees nevercheless raises irportant questions about what
textbooks include and exclude: she notes that her area of in-
terest, prose hagiography, scems sparsely represented in the
more popular textbooks——a quite valid point. Nevercheless,
the editors of Old English textbooks may not be entircly at
fault for these omissions. The jssue of commercial viabilicy,
though not raised in this essay, scems relevanc: could Basil
Blackwell or Cambridge University Press be persuaded to print
atextbook including substantial extracts of prose hagiography
bur excluding The Dream of the Rood, Caedmon’s Hymn, or
other more familiar selections?

Lees regards the “academic preface” as a “largely untapped
resource for exploring textbooks as contexts for the canon,”
and criticizes Bruce Mitchell and Fred Robinson for making
a “strong but circular appeal to tradition” in the preface to
their textbook. I, for one, fail to sce the “circular appeal to
tradition” in their preface. I take the decision to refrain from
substituting “novel selections for the familiar ones” as defen-
sible, though the interpretation Lees offers (“novel” equals
“the new, the entertaining” and the “familiar” cquals “the old,
the instructive”} perhaps lends an interpretative twist to the
wording of the preface. Could a textbook with a focus on
prose hagiography be accepted by readers as “new and enter-
taining"?

Elsewhere Lees refers to selections “that are indeed to be
found in the majority of textbooks and readers,” and I assume
this defines what Mitchell and Robinson mean by “famniliar
selections.” If A Guide to Old English breaks little new ground
in its selections, it nevertheless presents accurate, annotated
texts that serve as an invaluable starting point for Old En-
glish studies. Whether prose hagiography will make signifi-
cant headway into future textbooks seems questionable, De-
spite increasing scholarly interest in such areas, prose
hagiography has not enjoyed good press for a large part of this
cencury. Lees rightly observes that the critical history by
Greenfield and Calder “pays scant attention to /Elfric’s Lives
of Saints,” and she also reports that Michael Lapidge has dis-
paraged the genre as having lictle literary merit. Lees criti-
cizes “the post-Romantic sensibility that still seems to in-
form our definitions of the litcrary.” But questions abourt the
literary merit of such texts (post-Romantic sensibility or no)
may well inhibit cheir widespread inclusion in new student
texts. I believe that increased scholarly interest in the genre
should yield an increased audience for these texts, though
their most important venue may well be editions of a more
scholarly sort, such as those by Magennis and Clayton on the
Seven Slecpers and St. Margarer cited above. At the same
time, we can hope, with Lees, that even more texts from an
even greater variety of genres will find cheir way into the hands
of our beginning students.

To revert ¢o the question posed in the title of her essay,
Lees ends by discussing Alfric’s Lives of Saints and writes

{emphasis hers): “the utterly obvious answer to the question
of whose text is the collection in London, BL,, Cotton Julius
E. viiis chac they are /lfric's, but they're not all AElfric’s.” Lees
points out, as other scholars have done before her, the com-
plexities raised by the chief surviving manuscripe, which con-
tains anonymous texts, liturgical homilies, a commissioned
Life, and three final obiter dicta. Lees sums up by observing
that whar survives “as the text, or manuscripe, of Alfric’s Lives
of Sainzs is ncither finished nor definitive, however much it
may appear so in its edited, printed form.”

My own contribution to The Editing of Old English
(“Elfric’s Lives of Saints T and the Boulogne Sermon: Edito-
rial, Authorial and Textual Problems,” Theodore H.
Leinbaugh, pp. tg1-211) also questions the printed form of
the Julius manuscript and examines the complexities raised
by the inclusion of liturgical homilies within &lfric’s Lives of
Saints. Herein I merely offer summary of my argement: Peter
Clemoes has stated that the licurgical homilies found in the
Julius manuscript form an authentic part of the Lives, and he
Justified their inclusion by speculating thar homilies “directly
dependent on the liturgy” were unsuitable for &lfric’s “non-
liturgical reading-book,” whereas homilies on general themes,
such as those found in LS, were acceprable and were intended
to be included. Clemocs even suggested that a licurgical homily
from chis latter category—item XVI, a general sermon for
the memory of the saints—not only initiated Elfric’s plan to
compile a volume of Lives but also was “written to serve as a
general introduction to ic.” I argue against this claim, and 1
try to show that LS I rightly introduces £lfric’s set of saints’
lives and forms a proper introduction.

In the article [ also examine che refationship between LS
I'and four affiliated texts, most notably the complex relation-
ship between LS ] and a Latin sermon found in manuscript
Boulogne-sur-Mer, Bibliothéque Municipale 63. In addition
to its ties with Alcuin’s De Ratione Animae, the Boulogne
sermon and Belfour IX, LS shares resonances with a fourth
text, King Alfred’s version of Bocthius's Consolation of Phi-
losophy, which W. . Bolton has argued provides a source for
several sentences in LS T and Belfour IX.

Professor Godden has argucd thar /lfric himself com-
piled the Boulogne sermon, but I reexamine the basis for this
claim, which rests largely on the scemingly paradoxical propo-
sition that the Latin sermon is both a source for and a trans-
lation of LS I. While T agree with Godden that £Elfric prob-
ably compiled the Boulogne sermon, T question the sequence
posited by Godden, who argues thar Alfred paraphrases
Bocthius’s Latin and /lfric then adapts and expands thac
paraphrase in LS 1, while retaining many close verbal parallels
that attest the directness of the debt. Moreover, the Boulogne
Latin text, which resembles LS 1 rather chan Alfred’s ver-
sion, must be a translation and expansion of the LS 1. As [
suggest in my article, it seems possible that a different se-
quence might be posited: the Boulogne text may be a source
for LS I rather than a Latin translation {and cxpansion) of
the Old English cext. I also argue that &lfric’s translation of
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his Latin source uncannily matches Alfted’s phrasing not be-
cause /Alfric directly copied from Alfred, but rather because
both /lfric and Alfred followed the same Latin source.

After examining textual errors in the Boulogne manu-
script and various analogues to LS 1, I conclude that LS T was
meant to open /Elfric’s Lives of Saints proper—whether or
nat preceded by a prefatory piece—not merely because Christ-
mas homilics also open the Catholic Homilies but also because
Alfric unquestionably regarded Christ’s life as the supreme
exemplar of sanctity and therefore the proper cornerstone on
which to build his collection of pious lives.

One other item for 1994 touches on Alfric: in “Old Lacin
Intervention in the Old English Heprateuch” (ASE 23 [1994],
229-64), Richard Marsden observes that good Vulgate ex-
amples lie behind the Old English Heprateuch. He cites the
opening of Genesis where the Old English texe (*On angynne
gesceop God heofonan 7 coran. sco corde soblice was idel 7
zmti”) closcly mirrors the Vulgate (“in principio creauit Deus
caclum et terean. Terra autem erat inanis et uacua”) but does
not mirror the variations found in the pre-Hieronymian “Old
Latin” versions, which read fecit for creanit and inuisibilis et
inconpositas for inani et vacua. Marsden then examines the
few Old English readings in the Old English Hepeateuch where
no known Latin parallels exist in the thirty-odd collated
Vulgate manusctipts. These Old English readings appear to
derive from pre-Hieronymian texts, and Marsden traces their
origin to the influence of patristic literature, the liturgy, and
the availabilicy of “contaminated” exemplar texts.

In the course of his detailed and careful essay, Marsden
discusses the two major manuscript witnesses of the Old En-
glish Heptateuch: British Library, Cotton Claudius B. iv (from
the middle of the cleventh century and incorrectly believed
by S. J. Crawford to carry the clder textual tradition) and
Bodleian Library, Laud Misc. 509 (from the middle of the
second half of the eleventh century). Marsden also focuses
attention on ZEMric's contribution to the Old English texe,
most notably a translation “to Isaace” (i.c. to Genesis 22),
most fully represented in all probability by the copy preserved
in Cambridge, Universicy Library, li.1.33 (from the mid-twelfth
century). Marsden follows Clemocs in differenciating between
the Zlfrician and non-/lfrician portions of the Old English
Heptateuch, but argues that more than onc “anonymous” trans-
lator wrote the non-/Elfrician parts. In the course of his ¢s-
say, Marsden challenges the position held by A. E. Nichols
that mixed texts containing both Vulgate and Old Latin domi-
nated the history of the Insular Bible, Instead, Marsden con-
tends that surviving Anglo-Saxon manuscripts of Bibles or
part-Bibles, which range in date from the late seventh cen-
tury to the cleventh, exhibit an essentially Vulgace form. Nor
can Marsden find any references from the later part of the
Anglo-Saxon period to old texts of the Bible; he can only
find Bede’s carlicr reference to a pandect “of the old transla-
tion” (wetustae translationts), which Bede claims Ceolfrith
brought to Wearmouth-Jarrow in 678—the same Bible char
has been identified as being in the possession of Cassiodorus

at Vivarium. In analyzing ZElfric’s portion of the Old English
Heprateuch, Marsden restrices himself to eleven cases where
Old Lacin influcnces through patristic sources scem possible
or very likely. And in analyzing the anonymous section of the
Heptateuch Marsden finds only four deviations from the
Vulgate where Old Latin influence seems likely.

Zlfric's contemporary, Wulfstan, engages the actention
of M. K. Lawson, who explores the fact that it seems “dis-
tinctly odd” that despite the homiletics, picty, and concern
for good government voiced in the edicts Wulfstan wrote for
[chelred, the king's subjects would not accept his return
from exile in 1014 unless he promised to rule more lawfully
(ribelicor). In “Archbishop Wulfstan and the Homiletic Ele-
ment in the Laws of £thelred I1 and Cnut” (The Reign of
Crut, ed. Rumble pp. 141-64. [reprint from EHR 107 (1992},
565~86)). Lawson terms this fact an “apparent discrepancy”
and proceeds to detail both Achelred’s inept rule and
Waulfstan's contributions to /Echelred’s edicts.

Lawson first sketches the history of the conversion of
Germanic kings, since this process involved churchmen ad-
monishing monarchs to follow Christian practice. As Wallace-
Hadrill has written, Germanic kingship was eventually “crans-
formed into an office with duties and rights defined by church-
men.” Lawson argues further that ecclesiastical teaching on
the Continent dircctly and indirectly influenced insular in-
struction. For example, in the text of De Duodecim Abusivis
Saeculi (probably written in seventh-century Ireland), the ninth
abuse of the age was an unjust king. Abbo of Fleury’s Collectio
Canonum draws on this text, and Abbo, relying on the Collectio
and other sources, rails against oppression causcd by royal
injustice. Because Abbo taught at Ramsey between 985-987,
English ecclesiastics must have been directly exposed to these
and similar teachings from their French and German breth-
ren.

Lawson also notes that churchmen played an important
role in advising kings: Bede’s Ecclesiastical History served in
part as a mirror for kings and St. Boniface sent a letter of
criticism to Athclbald of Mercia. And, as Professor Darlington
has noted, several tenth-century faw codes issued in the king's
name concern mainly (or entirely) ecclesiastical matters.
Churchmen undoubtedly tried to influence kings at national
councils, and Lawson speculates that churchmen harangued
both the witan and the king upon the nature of their duties.
Some kings may have been more open to the advice of church-
men than others, though Alfred had his difficulties wich Arch-
bishop /Ethelred.

In lacer years, King Athelred II encountered even greater
difficulties in his dealings with the church. His problems may
have started from assuming the kingship while still a child,
and some have argued that he relied on bad counsel. Though
there is no definite evidence for contemporary currency of
the epithet Ethelred Unrad, oblique allusions in the Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle, in Zlfric, and in Wulfscan may support thac
nickname. Both /Elfric and Wulfstan wrote that a nation
would be miscrable under the misdirection (misred) of an
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unwise king. Nevertheless, Lthelred’s interests sometimes
coincided with the interests of his churchmen: at Enham (with
special coins minted to mark the event) archbishops preached
by his order; he had his portrait replaced by the Agnus Dei on
the national coinage; and the fast ordered by the code known
as VII Athelred must have had royal backing. Lawson rightly
notes that such scemingly paradoxical behavior was typical of
medieval Christian kingship and continued through the reign
of Cnut, whom Wulfstan similarly admonished to follow codes
of Christian conduct.

Another important contribution on Wulfstan comes from
John William Houghton, whose article, “The Old English
Benedictine Office and Its Audience” (dmerican Benedictine
Review 45 [1994], 431-45), opens with a description of this
curious rext, a combination of liturgical cexts and commen-
taries eranslated from Latin inco Oid English prose and verse.
Compiled by Wuifstan c. 1o15, the Old English Benedictine
Office appears in two modern editions, one by Emil Feiler and
a second by James M. Ure. Houghton follows Ure in identi-
fying the text’s intended audience as members of the secular
clergy. Helmut Gneuss has suggested that the text was di-
rected at monks, and Milton McCormick Gatch has specu-
lated thar it was designed for members of the laity who wished
to imitate monastic devotions. In making his argument,
Houghton traces the role of the monastic reform movement
(essentially following the work of D. H. Farmer), and briefly
notes the roles played by St. Benedict of Aniane, Dunstan,
Oda, Odo of Cluny, Oswald, and Zchelwold. Houghton also
comments on the replacement of seculars by monks in many
established communirics and the standardization of monastic
observances (as witnessed in the Regularis Concordia).

Houghton analyzes limited sections of the Old English
Benedictine Office, particularly the Prime-Capitular Office
Sequence, which derives in part from the Hrabanus Maurus's
De Clericorum Institutione. Houghton observes, as others have
before him, thac the Old English Benedictine Office seems to
be a textbook rather than a devotional manual per se because
of its abbreviated form: there is simply not enough material
to allow people to perform the daily office without the use of
other books. However, some material included in the Office,
specifically the Deus in Adjutorinm, Gloria, and Iam Laecis,
did not find use in monastic houses during Holy Week ac-
cording to J. B. L. Tolhurst. Houghton aligns the Office
with a secular rather than Benedictine tradition, particularly
the tradition of Amalarius’s Regila Canonicorum and the later,
secular Rule of Chrodegang. Houghron also cites the work of
Byrhtferth, who composed material on the compietus for rural
clergy who did not know Latin, Byrhtferch's work parallcls
the work of the Old English Benedictine Office: both works
offer vernacular translations of Latin texts intended for the
instruction of the sccular clergy, and both works date from
the carly eleventh-cencury. Houghton persuasively concludes
that Wulfstan intended that literate monks use the Old En-
glish Benedictine Office for the instruction of ignorant secular
clergy in the performance of the seculars’ own divine service.

One other item this year pertaining 1o Waulfstan stmply
lists some minor corrections that apparently escaped cdivorial
ateention: sce J. E. Cross and Alan Brown, “Wulfsean and
Abbo of Saint-Germain-des-Prés: Corrigenda” Mediaevalia
17 (1994 for 1991), 259—the corrections refer to the carlier
article in Mediaevalia 15 (1993 for 1989), 71-91.

The work of the anonymous homilists captures the ac-
tention of Franz Wenisch and Roland Torkar in their conri-
butions to the Hans Schabram Festschrift. Wenisch provides
an accurate edition of a text chat has slipped the notice of
even the most fervent catalogers of the Old English corpus in
his article “The Anonymous Old English Homily for the
Dedication of a Church in MS Harton 114 (HomS 51}: An
Annotated Edition” (4nglo-Saxonica, ed. Grinda and Werzel,
pp- 1-19}). Wenisch notes that of the approximately 370 Anglo-
Saxon homilics that have survived, only seven deal wich the
dedication of a church: rwo texts by /Elfric, one by Wulfstan,
and four anonymous texts. OF the four anonymous texts, only
two have been published, HomS 49 and HomS 5o (edited
respectively by Brotanck and Ker). Wenisch identifies two
other anonymous homilics, HomS 51 and HomS sz, as sepa-
rate texs that the editorial staff of the Dictionary of Old En-
glish (DOE) in effect overlooked. Cameron's “A List of Old
English of Old English Texts” (in 4 Plan for the Dictionary of
Old English, ed. R. Frank and A. Cameron) classifics these
two texts as mere variants of other texts. Wenisch makes a
sound case, however, for the independence of HomS 51, which
has an independent structure and shares only abour 34 lines
(our of z00) with its supposedly parallel text, the Wulfstanian
homily WHom 8.

In the introduction to his edition, Wenisch discusses the
structure of the homily, which consists of an introduction of
about fifteen lines that compares the dedication of a church
to Solomnon’s dedication of the Temple in Jerusalem. A sec-
ond section (in the main a fairly literal translation of the
Vulgate, 2 Chron. 6:14=7:15) details the biblical account of
the dedication of the temple, and it may derive from a pre-
existing translation. A third and final section (. 167-200)
repeats verbatim WHom 18.

Wenisch dates this anonymous homily between c. 1000
{the date of the origin of WHom 18) and c. 1075, when HomS
g1 was entered into its only surviving manuscript witness,
Bodleian Library, Hatton 114, ff. 242v-246r. The language
and vocabulary of the text seem largely late West-Saxon.
Wenisch's cdition also includes very brief but useful textual
notes,

Roland Torkar, in “Diec Ohnmacht der Textkrick, am
Beispicl der Ausgaben der driccen Vercelli-Homilie” (Anglo-
Saxonica, ed. Grinda and Wetzel, pp. 225~50), uses Vercelli
Homily I as a basis for examining the art of textual crii-
cism. Torkar, in examining the editions and studies of Max
Férster, H. L. Spencer, J. E. Cross, D. G. Scragg, and oth-
¢rs, aims to show some of the theoretical and practical limita-
tions of various editorial methods. For example, Torkar crii-
cizes Cross’s assumption that the Latin source he identifies
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for Vercelli 111 is a direct source. Torkar argues thac the ap-
parent expansions in Old English from the Latin source may
in fact derive from intermediate Latin sources—the Old En-
glish may follow these sources instead of the putative direct
source identified by Cross—and Cross docs not consider this
theoretical alternative:

Und doch nimmr es Cross als gegeben an, dass das von ihm abgedrucke ac.
Textmaterial unmitcelbar aus dem 8. -Pére-Honuiliar tberserzt wurde, und
crortert nicht cinmal als theoretische Alternative die Moglichkeit, dass die
in Frage stehenden ac. Homilien nicht dircke aufdiesem lat. Homiliar basieren,
sondern chrs:tzungcn ven lat. Zwischenquellen sind, die ihrerseits (neben
anderen Quellen) auch das 5. -Plre-Homiliar benutzt haben, dass also Auswahl
und Umsteliung sowic bestimmte Erweiterungen nicht auf der ac., sondern
bereits auf der lat. Textebene vorgenommen wurden.

Elsewhere Torkar argues that Scragg has misconstrued sev-
cral readings. For example, Scragg prints “/Efter pam fxstenne,
brodor mine, synt pa [gebedu 7 rzdinga haligra boca] to
beganne, swa . . ."; this deviates from the Vercelli Codex,
which reads: “zfter pam festenne. Brobor mine, synt ba fxstenu
to beganne swa . . .". Scragg cmends on the basis of another
manuscript reading and comments that “Festenu for gebedu (7
redinga haligra boca)” is a copying crror in A.” But Torkar
challenges Scragg’s understanding of the evidence by noting
that “Hinsichclich festenne, das jedenfalls der Vorlage
angehbrie, da es in A filschlich dem voraufgehenden Satz
zugcordnet ist, Uberzeugt dic Argumentation nicht.”

Torkar also faults some aspects of Spencer’s work, who,
he claims, misidentifies an example of dictography (“von Spen-
cer filschlich als Dictographie getilgt”) and in other ways falls
short of accuracy. Torkar's close analysis may well lead to
more accurace readings in Vercelli I1T and to a more informed
understanding of the challenges facing editorial decisions when
Latin sources are adduced for Old English texts.

Other notable contributions to the study of Old English
religious prose in 1994 come from Christine Fell (on fermale
saints), Hans Sauer (on exhortations to confession), E.
Wiesenekker {on the Vespasian and funins Psalters), as well a
joint submission from Phillip Pulsiano and Joseph McGowan
(on prayers). In “Saint AEdelpryd: A Historical-Hagiographical
Dichotomy Revisited” {Nottingbam Medieval Studies 38 [1994),
18-34), Christine Fell remarks that comparatively licde wric-
ing about Anglo-Saxon saints survives from the Anglo-Saxon
period. Much of our informarion comes from the era after
the Norman Conquest, and Fell probes the disparity between
carlicr and later accounts of Edelpryd. Fell believes Edelpryd,
of all the female Anglo-Saxon saints, most fully engages the
imagination of Bede, /Ebclpryd’s virginity, despite two mar-
riages, scems to have piqued the interest of both Bede and
Zlfric. Bede marvels that God helped her preserve this vir-
ginal state and rejoices in the face that England has saints of
this caliber in his own time (nostra etiam aecate). Fell finds
Bede’s evidence for her virginity convincing. The story that
her second husband, King Ecgfrid of Northumbria, promised
moncy and estates to Bishop Wilifrid—though only if he
could persuade /ESelpryd to allow the consummation of their
marriage—has the ring of truch 1o it, especially when we re-

alize that the bishop's apparent unwillingness to be a party to
the scheme may explain his subscquent cxpulsion from the
see. Moreover, Bede regacds as a signum the fact that some
sixteen years after her funeral, her body remained incorrupt: a
miracle mirroring the fact that she had been incorrupta wirili
contactu.

Fell argues that Edelpryd’s hold on the Anglo-Saxon
imagination rests on the fact that she most clearly represents
the virgin martyes of the early church. Bede emphasizes her
asceticism as an abbess at Ely, a trait nor featured in his ac-
counts of Hild, £bdelburh, or Elflzd. And Fell then analyzes
Bede's references to Edelpryd in his hymn and notes that his
poetic falents seem particularly stimulated by those saints who
mortified the flesh, especially Cubbert and Edelpryd. Al-
though Hild holds more interest for the modern reader, Bede
scems to have favored /Edelpryd. According to Fell, when
Bede writes of Barking and Streoneshealh we see the histo-
rian at work; when he writes of Ely, where AEdelpryd had
apparently withdrawn from the world, we sec only the
hagiographer.

Fell examines the mark made by Edclpryd at Ely and
concludes that the saint simply made Ely a “home for and a
monument to her own personal and particular asceticism.”
Ely's fame, Fell suggests, was based on a rewriting of its past:
she discounts notions of “lost lives of St Etheldreda” written
prior to 963, “the year in which the future glory of Ely called
for a creative re-writing of its glorious past.”

Hans Sauer has edited two brief exhortations to confes-
sion, one taken from a Cambridge manuscript and che second
from an Oxford manuscript: “Altenglische Beiche-
ermahnungen aus den Handschriften CCCC 320 und Laud
misc. 482: Edition und Kommentar” (Anglo-Saxonica, ed.
Grinda and Weezel, pp. 21-51). Each text comprises a catena
of passages from various sources, but they partially share com-
mon sources and they parcially paralle] passages previously
printed in Napiec's 1883 edition of Wulfstan (cf. Pscudo-
Wulfstan Homily XXIX and Homily LVT). The texts found
in CCCC 320 date from about the year 1000 and appear on
the originally blank fiest and last leaves of a manuscript con-
taining Theodore’s Penitential and other Latin texts (Libeflus
Responsionum, Poenitentiale Sangermanense, ctc.). Sauer ac-
cepts Ker's opinion that these two pages, written in square
Anglo-Saxon minuscule, have been inserted by the same hand.
The original Latin manuscript has been associated with St
Augustine’s, Canterbury, but whether these Old English texts
were added in Canterbury too seems uncertain. Portions of
these lines also appear in a work entitled In Quadragesima De
Penitentia, a text presumably composed by Alfric, and ac-
cepted as such by Godden, though taken by Jost to be an
ZElfrician compilation made by someonce other than Alfric.
The lines also occur in Alfric’s Lives of Saints XII. Sauer’s
careful edition points to these connections and helpfully prints
in parallel relevant passages from the Pscudo-Wulfstan texts—
though not from the Alfrician texts. The cdition comes with
helpful notes and commentary.
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Elmar Sccbold surveys different dialecal groupings in the
Old English period in his article, “Regional gebundene Warter
in Warferths Ubersetzung der Dialoge Gregors des Grofien”
(Anglo-Sazonica, ed. Grinda and Weezel, pp. 251-77). After
discussing the differences beoween carly and late texts, Seebold
turns his attention to post-Alfredian writings. Noting the
work of Helmut Gneuss and ochers in establishing the no-
tion of a so-called Winchester group of texts, Seebold then
builds upon his own earlier work (now augmented by
Hofstetter and others) by differentiating still another group
of texts represented by the interlinear glosses found in Liber
Scintillarum, De Vitiis et Peccatis, and the interlinear version
of the Regularis Concordia. Next to these texts, Seebold pos-
its another distinctive grouping of biblical translations repre=
sented by the Regins Poalter, the West-Saxon Gospels, and
those portions of the Heptateuch not written by /Elfric. Secbold
then examines Anglian texts and finally studics connections
berween the Old English translation of Bede's Eeclesiastical
History, the language of Warferth's transfation of Gregory
the Great's Dialogues (2 work apparently undertaken at the
behest of King Alfred), and some of the southern language
groupings.

E. Wicsenekker's article, “The Vespasian and Junius
Psalters Compared: Glossing or Translation?" (Amsterdamer
Beitrige zur dlteren Germanistik 40 [1994], 21-39), briefly sur-
veys the approximarely twenty-five manuscripts of Latin
psalters from Anglo-Saxon England. Some fifteen of these
texts contain partial or complete interlinear Old English trans-
lations. The Latin texts of these glossed psalters divide equally
between the Roman and Gallican verstons, that is, between
the carlier and later revisions of the Old Latin Psalter by
Jerome. Scholars have focused particular attention on the
Vespasian Psalter not only because it preserves the oldest jn-
terlinear translation, but also because it helps to establish a
critical text of the Roman Version. More general approaches
to the psalters have atcempted to sorc out the interrelation-
ships among the various extant interlinear renderings: relying
on carlier studies (pnrticu]nr]y those by Lindelsf, Sisam,
Bierbaumer, and Berghaus), Wiesenekker reports that the
Junius Psalter and the Cambridge Psafrer must derive from
the Vespasian Pialter. The Regius Psalter, however, must form
the prototype of most psalters from a lacer dace, including the
Canterbury Psalter, the Stow FPsalter, the Vitellius Pialter, the
Tiberius Pealter, the Arundel Prealter, and the Salisbury Psalter.
Wiesenckker praises the achievement of the glossators as trans-
lators. He concludes by commending in particular the work
found in the funins Psalter: its achievement as a translation
rivals its prototype, the Vespasian Pialter.

In “Four Unedited Prayers in London, British Library
Cotton Tiberius A.iii" (MS 56 [1994], 189-216), Philtip
Pulsiano and Joseph McGowan present 2 conservative and
reliable text for four confessional prayers that comprise about
100 lines of Old English prose found on foljos 44r=50v of the
Tiberius manuscript. The same prayers appear in the Regius
Pialter (British Library manuscript Royal 2.B.v), previously
published by Henri Logeman in 1899, who also collated the

Tiberius texts. Logeman's work thus supplics in some sense
an edition of these so-called “unedited” texes. Moreover, the
second of the “Four Unedited Prayers” accurs in CCCC 391,
and this prayer was printed by Julius Zupitza in 1890, who
used the Corpus manuscripe as his base text and coilated the
prayer with against the Tiberius and Royal manuscripts. It
seems fair to say that these “unedited” prayers have in fact had
their editorial debur, but Pulsiano and McGowan Justify their
decision to publish these texts anew because the previous edi-
tors (Logeman, Zupitza, as well as Lars-G. Hallander) failed
to produce “entirely reliable” collations and provided meager
or partially inaccurate annotation.

Because of the predominancly West Saxon forms—coupled
with Kentish spellings—Pulsiano and McGowan accepr the
findings of those scholars who locate the Tiberius manu-
script in the southeast of England, quite possibly ac Canter-
bury. Their new edition of these prayers includes a thorough
introduction with important background marerial. The firet
prayer, which begins under the heading Confessio et Oratio ad
Deum, partially translates a penitencial prayer written by
Alcuin, possibly for the emperor Charlemagne. Because of its
propensity for penitential lists, the editors link this firse prayer
to prayers of Irish origin thar share this same feature accord-
ing to the research of A. B, Kuypers and Kathleen Hughes.
The editors also explore links between chis firse prayer 2nd
Alcuin’s Liber de Virtueibus et Vitiis, Zlfric’s homilies, and
Augustinian thought. The careful work in this edition places
the prayers within an identifiable penitential tradition and
illuminates both the context and development of that tradi-
tion.

Other contributions to Old English prose studics cover a
range of topics including articles on the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle,
King Alfred, and Anglo-Saxon law codes, Bengt Odenstedr
puzzles aver the identification of Wulfstan in an article “Who
Was Wulfstan? A New Theory of ‘Ohthere’s and Waulfstan’s
Voyages™ (SN 66 [1994], 147-57). Odenstedr proposes thac
Wulfstan was not a voyager or sca-capain, as generally as-
sumed, bur rather an interpreter who translated Ohthere’s
story into Old English. The crucial passage in the Old En-
glish account reads Widfitan sede pe he gefore of Hedum, which
Odenstedr takes to mean “Wulfstan (the interpreter) said that
he (Obthere) veaveled from Hedeby.” This possibility seems
plausible, but the best counter-argument comes from Janet
Bately, whose edition of the text takes note of linguistic dif-
ferences beeween the accounts of Ohthere’s voyage and
Welfstan's voyage. These linguistic differences suggest two
sources rather than one story recounted by a single inter-
preter or translator. Bately also contends thar “in the ninth
century comprehension between Anglo-Saxon and Norseman
should have provided no great difficulty” (see page Ixxi of
Bately’s edition of Orosius—not page Ixii as cited by
Odenstedr): hence, the role of an interpreter would seem su-
perfluous. Odenstedr, however, challenges Barely's position
and argues that the two languages had diverged ¢nough 1o
require an interpreter’s skill, an argument that hinges on O.
Grynik’s relatively carly dacing of Urnordisch rather than the
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later dating suggested by Hans Kuhn. Odenstedt’s entire ar-
gument assumes, of course, that Ohthere did not speak Old
English—an assumption not directly addressed in this article
and one worth posing of any worldly traveler. In spite of these
and other questions, Odenstedt’s novel suggestion docs pleas-
ingly account for what otherwisc scems an abrupt shift in the
narrative: Ohthere drops out of the narracive just as he reaches
Hedeby, which would seem a rather natural starting point for
his possible further travels on into the land of the Estonians.

In anocher article dealing with narracion in the Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle, Richard P. Horvath discusses “History,
Narrative, and the Ideological Mode of The Peterborough
Chronicle” (Mediaevalia 17 (1994 for 1991}, 123-48). Horvath’s
article addresses the interplay beoween shifting modes of his-
toriography, from annal and chronicle to what many might
term interpretive history. Horvath attempts to chart the
“changing conceptions of history writing” and argues that the
Chronidle “is quintessentially a fashioned text.” He criticizes
Cecily Clark (I think unduly) on the grounds that she “valo-
rizes in her introduction” what Clark terms the “classic
Chronicle tradition of impersonality.” Horvath sums up his
essay in this way: “Toward concluding, what 1 would stress is
that The Peterborough Chronide’s proficiency as history de-
rives from an authorial self-consciousness invested not so much
in the zctual and unrecoverable circumstances of compilation,
but in a divergence from the communal perspective of the
chronicle form.”

Janet Bately’s brief but cogent “Bocthius and King Alfred”
(Platonism and the English Imagination, ¢d. Anna Baldwin and
Sarah Hutton {Cambridge, 1994, pp- 38—44) succinetly sur-
veys the influence of Plato in medieval England. She notes
that acquaintance with the works of Plato was ac best second
hand or some further remove and that his works were trans-
mitted through Macrobius, Martianus Capella, Augustine,
Bocthius, and (via Calcidius’s translation of the Timaeus) John
Scotus Eriugena—as well as through Lacin and Old English
writings drawing on these sources. Bacely points out that the
most important contribution in the vernacular comes from
King Alfred’s reworking of Bocthius’s De Consolatione
Philosophiae, though Platonic or Neoplatonic idcas also ap-
pear in Alfred's Solifoquies and in several Old English homi-
lics. Bately rakes as her starting point the pivotal rolc of
Bocthius in transmitting Greek philosophical learning to the
Christian world. She then mentions in passing the studies by
K. Otten and F. Anne Payne that chart many of the modifi-
cations and changes made by Alfred in his rendering of De
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Consolatione Philosopbiae. Bately highlights these changes
through illustrative examples from three linked themes: the
Platonic doctrines of the Pre-existence of the Soul, Recol-
lection, and the Ascent of the Soul.

Richard Dammery’s “Editing the Anglo-Saxon Laws:
Felix Licbermann and Beyond” (The Editing of Old English,
ed. by Scragg and Szarmach, pp. 251-61) critically scrutinizes
Licbermann’s work on the Anglo-Saxon law codes. Starting
his cssay with reference to the editio princeps, the so-called
Archaionomia (printed in 1568), Dammery notes that every
successive century has brought a new edition of the Anglo-
Saxon laws. Dammery praises Lichermann’s monumental,
three-volume Die Geseize der Angelsachsen for its accuracy and
wealth of information about both the language and the legal
content of the codes. Dammery nevertheless faules
Licbermann’s treatment of the manuscript sources on three
counts: the handling of the textual transmission, the naming
and classification of the law codes, and his division of the
texts into chapters. Ker's accurate assessment that the manu-
script sources used to produce the text for the Archaionomia
were not (as Liebermann supposed) “numerous and now largely
missing,” but “few and exuant” undoubtedly undermines
Licbermann’s notions about textual transmission for the
Anglo-Saxon law codes. In addition, Dammery justly faults
Licbermann for accepting Reinhold Schmid's 1858 cdition as
an authority for chapter divisions and for the classification of
texts. For example, Lichermann inaccurately follows Schmid
in referring to I Edgar and III Edgar, texts that in fact com-
prisc just one law code—and the same problem holds truc for
the codes [ and II Cnut. Dammery concludes with a call for
new editorial work on the laws that will presenc these texts
with greater clarity and accessibility than afforded by
Licbermann’s impressive but intractable text—it was F. WL
Maitland who justifiably criticized Licbermann's “rooted ob-
jection to printing six consccutive words without a change of
type.”

Lastly, in “The Remedies in British Library, MS Cotton
Galba A.xiv, fos 139 and 136:" (N&Q 41 [1994] 146-47),
Stephanie Hollis and Michael J. Wright observe chat the Galba
manuscript, in addition to its collection of private devotions
in Latin, also contains some Old English prayers and rem-
edies. Audrey Meaney has written on the relationship be-
cween two herbal remedies in the Galba manuscripe and Bald’s
Leechbook, and now Hollis and Wright briefly note that sev-
eral remedies appear to be related to the Liber de Taxone, a
rext that forms the first part of the Medicina de Quadrupedibus.

TH.L.

[Reviewer's note: The years 19935 saw the publication of 1n unusually large
number of articles and (:spccinlly) books on Anglo-Latin subjects, including
some of the most significant studics to appear this century addressing the
Canterbury school, Aldhelm, Bede, and Aleuin. The lengshy column which
follows may thus be viewed as a special report on the state of Anglo-Latin
studics in the mid-1990s.]

a. Early Anglo-Latin (excepting Aldhelm and Bede)

One of three wholly new entries in the brief selection of ad-
denda that closes out the third edition of the Dekkers=Gaar
Clavis Patrum Latinorum—issued during 1995 as an unnum=
bered volume (cited hereafter as CPLY) in the series Corpus
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Christianorum, Series Latina—is an anonymous Libellus
glossariorum Veteris et Novi Testamenti ex SS. Patribus, The
entry refers to several distinct treacments of Old Testament
topics and verses of the gospels, preserved most fully in Milan,
Biblioteca Ambrosiana, M. 79 sup. (northern [taly [?Piacenza},
s. xi 2 [i.e., 1078 x 1095]). Threc series of these scriptural com-
ments, which juxtapose substantial passages of pedagogical
prose with short glosses comprising single terms (or several),
were issued during 1994 in their first edition. The work in
question—conceived (as early as 1936) and initiated by
Bernhard Bischoff, who dicd in 1991, and completed by his
collaborator (from 1984), Michacl Lapidge—is Bibiical Com-
mentaries from the Canterbury School of Theodore and Hadrian,
ed. Bischoft and Lapidge, Cambridge Stud. in A-S England
1o (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1994). The publica-
tion of these texts is a milestone in the modern course of
Anglo-Latin studies. The commentaries, to maintain their
editors’ preferred terminology, derive in bulk from collections
of biblical materials produced in Anglo-Saxon England dur-
ing the seccond half of the seventh century. They provide a
new supply of information, whose richness exceeds all expec-
tations, about a singular phenomenon in the history of En-
glish education: the establishment of a fundamentally Greck-
derived curriculum at early medieval Canterbury by two Medi-
terranean scholars—Theodore, archbishop of the see from
668 to 690, a native speaker of Greck who, according to Bede,
was born in 602 at Tarsus, in the fertile coastal plain of Cilicia
(near the site of the modern Gézli Kule in southern Tur-
key); and Theodore’s colleague and sometime traveling com-
panion Hadrian (born in Africa, ¢. 630 x 6357; ob. 709/10),
who served as abbot of the Canterbury monastery dedicated
to SS. Peter and Paul (later St. Augustine’s Abbey), and who,
Lapidge now thinks, was possibly born in Libya and almost
certainly learned Greck as his first language.

The eleventh-hour decision by Eligius Dekkers (the sur-
viving member of the CPL editorial team) to include these
texts among the addenda in CPL! is hardly surprising. The
appearance of any pre-Bedan Latin text in an editio princeps is
a noteworthy event. More extraordinary, however, is the cata-
logue-number which Dekkers has scen fit 1o assign to the
Milan commentaries as a group: no. nz¢a. Consultation of
the main body of CPL (pp. 365~7) reveals that Dekkers would
situate these texes, which surely go back to materials com-
piled in England in the second half of the seventh century
(after 669/70), within a section of the Clavis (“A concilio
Chalcedonensi ad Gregorium Magnum™) typically given over
to items from the period culminating in the carcer of Pope
Gregory [, who died near the beginning of that century (in
604). Moreover, Dekkers relegates the commentaries to a
subsection (“Scriptores Hiberniae") devoted primarily o Irish
works. The carnest, biblically predicated commencarics ed-
ited by Bischoff and Lapidge find a place there immediately
after an entry (no. n125) devored to a body of Latin miracle-
texts emerging out of several ill-defined castern traditions,
including Mirabilia orientis and Epistula Alexandri ad

Aristotelem. These are adduced collectively in CPL! as sources
of the anonymous and putatively Aldhclmian “monster-book”
known as Liber monstrorum de diversis generibus (no. 1124). In
Dekkers's scheme, the Milan collection immediacely precedes
items ascribed to two correspondents of Aldhelm (ob. 709/
10), pseudo-Arcuil (no. 1126) and Celldn of Péronne (ne. nz7),
the former possibly of Celtic descent and the lacter certainly
so. The placement of the entry championed by Dekkers thus
belies the circumstance that the Canterbury connections of
the newly edited texts involve the pedagogy of Theodore and
Hadrian, and not the atcainments of cheir sometime pupil
Aldhelm. And, clearly, the exotic clements in these Anglo-
Latin (or Anglo-Mediterranean) commentaries do not de-
tive from che traditions of Ircland but from those of the Byz-
antine East. Even here, the castern sources of the texts mainly
comprisc reputable works of Greck-language theological and
scientific discourse, and not the digressive fantasies of carly
medieval mirabilia-licerature.

"The problematic state of affairs in CPLY, however, points
up what may be the most extraordinary aspect of the achieve-
ment of Bischoff and Lapidge. It is indeed a rare occurrence
when a neglected seventh-century cext comes to light. But it
is almost unheard-of that such a text should resist integra-
tion into any reccived classification of Christian literature.
Motcover, as Lapidge's learned introduction plainly reveals,
the pedagogical developments documented in detail here for
the firse time—those of the Canterbury school ¢. 670-go—
did not arise and expire in isolation. They excrted 2n influence
on educational practices across Europe that endured for cen-
turies.

It should also be acknowledged that Dekkers’s chosen
solution is not wholly without merit, and may cven be the
best available within the pages of CPL). Given Theodore’s
debts to Byzantine scholarship promoted by institutions that
had achieved their final florescence by c. 600, demonstrated
here conclusively by Lapidge, the intellectual tradition of the
Canterbury commentaries may be viewed reasonably as that
which prevailed in the second half of the sixth century and in
the early years of the seventh. Even if passages from the writ-
ings of Isidore of Seville (ab. 636) are frequently cited as sources
and analogues in the edition of Bischoff and Lapidge, the
next main chronological division in CPL (“A S. Isidoro ad
S. Bedam”) s arguably too late to accommodate the com-
mentarics. In the final estimate, a case could probably be made
for shifting the entry for the Canterbury commentaries in
any future edition of CPL to the section “Scriptores Britanniae
Maioris,” where it would accompany cntries eelating to sev-
eral archbishops of Canterbury—including Augustine,
Laurentius, and Berhtwald—and entries for Aldhelm as well.
But a shift of this sort would jettison the pre-Isidorian and
castern associations that are implicit in Dekkers's existing
schemarization.

The bare facts of the Mediterranean origins and Greck
literary connections of Theodore and Hadrian have been
known for centurics on the strengeh of Bede’s testimony at
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Historia ecclesiastica (hereafter HE) IV.i-ii and Viviii. But only
with the appearance of Lapidge’s introduction to the volume
under review do we obtain a clear picture of the crucial posi-
tion of Tarsus, the city of Theodore’s birth, on a trade route
between Asia and Africa. There is no rcason to doubt that
events at Canterbury in che second half of the seventh cen-
tury are linked causally to earlier conflicts in Theodore’s home-
land, first with the incursions of the Perstan forces of Chosroes
11 (who conquered Tarsus c. 613-14) and subscquencly with
those of the Arab armies (to whom the entire Cilician plain
fell after ¢ 637). Lapidge also documents che strife arising
concurrently in centers of learning to which Theodore, on
the strength of evidence internal to the Canterbury commen-
taries, may be presumed to have traveled, including Antioch
(the southeastern Turkish cicy now known as Antakya), where
the scholar John of Antioch was active up to the time of the
incursions of Chosroes IT; Edessa (the ancient Syrian city on
the site of Sanliurfa in modern Turkey), where Christian edu-
cation continued to be provided into the second half of the
seventh century even after the Islamic conquests of the 6305—
Jacob of Edessa flourished ¢. 640~708; and Constantinople,
which suffered badly in wars with Slavs, Avars, Persians, and
Arabs during the reign of Heraclius (610—41), but still man-
aged through much of first half of the seventh century to
support a university whose curriculum included such subjects
as civil law, rhetoric, philosophy, and medicine.

There is no evidence for a Christian school at Tarsus in
the sixth and seventh centuries and no absolutely unambigu-
ous evidence to show that Theodore studied at Ancioch,
Edessa, or Constantinople. But Lapidge demonstrates be-
yond dispute that Theodore’s exegetical method is thoroughly
Antiochene in its orientation and that the commentaries (sup-
ported by a passage in the third of Bede's Quaestiones octo
{PL 93, 456-7]) preserve evidence to associate eyewitness re-
ports of affairs in both Constantinople and Edessa with
Theodore's sojourns. As noted, the Antiochene connection
is strengthened by the tenor of the exegesis itself, where the
main concern is with the establishment of che literal sense of
scripture through close lexical analysis of specific biblical read-
ings and through consideration of the evidence offered by
ancillary disciplines such as medicine and metrology. There
is an impressively large body of Greek-language sources whose
consultation at first hand seems to be reflected in the com-
menuaries and, in many cases, is verified by a reference to a
named authority: the letters and Homiliae in Hexameron of
Basil of Cacsarca; the Stromata and Hypotyposeis of Clement
of Alexandria; the anonymous Greek Topographia Christiana,
ascribed in later medicval tradicion to one Cosmas
Indicopleustes (and, in the Canterbury commentaries, to the
Christianus bistoriographus); the Greek texts of both the Belfum
Iudaiciom and Antiquitates Iudaicae of Josephus; and at least
four works of Epiphanius of Salamis, i.c., Ancoratus, Panarion
(with the appendix known as Anacephalatosis), De mensuris et
ponderibus, and De duodecim gemmis (with the appendix De
diamante). In some cases, the knowledge in question may have

been acquired indirectly, as from intermediary citations in
works by Procopius of Gaza and John Moschus, or in Greek
exegetical catenae. At other points, the commentarics seem
to preserve traces of the Canterbury scholars’ reading of Greck-
language texts in the course of their studies abroad, and it
cannot be assumed thac documents preserving such texts were
available at Canterbury. The list of Greek sources grows even
longer when it is extended to include almost certain {or prob-
able} borrowings from authorities who are not cited by name:
Theodorer of Cyrrhus, Severian of Gabala, Theodore of
Mopsuestia, Gregory of Nyssa, Maximus the Confessor, Cyril
of Alexandria, Origen, as well as some anonymous Greck
Homiliae de elzemosyna and some {pseudo-Athanasian) Quaes-
tiones ad Antiochum ducem, these last two items being cited
under the name of John Chrysostom.

Turning to scriptural texts, Lapidge adduces evidence to
indicate the ownership of a complete, and possibly portable,
copy of the Septuagint at Canterbury in the seventh cencury
as well as knowledge of texts unlike any that have survived
treating matter of the apocryphal book of Jubilees (possibly
in a Latin version) and the Assumption of Moses {possibly in
Greek). Other lost sources that have left traces in the Canter-
bury commentaries apparently include a dossier of materials,
possibly in Greek, containing attacks on Jerome; a lost work
on Numbers by Evagrius Ponticus; certain opinions of
Sophronius, patriarch of Jerusalem; and an unidentified Greek
exegetical catena (the apparent source of some opinions drawn
ex ipso testimonio). There is, morcover, a stratum of passages
in the commentaries that evidently goes back to Syriac sources
(possibly entering the purview of Theodore during a sojourn
in Edessa), including a body of writings associated with
Ephrem the Syrian and the compilation known as the Book
of the Cave of Treasures. At a few points, the commentaries
even seem to reflect firsthand knowledge of Syriac vocabu-
fary.

By contrast, the knowledge of Latin sources evinced by
the commentaries is weak, involving i toto only Augustine,
Jerome, Eucherius of Lyons, Isidore (Etymologiae and per-
haps De differentiis verbis), and, apparently, a lost Latin work
of Rufinus. In the preceding summary of Greek works, more-
over, | have only included the sources for which the most
convincing cases are made in Lapidge’s discussion. The nu-
merous Greek-language autherities (Gregory of Nazianaus,
John Malalas, et al.) cited in Lapidge’s commentary as offer-
ing striking parallels to the Canterbury exegesis have been
left out of account. The significance of the discoveries made
by BischofF and Lapidge becomes even more clear when it is
observed that the great majority of the sources mentioned
above have never been adduced previously in connection with
Anglo-Saxon literary culture by any scholar. It is true that
J. D. A. Ogilvy, in his Books Known to the English, 5971066
{1967), and contributors to SASLC and Fontes Anglo-Saxonici
have in a few cases mentioned Latin translations or glosses
deriving from some of the Greek works discussed by Lapidge.
But even here, the glosses in question often circulated within
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the Leiden family of glossaries, thus arguably going back 1o
the Canterbury school, and speculation about the existence
of lost Latin translations from the Greek in the carly Anglo-
Saxon period is now perhaps less justified in than in previous
years.

Given the remoteness of the origins of the Canterbury
commentaries and the vagaries of their transmission, none of
the anonymous entrics printed by Bischoff and Lapidge can
be regarded wich any certainty as preserving, say, the tpsissima
verba of Archbishop Theodore. Lapidge’s notes regularly as-
cribe individual opinions to “che Commentator,” tacitly ac-
knowledging the problems of authorship posed by the cis-
cumstance that even those statements which did originate in
the mouth of the archbishop will have atrained their written
form through the cfforts of students. Subscquently, any com-
ments by Theodore preserved in written reflexes will have
passed through the hands of untold collectors, redactors, and
scribes on their way to preservation in Milan M. 79 sup, In
approaching the Canterbury commentaries, morcover, it is
clear that we have to grapple with more fundamental prob-
lems of multiple authorship. I would note, for example, that
differing stacements regarding the occurrence of rain before
the Flood (at Pentl 33 and Gn-Ex-Evla 3) might seem un-
likely to issue from 2 single authority. In some cases it appears
that individual opinions might be more plausibly associated
with the pedagogy of Theodore's colleague ar Canterbury,
Abbot Hadrian, whom Bede only records as having been Af-
rican by nationality (nasione Afir). Lapidge, in an unprec-
edented fifty-page biographical treatment of Hadrian—su-
perseding a sketchy, cighteen-page essay issued by A. S. Cook
in 1923—rejects the longstanding assumption thar Hadrian’s
erudition may be traced back to Latin-based intellectual tra-
ditions in Africa associated with the careers of Cyprian and
Augustine, traditions which centered mainly in the region of
modern Tunisia. Bede staces uncquivocally that Hadrian was
fluent in Greek as well as in Latin, an observation thar is less
casy to countenance if we assume that Latin was his first lan-
guage. Citing a comment on the fauna of Libya thar is appar-
ently informed by personal observation (but is not, regretta-
bly, assigned by name to Hadrian), Lapidge explores the pos-
sibility that Hadrian was born in the populous Libyan prov-
ince of Cyrenaica, which saw a resurgence of Greek-speaking
Christian communities in the sixth century that persisted until
the Arab conquests of the 640s.

The establishment of a Greek-derived curriculum at Can-
terbury in the later seventh century and, Lapidge shows, the
marter of the Canterbury commentarics themselves must be
viewed ultimately as consequences of the upheavals in Medi-
terranean Christian communities brought about by the Per-
sian and Arab wars. The commentaries include bitter com-
ments on the Arabs (the Saraceni who are semper contra aliguos
certantes [“always fighting with someone”]). Theodore is most
naturally situated during the period of his residence as a monk
in Rome (attested by Bede) cicher among the Greek-speak-
ing refugees from Cilicia living in a house dedicated to St.

Saba or at an unidentified monastery ad aquas Salvias, Wher-
ever he spent his earliest years, Hadrian's tenure as an abbot
before his removal to England (also recorded by Bede), when
he was resident in the region of Campania at a monastery in
or near Naples, may be associated plausibly with the seventh-
century formation of Greek-speaking communitics in Sicily
and throughout southern Italy, communities that were com-
posed in part of refugees from the Arab incursions. Lapidge,
adducing palacographical criteria, is inclined to identify the
obscure monastery at Hiridanum (or Niridanum, in witnesses
to the I-text of Bede's HE), where Hadrian served as abbor,
as an otherwise unknown establishment on the small island
of Nisida in the Bay of Naples. The Canterbury commentar-
ies do indeed evince familiarity with che island topography of
the Bay of Naples.

One particularly engaging feature of Lapidge's analysis is
his exploration of certain neglected aspects of Hadrian’s po-
litical career, first as a diplomar of the Roman emperor
Constans [1 {ruling 641-68 in Constantinoplc) and subsc-
quencly as an emissary of Pope Vitalian (seated 657-72).
Lapidge (drawing on a 1961 study by M. Fuiano) speculates
that Hadrian met Constans during the emperor’s sojourn in
Naples in 663. This visit occurred after a failed bid by impe-
rial forces to recapture Benevento from the son of the
Langobard leader Grimoald {ob. 671), the former ruler of that
Campanian dukedom, who seized command of the whole
Langobardic realm (including other conquered territories for-
merly under imperial rule) after the death in 661 of Aripert I,
king of the Langobards. According to Bede (HE IV.i), Hadrian
traveled twice to western Europe (partes Galliarum) on some
sort of business {diversis ex causts) associated with imperial
diplomacy, apparently during the period 663-7. These mis-
sions may be connected plausibly with the circumstance that
Percrarit, son of Ariperc and legitimate heir to the Langobardic
throne, escaped “to the land of the Franks” (Francorum ad
patriam), probably early in 663, after an attempt on his life
instigated by Grimoald (according to the testimony of Paul
the Deacon, in Historia Langobardorum V.ii). Perctarit con-
ccivably found asylum within the Frankish patria of the
Austrasian kingdom or, more plausibly, among the Neustro-
Burgundians who soon after would take part in an attack on
Grimoald. Whatever the precise circumstances of Hadrian's
business, as an emissary of an unconquered territory in
Campania the abbor’s assistance had most plausibly been en-
listed in connection with Constans's attempts to prevent fur-
ther Langobardic encroachment on Tralian fand. Constans
had also sought the support of Pope Viaalian in this cffort as
carly as 663. The ensuing papal-imperial alliance may help to
account for the high regard in which Abbot Hadrian had
come to be held in papal circles by 667. In fact, Pope Viualian
first asked Hadrian, not Theodore, 1o undertake the mission
to England. Hadrian declined, recommending as an alternate
choice one Andrew, chaplain of an unidentified convent in
the vicinity of Naples, perhaps the one dedicated to SS,
Nicander and Marcion. When Andrew was unable to fulfill
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the assignment, the pope again turned to Hadrian, who de-
clined once more but this time put forward the name of
Theodore. Theodore, at this point, will have been known to
the pope primarily as one of the Greck-speaking monks who
helped promulgate the acta of the Lateran Council of 649—
thereby opposing certain positions on monotheletism taken
by Constans 1T himself. (Theodore would later reaffirm his
commitment to these acta in England at a synod convened at
Hatfield in 679.) The pope nevertheless accepted Hadrian’s
suggestion, but only on the condition that Hadrian should
personally accompany Theodore to England. The pair left
Italy for England on 27 May 668.

Lapidge’s forceful analysis reveals plainly that Hadrian,
who has been overshadowed by Theodore continually since
the appearance of Bede’s HE, was in fact the more prominent
political figure in Iralian imperial and ecclesiastical affairs.
These arguments also help to make sense of two brief but
problematic statements in ¢ighth-century historical sources.
First, Bede records that Hadrian was detained in Neustria
while en route 1o England on the suspicion that he was con-
ducting a diplomatic mission for the Roman emperor (legatio
imperatoris). Though the specific reasons for the Neustrian
authorities’ suspicion remain obscure, this statement at least
scems comprehensible in the light of Percrarics asylum among
the Franks and the Neustro-Burgundian attack on Grimoald
conducted around the time of Hadrian's two carfier visits to
partes Galliarum. Second, the previously unexplained asser-
tion by Paul the Deacon that Perctarit had been planning to
flee to England when Grimoald died suddenly in 67t (Historia
Langobardorum Voxxiii) makes sense if the fugitive could have
expected plausibly to find support at Canterbury from the
recently installed Abbot Hadrian.

The frequently intriguing historical background of the
careers of Theodore and Hadrian should not obscure the con-
tent of the commentaries that witness their pedagogy at first
hand. Many of the points at which the commentaries inter-
sect with traditions of carly medieval biblical exegesis and
scientific licerature—especially those transmitted in Greek-
language sources—are treated by Lapidge in the introduction
and notes to this gencrously annotated, 626-page work.
Lapidge also includes detailed discussion of the affinities of
the commentaries with the works of Aldhelm, Theodore’s
Tudicia, and other Anglo-Latin sources; with various carly
medieval glossary collections; and with select Lacin works
such as Isidorc’s Etymologiae, whose easly reception-history
would scem to be documented ac first hand in the sources
edited here. Nevertheless, many avenues for future research
remain available to source=hunters and students of the ex-
egetical tradition in Anglo-Saxon England. 1 would note by
way of example thae the following features of the Canterbury
commentarics all appear without comment in the present
edition: atlusions to extrabiblical commonplaces maintaining
that the reference at Gen. 1117 to the Lord walking in Para-
dise actually adverts to the perambulation of an angel, that
the Israclite firstborn recall Adam and prefigure Chrise, that

the ascent out of Egype in the Exodus is to be associated with
Christ's subsequent Harrowing of Hell, and that the coat and
cloak of Matt. V.40 stand respectively for faith and the body
(see Pent] 43 and 247; Go-Ex-Evla 19; and EvII g); com-
ments on post-pentccostal fases and on the four “watches”
(vigilia) of church history (Gn-Ex-Evla 34 and EvIl 34); the
statement that conception occurs when male and female “mix
their seed” (miscent semen: Pentl 41); comments on the en-
durance of pagan customs, the apparent efficacy of wizards
(malefici), and various methods of divination (Pentl 269 and
353; Gn-Ex-Evla 16; etc.); the implication {at Pentl 409) that
no one at Canterbury had ever seen a razor {or, at any rate,
the type of razor, termed novaculum, that Theodore had pre-
sumably used to effect his carlier tonsure in the “castern”
style—that s, a fully shaved head); and the possible indica-
tion that tattoos commonly encountered in seventh-century
England frequently depicted dragons and serpents (picturae in
corporibies draconum vel serpentium), 3 wholly extrabiblical de-
tail (rattoos “ut multi faciunt” [“such as many create”]: Pentl
383, perhaps also referring back to the context in Lev. XIX.28).
To close the present notice with 2 few technical remarks,
1 would note that even beyond the limitations noted above,
the entry for the Canterbury commentarics in CPL) is sketchy
in a few codicological details. Sericely considered, the whole
collection of biblical materials from which Bischoff and
Lapidge have drawn their three series of commeniarics is titled
Libellus glossarum {not glossariamm) ueteris ac noui testamenti
and continues to the verso of fol. 125 of Milan M. 79 sup.
{not gir as in CPLY). The main scries of pentateuchal com-
ments detected by Bischoff and Lapidge has been broken up
and interspersed with other materials in the extant witness.
The editors reconstruct this pentateuchal series (identified
by the abbreviation Pencl) from matter preserved ar gvb=
64vb + 7ova—72vb + 75rb—761b + 77vb—78vb + Sova-b. They
print the reconstructed text as their first series of commen-
taries; their sccond scries {(Gn-Ex-Evla), treating verses of
both the Old and New Testaments, occurs in manuscript asa
continuous scrics at 64vb—66ra; their third series (EvVID), a
continuous gospel-based batch, occurs at 8gra—g2ra. Four other
groups of bibfical comments in Milan M. 79 sup. remain
unprinted, including two fragmentary batches treating the
Pentateuch; 2 continuous series addressing other books of
the Old Testament; and a continuous series treating the gos-
pels. Some of these are bound up with the fortunes of mem-
bers of the Leiden family of glossaries, nosably Karlsruhe,
Badische Landesbibliothek, Aug. perg. 99, fols. 37-52
(Reichenauy, s. viii ex.; treated by E. A. Lowe in Codices Latini
Antiguiores [hereafeer CLA), n vols. with suppl. [1934-72],
VTIL, 18 [no. 1078]). The establishment of their text by any
future editor will be a challenging task, but Bischoff and
Lapidge have provided a superb model for the undercaking.
Two furcher items on carly insular Latin topics may be
noted bricfly. Gabricle Knappe has published a detailed study
of the grammatical and rhetorical traditions underlying the
Hisperica famina, which includes identifications of passages in
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the Ars maior of Donatus and the Pracexercitamina of Priscian
that evidently inform specific groups of lincs in the famina
themselves (“On Rhetoric and Grammar in the Hisperica
Jamina," Jnl of Med. Latin 4 [1994], 130-62). Noting that
knowledge of the Pracexercitamina in carly medieval Ireland
or England remains to be proven, Knappe cites a suggestion
by Donald Lemen Clark (“Rheroric and the Lirerature of
the English Middle Ages,” Quarterly Jnl of Speech 45 [1959),
19-28, at 24—¢) that Theodore and Hadrian imported che
teXIS in question to seventh-century Canterbury. In other com-
ments of interest to students of the Anglo-Saxon period,
Knappe: cites the Dream of the Rood as possibly representing a
consciously undertaken exercise in prosopopoeia. Knappe notes
elsewhere the use of OF biw (*hue”) as a rhetorical term,
rendering Latin figura or Greek schema—but never Latin color
in the sense of the colores rhetoric, the central medieval com-
monplace first expounded by Onulf of Speyer (c. 1050). In a
recent treatment of Hiberno-Latin literature, D, R. Howlete
offers several comments refating to Gildas (“The Earliest Irish
Writers at Home and Abroad,” Peritia 8 [1994], 1=17). Dis-
cussing patterned arrangements of rhythms in Cummian’s
lecver De controversia paschali—dated to 632 x 635 (i.c., 633?)
and thus preserving the oldest extant prose texe written by an
Irish author resident in his homeland—Howlett 2dduces an
insular Latin paralle] in “the alternate clausular and cursus
rhythms” of the opening sentences of Gildas's De excidio
Britanntae, which he subjects to a detailed chythmic analysis.
Howlett suggests further that Cummian’s “references o Scrip-
ture read like echoes of Gildas. He may have learned to ar-
range rhythmical paceerns also from che works of Patrick and
Gildas.” (For Cummian’s work, see CPLY, p. 735 [no. 2310],
and M. Lapidge and R. Sharpe, 4 Bibliography of Celtic-Latin
Literature [1985], p- 78 [no. 28g].)

b. Aldheclm

In what will surely be remembered as a banner year for sev-
enth-century Anglo-Latin studies, Andy Orchard has issued
the first book devored exclusively to a critical study of
Aldhelm's poetry (The Poetic Art of Aldbelm, Cambridge Stud.
in A-S England 8 [Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1994]).
In view of the scarcity of reliable sources for Aldhelm’s ca-
reer, Orchard’s study places an admirable emphasis on the
gathering and interpretation of solid evidence, A large part of
the discussion here is given over to the presentation and as-
sessment of specific, significan verbal parallels drawn berween
Aldhelm’s hexameters and those of his models and imitators,
many of which are put on display here for the first time. Og-
chard thus provides che first monographic treacment of Anglo-
Latin hexameter verse undertaken with full recourse to the
resources now available in Q. Schumann’s compendious (if
less than definitive) Lateinisches Hexameter-Lexikon {1979-
83) and the advanced, contextually grounded techniques for
assessing parallel diction in hexameters formulated by Neil
Wright. Orchard’s study endeavors throughout 1o achicve as
full a summation of the evidence as is practical, and it is en-

couraging to see the author actively rejecting examples thac
involve less striking collocations and cadences. It s remark-
able to observe how much more clearly defined the distinc-
tion berween meaningful reminiscence and poctical tag has
become with the ten years that have passed since the appear-
ance of the final volume of Schumann’s lexicon. At the same
time, the woeful inadequacy of the treatments of sources in
almost all existing studies and cditions of medieval Latin verse
has become clear—in the present case in Manitius's 1886 es-
say “Zu Aldhelm und Baeda” and in the 1919 editio nova of
Ehwald’s Aldhelmi Opera (MGH AA XV). Orchard is ar the
vanguard of a new movement in medieval Latin poctical schol-
arship, and Anglo-Latinists may celebrate the fact that this
pioneer is a member of their own small group.

Orchard’s study has far more to offer, however, than lists
of shared poctical diction. It resolves decisively several
longstanding questions of authorship and dating surrounding
the verse of Aldhelm and his circle. Morcover, Orchard co-
gently addresses problems relating to the influence of Old
English poctry on Aldhelm’s Lacin verse. And, as is the brief
of any serious student of Aldhelm, he advances his own inter-
pretacions of the scanty and notoriously unreliable evidence
for Aldhelm’s birth and carly education as well as the dating
of some of the signal moments of his ccelesiastical carcer,
Generally speaking, the argumentation advanced by Orchard
may be described by turns as factual (discussions of author-
ship and dating, statistical analyses of hexameters composed
by Aldhelm and others, and so on), critical (arguments about
the sources and influence of Aldhelm’s poctry and che Yoral”
qualities of Aldhelm’s verse), and—perforce—speculative (no-
tably in hypothescs addressing Aldhelm’s carly life and edu-
cation).

The new facts broughr to light by Orchard deserve the
widest possible circulation, particularly in standard biblio-
graphical treatments of pre-Bedan ecclesiastical liceracure (such
as those in any future edition of CPL). At several junctures,
however, the complexity of the argumentarion on display here
makes it hard to distinguish some of these facts from some of
Orchard's less firmly established points. On occasion, pre-
liminary observations advanced carly on in the study, reflecting
Orchard’s cautious survey of ambiguous histerical evidence,
reappear in later pages as received conclusions. The following
comments thus represent my own best attempt to summarize
Orchard's insights hierarchically, progressing from che faccual
1o the speculative. Even here I should stress thar all of
Orchard's assessments, even the most provisional, merit che
serious attention of scholars in the field.

A major contribution to the consolidation of the Ald-
helmian corpus is Orchard’s forceful, virtually irrefutable,
affirmation that a substantial thythmic poem describing a vio-
lent storm, embodying two hundred octosyllabic lines, must
be attributed to Aldhelm's personal authorship. The poem,
discussed here as Aldhelm’s Carmen rhythmicum, has long
been excluded from the poct's canon even though a notarion
accompanying its sole manuscript witness, in Vienna,
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Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, 751 (Mainz, s. ix med.),
describes it as a carmen Aldbelmi. Despite the appearance of
Michacl Lapidge’s arguments reasserting Aldhelm’s author-
ship of the rhythmic poem, as sct out in the 1979 Lapidge-
Herren translation of Aldhelm’s prose works and extended in
the 1985 Lapidge-Rosier translation of his verse, the treat-
ment of this item in CPL is wholly deficient. The poem is
relegated there to an appendix, where it is assigned the title
Carmen dlerici cuivsdam ad Aldbelmum (siue ad Helmgisilum)
(sce p. 444 [no. 1337], with note a}. H. J. Frede, in the recent
fourth edition of his invaluable Kirchenschriftsteller (1995; cited
hercafter as Frede), consigns the rhythmic poem, on the
strength of its connections with other items in Vienna 751, to
a bracketed entry in a list of Boniface’s letters (sce p. 328,
under item {BON] ep 6.1). Orchard stresses, however, thac the
materials preserved in Vienna 751 were assembled by Lul (arch-
bishop of Mainz, 754-86), an Anglo-Saxon ecclesiastic who
will have encountered Aldhelm’s legacy in the course of his
carliest training at Malmesbury and who refers explicitly in
one of his own letters to “Aldhelmi . . . opuscula. ..
rithmicorum” (Epistola LXXI [MGH ES ], 144-5], dated to
745 X 746). Evidence to show that Aldhelm was known in his
own lifetime as an authority on (and, presumably, as an expo-
nent of) thythmical verse-composition occurs in a letter from
his pupil Athilwald (CPL, p. 443 [no. 1341); Freded, p. 97,
item [ALD] ep I1), who sceks his teacher’s aid in correcting
some of his own octosyllables (discussed below).

Orchard greatly strengthens the unquestionably plausible
ateribution of the Carmen rhythmicum to Aldhelm wich his
demonstration that this very composition almost certainly
circulated within the purview of Athilwald, who echoes sev-
eral phrases in his own verse. (Orchard’s incisive analysis of
the relevant verbal parallels and their contexts places the di-
rection of such borrowing beyond question.) The connection
with Zchilwald, Orchard reveals for the first time, also has
implications for the dating of Aldhelm’s rhythmic verse. The
salutation of the pupil’s cited letter addresses its intended re-
cipient as an abbot (“sacrosancto abbati Aldhelmo . . ."). The
Carmen rhythmicum—in order to have influenced the verse
by Athilwald discussed in his letter—must thus have been
composcd by Aldhelm before his election as bishop of
Sherborne in 706, although this might have been done at any
previous time in the poct’s carcer, presumably including the
period preceding his election as abbot of Malmesbury (that
is, before ¢. 674). Evidence internal to the octosyllabic verse
itself, Orchard shows, allows some refinement of this dating
while cementing the attribution to Aldhelm. Greatly extend-
ing a list of reminiscences adduced by Manitius and Ehwald,
Orchard sets out a group of phrases in Aldhelm’s octosyllables
that echo unmistakably the diction of his own hexameters (in
both the Carmen de virginitate and Carmina ecclesiastica).
Moreover, the rhythmic verse of the two-hundred-line com-
position is shown to exhibit an “aggressive” display of recherché
diction and a range of prominent aural cffects also typifying
Aldhelm’s hexameter verse—notably alliteration, paronomasia,

and rhyme. Taken together with the distinctive use in the
Carmen rhytbmicum of what Orchard terms reverse cadences
(“. . . where the simple reversal of the last two metrical words
in the rhythmical octosyllabic line will produce a formal ca-
dence perfectly suited to the end of the metrical hexameter
line™), these features show that Aldhelm composed his
octosyllabic verse concurrently with or later than his carliest
efforts as a poet of hexameter verse, assigned by Michael
Lapidge to his period of study at Canterbury, ¢. 670 x ¢. 675.
Orchard’s nearly exhaustive appraisal of Aldhelm’s chythmic
verse mentions two very brief octosyllabic items ascribed to
the poet (ed. at MGH AA XV, 235 [as parc of the prose trea-
tise De virginitate] and 512 [in the “Aldhelmian” charter printed
at 10-12]) withour offering a detailed analysis. But ic is clear
that the materials are now in place to support such an inves-
tigation.

Orchard’s Poetic Art contains many other solid contribu-
tions to the attribution and dating of pre-Bedan Latin texts.
The most exciting, perhaps, is his demonstration that cight
lines of verse preserved by Bede at HE Vwiii, deriving from a
thircy-four-line (seventeen-couplet) poem in elegiacs com-
posed as the epitaph of Archbishop Theodore, are almost
ceraainly the work of Theodare’s pupil Aldhelm. The
Aldhelmian character of these lines has been noted previ-
ously by Michael Lapidge, but Orchard substantiaces the
impression with his demonstration that their vocabulary, syn-
rax, scansion, alliteration, and avoidance of elision are all en-
tirely consonant with Aldhelm’s typical poctic practices. All
of the phrases in the fragmentary epitaph and all but three of
its forry-six words find parallels in the corpus of Aldhclm’s
genuine verse. The possibility that we have to reckon with
the work of an imitator is mitigated by the total absence of
the telltale traces that Orchard detects in surviving specimens
of pscudo-Aldhelmian verse. The scansion is flawless, as is
usual in Aldhelm’s metrical verse but rare in the efforts of
imitators, and the fragment even displays an idiosyncraric use
of the metrical license known as correption (here involving
the lengthening of a final -a before an inisial digraph sp-),
which occurs elsewhere in Aldhelm’s poetic corpus but for
which Orchard “can find no parallel . . . in the works of any
other poets.” (As will become clear below, Orchard’s study
comprchends large parts of the corpora of classical, Lare Latin,
and patristic verse as well as a huge sample of post-Aldhelmian
Anglo-Latin poetry.) It thus appears almost certain that in
the fragment of Theodore’s epitaph—not noted separately in
CPL’ (i.c., at p. 441 [ante no. 1331]) or in Frede*—Qrchard
has verified the only known poem by Aldhelm in elegiac cou-
plets, a poem in which a prolific pupil of the famed arch-
bishop pays tribute to his former teacher.

In other discussion serving to refine the definition of the
Anglo-Latin corpus, Orchard argucs that an eighe-line,
octosyllabic church-dedication in honor of St. Paul (not in
CPL or Frede?), ascribed by Lapidge to Haddi, bishop of
Winchester (c. 676-705)—himself the addressee of octosyllabic
verse by Theodore—is more likely to be the work of an
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unidentified poct who wished to memorialize Hzddi after his
death. A reference to Hedde pontifex in the dedicatory verse
governs a verb in the third person, and the adjective petitus,
applicd to the same, is more appropriate to the diction of an
intercessor. There is no compelling reason to suspect
Aldhelm’s auchorship of these octosyllables, even if their
thythm is characteristically Aldhelmian and not “Theodoran”
{see furcher below). Orchard also offers some intriguing com-
ments on an anonymous, thirty-four-line acrostic poem in
hexameters, known as Versus sibyllae de iudicio Dei, translated
into Latin from Greek sibylline verse similarly configured as
an acrostic. (As a translation from the Greek, the item is not
recorded in CPL, butef. CPLY, p. 469 [no. 1430a], and Fredes,
p- 169 [item AN sib].) The poem is cited three tmes by
Aldhelm, bue cvidently by no other medicval auchor, and it
exemplifies some of the characteristic features of Aldhelm’s
own verse: lengthening of short final vowels before mute and
liquid combinations; avoidance of clision; and restrained use
of hiatus. It is unlikely, however, that Aldhelm (as Walcher
Bulst suggested in 1938) is the author—or, rather, transla-
tor—of this verse. Orchard shows here that the acrostic poem’s
vocabulary, use of sources, prominently dactylic meter, and
weak grasp of the quantities of Latin words contrast mark-
edly with Aldhelm's regular practice. And yet, he concludes,
the sibylline translation probably was available for consulta-
tion at the Canterbury school, where it scems to have been
studied carefully by Aldhelm. It might thus scem reasonable
to suggest (although Orchard advances no such suggestion
here) that the combined facts of the translation of the acros-
tic poem from Greek and the weak handling of Latin quan-
tity point to the authorship of the Latin version by a native
speaker of Greek. Given the evident Cancerbury provenance
of the Versus sibyllae, if the verse has its origin in England it
would perhaps be scen most casily as the work of Theodore
or Hadrian, whose pedagogical influence on Aldhelm (in the
treatment of final vowels, and so on) mighe chen be [aid bare
in its hexameters, Buc the importation of the poem 1o En-
gland by one or the other of the Canterbury scholars also
remains a possibility. Finally, in this regard, Orchard’s studies
of dating and attribution reveal a potentially vast area of in-
quiry in his discussion of the influence of collections of carly
medicval inscriptions in verse on Aldhelm's hexameters and
the poet’s own influence, in turn, on the work of subsequent
epigraphical pocts, Some Aldhelmian connections (claborated
here by Orchard) beeween verse preserved in the so-called
Sylloge Titronensis and the collection of titular Epigrammata
ascribed to Pope Damasus I have been drawn previously by
other scholars. But Orchard now brings 1o light hitherto
unrecognized links between the efforts of Aldhelm (cither as
borrower or source) and the collections known as Sylloge
Laureshamensis secunda, Sylloge Laureshamensis quarta, Sylloge
Canzabrigiensis, Sylloge Wirceburgensis, and Anthologia
Isidoriana; miscellancous entries (including some riddles) in
Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale (hereafter BN}, lat. 8071, fols.
60-1 (2Fleury, s. ix); and, ultimately, che eighth-century col-

lection of epigrams compiled by Milred, bishop of Worcester
(created below in the notice of Lapidge's Bede the Poer).

Despite its focus on Latin texts, specialists in Old En-
glish pocery will find much that is of interest in Orchard’s
book. The most stunning revelation involves the use of allic-
eration in the octosyllabic Carmtina of Aldhelm's previously
mentioned pupil Athilwald. (These poems are treated ad-
cquately at CPLY, p. 443 [no. 134¢], but are subsumed at p- 328
of Frede* to the item [BON] ¢p 6.2-5.) Although the scholar-
ship on alliteration in Latin poctry has by now become quite
extensive, no Latin specialist has ever adduced examples of
alliterasive practices comparable to those identified by Or-
chard in Achilwald's Carmina ii-iv: alliteration of different
vowels (such as a- and ¢-); alliteration of s+consonant and
identical pairs of consonants; alliteration of h+vowel and
unaspirated vowels; and alliceration of f~, v-, and ph-. Such
alliteration, as readers of OEN may well recognize immedi-
ately, occurs at many points in the sueviving corpus of Old
English verse. (Alliteration of f and v~ is observed in the
macaronic Summons to Prayer.) Moreover, the alliteration in
Athilwald’s thymed, octosyllabic couplets may serve 2 “bind-
ing” function comparable to the alliteration spanning a- and
b-halflines in vernacular poetry. Such alliteration is charac-
teristically “double,” thac is, it corresponds to lines of Old
English verse in which two words in the g-halfline allicerate
with the first stressed syllable in the b-halfline (the so-called
“head-stave”). In his cited letter to Aldhelm, Athilwald him-
self refers to his rhychmic verse as an experiment “una ea-
dem . . . licrera comparis linearum tramitibus aptata” (Orchard
translates: “. . . with one and the same letter adapeed to the
paired pachs of che lines”) and in the verse itself he refers to
“nova ... litterarum cum lusibus” (“novelties with plays upon
lerters”). These would appear to be the earliest surviving
English attestations to the cultivation of alliteration in the
course of composing new pociry, and evidence internal to
Zthilwald’s verse shows clearly that it is the practice of Ger-
manic alliterative poets which is being imirated in his
octosyllabic experiment. (Beowulf scholars may wish to rake
particular note of Athilwald's alliteration of alma and hoseium,
among other combinations, in future contributions to the
“Hunferth” debate.) This conclusion is corroborated strik-
ingly by a comment of Aldhelm in a letter to Arhilwald,
where he warns his pupil of the dangers of secular literature
(saecrlares litterae) as well as the distractions to be found “in
cotidianis petationibus et conviviis” (“in daily drinking-par-
tics and feasts”)—presumably including recitations of allic-
erative verse. Orchard has clearly identified a remarkable case
in which the usage evinced by a body of Latin verse, explicit
attestations by its poet, and a comment by a member che
poet’s contemporary audience all bear witness to an interac-
tion of the alliterative conventions of Latin and OId English
verse.

Aldhelm’s own extensive use of alliteration in his Carmen
rhytbmicum, where the practice (Orchard shows) affects nearly
seventy-four percent of the poem’s two hundred lines, simi-



8o The Year's Work

larly might be associated with native poetic practice. In view
of Aldhelm’s explicit warnings to Acthilwald, however, such a
seemingly natural deduction carries with it a certain burden
of proof. Indeed, the situation with respect to Aldhelm's use
of allitcration is far less clear-cut than it is in the case of
ZArhilwald. The main complication is the proper assessment
of Aldhelm’s debe to allirerative, rhythmic verse occurring
clsewhere in the insular Latin tradicion, specifically the
octosyllabic compositions of Irish pocts. Orchard, verifying
conclusions advanced by Michacl Herren and others, affirms
that the defining accentual characteristic of insular Latin
octosyllabic lines (including those produced by Aldhelm) is
their regular, if not absolutely invariable, placement of a promi-
nent stress on the proparoxytone—the antepenultimate, or
third-to-last, syllable—to be followed by unstressed syllables
only (/ x x). Discussing Hiberno-Latin octosyllabic practice
generally and citing in particular examples of rhymed, rhyth-
mic octosyllabic lines displaying Norberg’s form 8pp + 8pp
(which is also the Aldhelmian norm), Orchard concludes that
the rhythmic verse of Aldhelm and his imicators must ulti-
mately owe a debt to Irish poctry. Reviving the conclusions
(bu, fortunarely, not the methods) advanced in carlier stud-
ies by James Travis, Orchard argues that the prevalence of
alliteration in Hiberno-Latin octosyllabic verse reflects the
influence of alliteration in vernacular poetry (that is, Old Irish
poetry) and owes litdle or nothing to such alliceration as oc-
curs in carlier Latin verse. Given Aldhelm’s chastisement of
/thilwald, it might thus be possible to maintain that the
vernacular influence that is bound up with Aldhelm’s promi-
nent use of alliteration in the Carmen rhythmicum is the ulti-
mate influence of Old Irish poetic practice, which entered his
purview in the course of his study of Hiberno-Latin
octosyllabic verse. For some reason, then, Aldhelm determined
to extend greatly a practice which he adopted from his Irish
models.

Orchard does not address this issue directly, but I would
note that even here the most natural explanation would prob-
ably involve Aldhelm's emulation (whether conscious or un-
conscious) of the conventions of Old English verse. My own
hasty survey indicates chat alliteration appears to serve 2 binding
function comparable to Athilwald’s practice in about forty
percent of the rhymed pairs of octosyllabic lines in Aldhelm’s
Carmen rhythmicum (as against twenty-five percent or so of
adjacent, non-rhyming lines). There are instances of appar-
ent alliteration involving different vowels (as at lines 13-14,
79-80, 103—4, and 115-16) and, as Orchard notes, there may
be as many as twenty-three occurrences of “double” allitera-
tion in the poem. Nevertheless, I would caution that any in-
clination to view these early Anglo-Latin octosyllables firsc
and foremost as Latinate approximations to Old English verse
should be resisted, even in the case of Athilwald’s cxperi-
ment. The fixed syllable-count and prominent use of thyme
argue against such 2 view, and the defining characteristic of
the “Aldhelmian” form of octosyllabic verse, proparoxytone
stress, finds no counterpart in Old English verse. The occur-

rence of an unqualified (that is, unresolved) antepenultimate
stress followed by two wholly unstressed syllables ac the end
of any halfline (2 or b) simply is not recognized in any of
Sievers's five main types or their major variants.

The examples sct out by Orchard in his discussion of
Arhilwald's octosyllabic verse provide the carliest evidence
yet adduced to indicate that alliterative conventions in Lartin
and Old English verse might be recognized by a single Anglo-
Saxon poet. In a discussion of the repetitive phrascology of
Aldhelm’s hexameter verse, Orchard advances specific evidence
to show that the poet's practice reflects a similar sort of bilin-
gual scnsibitity. The point of departure is the observation
that “Aldhelm repeats more phrases more often than any car-
lier Latin poet.” In an analysis of sample passages drawn from
Vergil, Juvencus, and Aldhelm, Orchard finds thar parts of
some sixty-cight percent of the Aldhelmian verses in ques-
tion are repeated verbatim clsewhere in his poctic corpus (as
against forty-four percent in the sample passages from Vergil
and forty percent in those from Juvencus). When account is
taken of the number of times a given phrase is repeated, the
mean rate of repetition in Aldhelm’s verse is almost twice
what we find in Vergil. Suspicious that Aldhelm’s practice
here reflects personal familiarity with compositional methods
employed by poets of Old English alliterative verse, Orchard
subjects the poct’s hexameters to the five-part “Peabody test
for orality” {originally devised for the analysis of Greek po-
etry). Examination of Aldhelm’s metrical verse with respect
to phonemic redundancy, formulaic usage, enjambement, the-
matic repetition, and “the intrusion of remembered songs”
(Peabody’s phrase) supports Orchard’s conclusion that
Aldhelm’s verse is (again in Peabody’s words) “a direct prod-
uct of an oral tradition.” Orchard, however, cites Peabody’s
caveat, “[i)f some of the tests cannot be made because of the
absence of material, the answer must remain moot,” which
may suggest that some caution will be necessary in interpret-
ing these resules. In particular, Peabody's “song test” demands
consideration of both “songs from a living oral tradition”
{Orchard’s phrase) as well as “songs of related provenance”
(Pcabody). Both desiderata are clearly problematic in the case
of Aldhelm’s singular and in some respects isolated achieve-
ment. For example, the “remembered songs” that Orchard
attributes to Aldhelm’s knowledge in this pare of his discus-
sion include passages from the Psalms, Vergil's Aeneid, and
Sedulius’s Carmen paschale. Only the first of these is com-
monly recognized as having entered distinct channels of oral
transmission in the early Middle Ages.

The crux of the macter, however, has less to do with the
specifics of Orchard’s analysis than with the failure of modern
scholarship to define adequately what “orality” and “oral style”
should be taken to mean with respect to written composi-
tions produced and transmirted within a literary tradition.
This is unfortunate, given the fact thac Ruth Finnegan (sup-
ported by Lord, Foley, and others} has long since demon-
strated that both oral and written compositions may be trans-
mitted concurrently within a single, mnemonically supported
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textual continuum. Orchard does not dircctly address the
difficult questions raised by Michae! Lapidge (following Larry
Benson) concerning possible “literary-formulaic” (and, argu-
ably, “manifestly written”) aspects of Aldhelm’s verse and of
some Old English verse-translations as well. Bur it is prob-
able, in my view, that any fucure resolution of these concep~
tual and terminological difficultics will leave the bulk of
Orchard’s carcfully supported analysis intact. Orchard shows
that Aldhelm’s verse without question embodies the mose
relendessly formulaic (in whatever sense) diction produced by
any carly Latin poet. At the level of the phrase, it displays
everywhere the sort of studied restatement of identically struc-
wred—if differently worded—locurions that scholars of Old
English poctry describe as “systematic variation” (as opposed
to purely formulaic repetition). In thematic terms, Aldhelm’s
verse manifests the recurrence of similar expository strategics
(usually involving the recurrence of similar lexical colloca-
tions) in wholly distinct narrative contexts, and these fre-
quently bear comparison with “type-scenes” adduced by ex-
ponents of oral-formulaic theory. Orchard’s conclusion that
the immediate explanation for Aldhelm’s formulaic usage is
to be sought in the persistence of a vigorous, living tradition
of oral composition will strike most readers as eminently rea-
sonable,

Nearly three fourths of Orchard's study is devoted to an
analysis of Aldhclm’s hexameters in the light of carlier tradi-
tions of L.atin quantitative verse. As noted, Aldhelm is shown
to be extremely scrupulous in his avoidance of false quanti-
tics. He also generally exhibits absolute consistency in his
scansion of a particular word, the most notable exXceptions
involving vowels regarded as commmumnes (and thus capable of
being scanned cither as long or short) before combinations of
muee and liquid consonants (i.c., b, ¢, d, & py or t followed
cither by r or, where possible, by /). Orchard finds forty-three
occurrences of this metrical license in the corpus of Aldhelm’s
hexameter verse. The practice is specifically condemned by
Bede, and it offers an example of one of several respects in
which Bede’s poctry, considered in relation to the whole range
of Anglo-Latin hexameter verse, stands farther from
Aldhelm’s regular practice than docs the work of almost any
other English poct. Other examples of divergence berween
Bede and his predecessor include Bede’s cultivation of a promi-
nently daceylic chythm, contrasting markedly with Aldhelm’s
preference for spondees; Bede’s evident distaste for allitera-
tion, onc of Aldhclm's favored cffects; Bede's moderate use
of elision (generally avoided altogether by Aldhelm); his total
avoidance of hiatus (sparingly admitted by Aldhelm); and
Bede’s infrequent use of finite verbs in mid-line positions,
termed molosst, which are very common in Aldhelm’s verse.
Orchard concludes that Bede’s metrical technique “seems al-
most deliberately contrived to contrast with that of his pre-
decessor.” Aldhelm’s handling of molossi, morcover, resembles
practices obscerved in the anonymous, North African poem
Carmen ad Flavium Felicem de resurrectione mortuorum et de
iudicio Dei (composed 496 x 523) and in the Hiberno-Latin

Hisperica famina. Regarding Aldhelm's avoidance of clision,
Orchard notes that this tendency inexplicably goes against
recommendations in his own treatisc De metris. The one major
exception is Aldhelm’s idiosyncraric preference for ecthlipsis—
clision involving the combination vowel+nr.

Orchard's scansion of the whole of the surviving corpus
of Aldhelm’s hexameter verse solidifies the quantitative basis
of his investigation. He strengthens conclusions set out pre-
viously by Michael Lapidge and Neil Wright concerning the
“monotony of metrical patterning” in Aldhelm’s hexameters,
particularly in the case of the poet’s apportionment of spondees
{hereafter abbreviated “S™) and daceyls (“D”). Fully 1,232
Aldhelmian lines (nearly thirty percent of the extant corpus)
evince the predominantly spondaic pattern DSSS. (Bede pre-
fers the more prominently dactylic pattern DDSS, but ad-
mits it only fifteen percent of the time.) A single pactern may
recur over as many as foureeen successive Aldhelmian lines.
Nearly ninety-cight percent of Aldhelm'’s hexameters include
a prominent mid-line caesura, cffectively splitting cach line
in half, and the vast majority of his sentences are end-stopped.
This rigidity in Aldhelm’s metrical parterning interacts in
hitherto unrecognized ways with the poet’s verbal borrowing
and use of formulaic diction. Orchard finds that Aldhelm’s
reminiscences of the verse of earlier poets are “frequently re-
stricted to the two metrical cola before the first main cacsura
and in particular after the sccond.” A similar sort of regularity
characterizes Aldhelm’s localization of favorite words and
phrases to specific line positions. For example, Orchard counts
fully nineteen instances in which the adjective anrea begins a
line. The most striking parallels to these idiosyncratic fea-
tures of Aldhelm’s pocric practice occur in Greek hexameter
verse. Orchard is inclined to artribure the correspondences in
question to the common influence of techniques of oral com-
position. The minute analysis of Aldhelm’s metrical practice
undertaken here by Orchard also provides some secure crite-
ria for the relative dating of certain compositions. The Carmen
de virginitate and Carmina ecclesiastica, for example, may be
viewed as essentially homogeneous in terms of meter, but the
metrical patterning of the Enigmara stands apare from that
observed in either of those two bodies of verse, Orchard sees
this circumstance as supporting Michael Lapidge’s view of
the Enigmata as constituting “one of Aldhelm’s carliest com-
positions, perhaps the earliest.” Orchard’s study of the sources
{or “remembered reading™) that exerted the most profound
influence on Aldhelm’s metrical verse is superb. Secking to
promote “the accurate assessment of the library at [Aldhelm’s)
disposal,” Orchard cites the following for every source that he
discusses in derail: illustrative excerpts, where available, in
Aldhelm’s metrical treatises; surviving copies in English manu-
scripts; entries in booklists; other indirect witnesses, includ-
ing new gleanings from Orchard’s own surveys of Anglo-Latin
literature; entries in Ogilvy’s Books Known to the English; and
articles by various authors preparatory to S4SLC—he offers,
in other words, a full treatment of the evidence for knowl-
edge of the relevane texe(s) in Anglo-Saxon England. Most
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impressively, Orchard avoids the mechanical enumeration of
verbal parallels that ypifics discussions of this sort. He shows
that the interaction of Aldhelm’s remembered reading with
his formulaic usage (noted above in connection with his met-
rical patterning) provides a previously neglected diachronic
index to his verse. For example, when the poet modifies one
of his own derivative verses withour recourse to its ulumate
model, his practice offers a secure relative-dating criterion for
the passage in question.

Of the classical poets in Aldhelm’s purview, Vergil is over-
whelmingly the most frequently cited—Orchard verifies about
220 almost certain borrowings—and Aldhelm seems also to
have known the Cento Vergilianus of the Christian Latin poet
Proba ar first hand, as well as some minor pseudo-Vergilian
poems (Crelex, Epitaphium Lucant, and De pedagoga). Apare
from Vergil, the most convincing cases for Aldhelm’s direct
knowledge of classical and Late Latin verse (most of which
are strengehened here by Orchard’s provision of newly recog-
nized parallels) involve Lucan, Statius’ Thebaid, Ovid’s Meta-
morphoses, the Epithalamivm Laurentii, and the nddles as-
cribed to Symphosius. The cases for Aldhelm’s direct knowl-
edge of works by Persius, Horace, Juvenal, and of Statius’
Achilleid, although supported by new evidence set out here,
are ultimately inconclusive. Orchard also discusses some in-
triguing Aldhelmian verbal parallels wich verse by Lucretius
and Terence, whose significance ultimately remains doubt-
ful, and he concludes that any knowledge that Aldhelm may
have had of the poctry of Ennius or Seneca, or of Ovid's erotic
verse, was almost certainly derived at second hand. The most
appealing usc made by Aldhelm of a minor sccular source
involves a four-line pscudo-Ovidian poem in elegiac couplets
(entitled Ad puellam quam in somnis viderat in one manu-
script), which celebrates the shining countenance of 2 woman
whom the poet has seen in a dream. In addition to his im-
pressive discussion of the various Anglo-Saxon associations
of this brief poem’s manuscript transmission—norably in re-
lation to Aldhelm’s Enigmata and the scholar’s circle at Can-
terbury—Orchard sets out two previously unrecognized ver-
bal parallels that leave no doubt that this forerunner of the
Carmina Canzabrigiensia (treated below in a notice of
Ziolkowski's new edition) was one of Aldhelm’s favorire songs.

The situation with respect to Claudian (fl. c 400) is
slightly more complicated. Whereas two of the three illustra-
tive examples in Aldhelm's metrical treatise De pedum regulis
which cite the North African poet by name in fact reproduce
texts from the pseudepigraphic Epithalamium Laurenti, the
evidence for knowledge of Claudian’s genuine verse provided
by Aldhelm’s hexameters (although extended slightly by Or-
chard) is ultimately inconclusive. But a letcer to Aldhelm from
an unknown correspondent, preserved in Vienna, Oster-
reichische Nationalbibliothek, 751 (Mainz, s. ix med.), on 2¢r-
v, appends the entire texe of a twenty-line Christian poem
sometimes ascribed to Claudian, (The addendum is omitred
from the standard edicion of the letter in Ehwald's Aldhelmi
Opera [Epistola V1, as ed. at MGH AA XV, 494-5, with a

note on the verse in the apparatus].) Two verbal parallels set
out here by Orchard for the first time strongly suggest thac
Aldhelm had in fact received the letter in question and had
scrutinized closely the poem appended therero. Tt would scem,
therefore, that Aldhelm may have been the only Anglo-Saxon
scholar to know some lines of Claudian's verse at first hand.
A complicating factor here, I would note, is the status of the
ascription of the paschal poem in question (De safvatore) to
Claudian, which remains controversial (see CPLY, p. 478 [no.
1461), where Claudian’s auchorship appears to remain cred-
ible, and Fredet, p. 383 [item PS-CLAU pa], where it is denied
outright).

Turning to verse whose composition by patristic authors
is securely established, Orchard reveals that the single most
frequently recalled source in Aldhelm’s hexameters after Vergil
is the shadowy, fifth-century Christian poct Sedulius. He
supports this conclusion with a list of parallels containing
more than 150 items. Aldhelm is the only attested Anglo-
Saxon author who seems to have known the Old Testament
versification Heptateuchos, ascribed to Cyprianus Gallus, in its
enirety. He is, moreover, the only Anglo-Latin poct to have
gained any knowledge of verse by the sixth-century African
poce Corippus, possibly through the agency of Theodore or
Hadrian (or both). And Aldhelm is the only Anglo-Saxon
author apart from Bede who was acquainted with the massive
versification De vita S. Martini by Paulinus of Périgucux.
Other Christian Latin influences on Aldhelm’s hexameters
analyzed here by Orchard include the verse of Juvencus,
Prudentius (the Liber cathemerinon is the only poem whose
firsthand knowledge by Aldhelm is in doubt), of Paulinus of
Nola (part of whose Natalicia series Aldhelm alone seems to
have known in the Anglo-Saxon period), Arator, Prosper of
Aquitaine (Aldhelm's usc of the Epigrammata ex sententis
S. Augustini and De ingratis, now sccurcly cstablished by Or-
chard, witnesses their Anglo-Saxon circulation for the first
time), Dracontius (the secular pocms—c.g., Romulea—are
the only works whose cultivation by Aldhelm appears un-
likely), Venantius Fortunatus, and Siscbut (Orchard identifies
a hitherto unknown borrowing from Siscbut’s early scventh-
cencury Carmen de eclipsis solis et lunae, the most substantial
hexameter composition by a non-native speaker of Latin to
appear before Aldheim’s florescence). Doubtful patristic
sources include poems by Ausonius, Sidonius Apollinaris,
Avitus, and Eugenius of Toledo, as well as the Alethia of
Claudius Marius Vicror.

Orchard’s treatment of the legacy of Aldhelm’s hexam-
cter verse in Anglo-Saxon England is as thoroughgoing as
the other sections of this study, but its resules will be summa-
rized here only bricfly. (Much of this material was set out
previously by Orchard in his asticle “After Aldhelm: the Teach-
ing and Transmission of the Anglo-Latin Hexameter,” /nf of
Med. Latin 2 (1992), 1-43 [new to OEN].) In the decades
following his death in 709/10, Aldhclm’s most influential poem
was his Carmen de virginitate, which was definitely known to
the following poets: Bede (Orchard dismisses all but four of
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the parallels noted in Jaager’s edition, Bedas metrische “Vita
Sancei Cuthberti” 1935], but adds twelve new, convincing ex-
amples of his own); Boniface (a diligent imitator); the anony-
mous author (also a very diligent imitator) of an acrostic poem
addressing BEDA LECTOR (ed. at CCSL 1234, 71); Aediluulf
(whose connections with the school of York in the later eighth
century, recently posited by Lapidge, are strikingly corrobo-
rated by evidence set out by Orchard); and the poct of the
Miracula Nynie episcopi (another borrower active at a
Northumbrian center). The influence of Aldhelm’s Carmen
de virginitate persisted in England as Jate as the tenth-century
Benedictine reform. This may be scen clearly in the verse of
the Canterbury poet Frithegod, whose knowledge of Aldhelm's
verse, possibly acquired on the Continent, scems to be lim-
ited entirely to the Carmen de virginitate (Orchard finds cight
new parallels to supplement fifceen set out previously by Alistair
Campbell in his edition Frithegodi Monachi Breviloguium
[1950]). The career of Wulfstan of Winchester (born c. 960;
died after ¢ 1000), for whom Aldhelm’s verse remains the
single most important poetic influence, signals the end of the
dircct influence of Aldhelm’s verse (most notably his poem
on virginity) on the compositions of native English poets.
Aldhelm’s engaging Enigmara, not surprisingly, exert a
major influence on the post-Aldhelmian riddlers Tarwine
(whose cultivation of Aldhelm’s prominently spondaic rhythm
marks him as a member of a typically Southumbrian school
of poets, Orchard suspeces) and Euscbius (whose South-
umbrian milieu, posited by Lapidge, may in fact be called
tnto question by the poet’s typically Northumbrian prefer-
ence for dactyls), as well as Bede, Boniface, the Miracula Nynie
poct, Aediluulf, and (eventually) Waulfstan of Winchester.
Beyond his groundbreaking, metrically informed discernment
of Southumbrian and Northumbrian schools of hexameter
pocts—respectively defined by pocts’ preferences for eicher
spondees (Aldhelm, Boniface, and Tatwine) or dactyls (Bede,
Eusebius, Alcuin, Acdiluulf, and the Miracula Nynie poer)—
Orchard distinguishes poets who stavishly follow the model
of Aldhelm’s verse {most notably Boniface) from those who
disguise their Aldhclmian borrowings through the careful
manipulation of synonyms (notably Bede and Wulfstan of
Winchester). There is no evidence to indicate the circulation
of Aldhclm’s Carmina ecclesiastica as a collection during the
Anglo-Saxon period, but one poem in particular—carmen iii,
on a church built by Bugga, daughter of Centwine, king of
Wessex—was known (seemingly in isolation) to Bede and to
Boniface, also exerting a singular influence on the poet of
Bugga's epitaph. The poct of the B£DA LECTOR acrostic dis-
plays knowledge of carmen iv alone. The verse of Aediluulf,
of the Miracula Nynie poet, and of Waulfstan of Winchester
collectively reflects knowledge of a range of Aldhelm’s Carmina
ecclesiastica, with carmina iii and iv exerting the strongest
influence overall. Orchard does not essay detailed trearments
of Aldhelm’s influence on the verse of Alcuin, Lantfred of
Winchester, on the Breviloguium de omnibus sanctis recently
ascribed to Wulfstan of Winchester, or on any of several hex-

ameter poems recently assigned an origin in tenth-century
England by Michael Lapidge (sce OEN 24.2 [1991], 456,
and 27.2 [1994], 68-9). Some futurc consideration of Lantfred
might complement Orchard’s analysis of Frithegod’s use of
Aldhelm, particularly with respect to the circulation of
Aldhelm’s verse in continental Europe, which is addressed
only briefly here. It is clear ¢nough from Orchard’s prelimi-
nary comments, however, that the influence of Aldhelm’s verse
on the Continent emerged during the poet’s lifetime, as the
witness of the verse of the Irish émigré Cellin of Péronne
plainly reveals.

As this lengthy précis may suggest, Orchard’s Poetic Art is
packed with uscful (and often wholly new) information, and
the book is refreshingly free of controversy. Orchard's most
provocative stance involves his interpretation of the ecernally
problematic evidence for Aldhelm’s birth and early career.
Citing Aldhelm’s own letters and William of Malmesbury's
doubtful and (in surviving sources) unprecedented statement
that Aldhelm was at least seventy years old when he died (in
709/10}, Orchard maintains that the scholar’s birth ¢. 650—
an cvent that would then have occurred almost five hundred
years before William issued his report—accords well with the
notion that Aldhelm only briefly “studied at Canterbury [prob-
ably ¢. 670-5] when he was about thirty years old, and when
his basic education was already complete.” Orchard is further
inclined to credic the accuracy of a supplied or altered saluta-
tion preserved in Vienna 751, which attributes to Scoteus ignott
nominis (“an Irishman whose name is not known™) the au-
thorship of the previously cited, anonymous letter to Aldhelm
appending the verse sometimes ascribed to Claudian. Orchard
does not adduce the name Artuil in this connection, dubi-
ously assigned by William of Malmesbury to the correspon-
dent in question. Buc he is prepared to accept William's state-
ment that Aldhelm received his carly education from an Irish
mentor at Malmesbury, and notes that “Aldhelm’s links with
a number of Irish scholars and his dire warnings about Irish
culture and scholarship are well attested in his correspon-
dence, and Malmesbury was an Irish foundation”—the final
statement resting, as it always has, primarily on onomastic
evidence of uncertain antiquity (e.g., Bede’s allusion to
Malmesbury as Maildufi [or Maildiubi) urbs ac HE V.xviii).
Noting that the correspondent in the letter preserved in Vienna
751 states that Aldhelm was “a quodam sancto viro de nostro
gencere nutritus” (“nourished by a certain holy man from our
nation [or ‘race’?]"), Orchard concludes that Aldhelm is most
likely to have received his early education from an Irish scholar,
but docs not claim (with William of Malmesbury) that this
scholar will have been named Maildub, Clearly, Orchard’s in-
clination “to reinstate William’s story of Aldhelm’s early edu-
cation under an Irish scholar” represents a departure from
recent scholarship (by John Marenbon, Michael Winter-
botrom, Michael Lapidge, and others) which has tended to
stress the verifiable, continental European and Medicerranean
affiliations of Aldhelm’s studies and writings. But Orchard’s
view is in line with recent suggestions concerning the Irish



84 The Year's Work

connections of Malmesbury (and Aldhelm) by Patrick Sims-
Williams (see his Religion and Literature (1990}, pp. 108-9;
cf. also OFEN 25.2 [1992], 61-2).

Tt deserves to be restated in this regard, however, that the
citation of the Scortus ignoti nominis in Vienna 751 is to be
connected inarguably with the transmission of the anony-
mous letter in question and not with its composition. Else-
where in this study, Orchard (as noted) has vindicated the
reliability of a long-disparaged annotation in Vienna 751 iden-
tifying the two-hundred-line Carmen rhythmicum as a carmen
Aldbelmi. 1t is possible, of course, that Lul himself had ac-
quired knowledge {presumably during his time in residence at
Malmesbury) of a tradition concerning Aldhelm's tutelage
under an Irish master, and it is even possible that he person-
ally caused the ascription to the unknown Scottus (subsequently
reproduced in Vienna 751) to be added under his watch. But
even so, it does not necessarily follow that Lul will have cor-
rectly identified the nationality of the correspondent in ques-
tion. If we possessed neither the salutation reflected in Vienna
751 nor William’s appealing account of Aldhelm’s studies in
the forest with an Irish recluse, would we not be inclined
more readily to posit a correspondent with an interest in
Aldhelm’s Roman sojourn (adventus Romae) who is respon-
sible for transmitting a unique exemplar of Mediterranean
verse traditionally ascribed to the African-born poet Claudian
as a fellow-exile of Hadrian or of Theodore, teachers whom
Aldhelm cites by name?

The great strength of Orchard’s discussion of the ques-
tion of Irish influence on Aldhelm'’s verse (and, at several
points in this study, on his prose) is its reliance on specific
texeual data, Orchard presents the most compelling evidence
adduced to date for Aldhelm’s firsthand knowledge of
Hiberno-Latin texts with his demonstration that Irish
octosyllabic verse exhibiting prominent proparoxytone stress
provides the only feasible model for the rhythmic verse of
Aldhelm and his pupil Athilwald. (In addition to the evi-
dence summarized above, Orchard’s identification of Irish and
Aldhelmian rhymes involving long and short forms of -2 would
scem to close the case.) One specific Hiberno-Latin
octosyllabic composition that Aldhelm almost cercainly knew
at first hand was Altus prosator. Orchard refines Jane
Stevenson’s recent tabulation of vocabulary shared by that
poem and Aldhelm’s octosyllabic verse with an cnumeration
of shared phrases as well as recherché terms employed in iden-
tical positions in the rhythmic line. Despite Aldhelm’s own
apparenc condemnation (in Epistola V) of Hiberno-Latin
rhythmic verse as doggerel (or {udicra linguae), Orchard de-
tects possible Celtic influence in his cultivation of mid-line
{molossus) verb-placement and “golden” lexical symmetry in
hexameter verse, and, in prose works, his use of hyperbaton
and his studied avoidance of homeioteleuton (coincidence of
grammatical endings) in adjacent noun-adjective combina-
tions. Orchard cites Gildas'’s prose and, especially, the amor-
phous Hisperica famina as exemplifying in turn some or all of
these practices.

Tt is equally clear that che facts of Aldhelm’s study at Can-
terbury and his encounters there with various Greek-derived
and African Latin texts receive new corroboration in Orchard’s
study. His analysis suggests that Aldhelm composed his ex-
tant octosyllabic verse after studying hexameter composition
at Canterbury. It might be worth asking whether an analysis
based strictly on textual evidence internal to Aldhelm’s own
poctry—again, without recourse to the received erymology of
Malmesbury, the ascription in Vienna 751, or the assertions of
William of Malmesbury (especially regarding Aldhelm’s sup-
posed residence in Malmesbury before his studies ar Canter-
bury)—might lead to a conclusion that Aldhelm’s writings
reflect the rexeual influence of works from many regions, in-
cluding Celtic Latin compositions, and not to a conclusion
that Aldhelm himself had received his basic education from
an Irish tutor.

In the present state of research, icis hard to reconcile the
solid evidence uncarthed by Orchard's masterly source-stud-
ies—including evidence for the relative dating of Aldhelm's
works, which will surely prove invaluable in any future ac-
tempe to develop a literary-historical account of his carcer—
with any of the reccived biographical treatments of Aldhelm.
One is left with a plethora of questions and partly contradic-
tory impressions: Was one of the greavest libraries in sev-
enth-century Europe—a library which at some point came to
be stocked with copious amounts of hexameter verse—estab-
fished in Wessex by the Irish scholars of Malmesbury and
subscquently overseen by Aldhelm during his tenure there as
abbot? Orchard suspects that the Irish had lictle if any grasp
of Latin quantity around the cime of the foundation of
Malmesbury and that metrical composition only came to be
taught in England during Aldhelm’s lifetime. Or, alterna-
tively, was the well-stocked library situated at Canterbury? If
50, in the course of a fairly brief stay in that communicy (last-
ing fewer than five years, both Lapidge and Orchard suspect),
Aldhelm appears to have imbibed ¢normous amounts of met-
rical verse, much of whose phrascology seems to have been
permanently retained by his steeltrap memory. Why would
Aldhelm, having received instruction in techniques of metri-
cal composition, afterwards embark upon {or return to) 2
course of rhythmical verse-composition, presumably after his
departure for (or return o) Malmesbury?

Perhaps it is most reasonable to conclude (on the basis of
a close reading of Orchard’s study) that the library ac
Malmesbury did possess specimens of Hiberno-Latin verse
from its earlicst days—cven if we have no means at present to
tell when Aldhelm fiest will have cacountered them—and
that it acquired a reasonable collection of hexameter verse
(almost certainly including the poetry of Vergil and Sedulius)
in the course of the seventh century; chat Aldhelm studied
and perhaps copied (or caused to be copied) some specimens
of exotic hexameter verse available at Canterbury, notably
North African and other Mediterrancan compositions, while
developing his own idiosyncratic compositional techniques;
and that he furthered his study of verse by western patristic
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poets, continued to obtain unusual specimens of Latin verse
from correspondents, and promoted the acquisition of poetic
texts for the libraries at Malmesbury and (subsequently)
Sherborne right up to the time of his death.

If Orchard’s monograph may be viewed (in one respece) as
arcesting to the impact of Schumann'’s Hexameter-Lexikon, a
recent study of Aldhelm (and Bede) by George H. Brown
bears witness to the early impact of a new, digitally encoded
resource for medieval Latin studies: the database known as
CLCLT, reeently issued on CD-ROM by scholars of the
research center CETEDOC (now available 3s CETEDOC
Library of Christian Latin Texss, 2nd ed. [CLCLT-2), ed.
Paul Tombeur, et al., for the Centre de traitement ¢lectronique
des documents [CETEDOC] and the Université catholique
de Louvain [Turnhout: Brepols, 19941). Apart from provid-
ing an open window on our inexorably acronymic future, the
database—which allows ad hoc lexical searching for all occur-
rences of a given string within the Vulgate, Old Testament
pscudepigrapha, and a large part of the corpus of early church
Latin—greatly facilitates inquiries into the semantic fields of
terms such as inserpres, the focus of Brown's study (“The
Moeaning of interpres in Aldhelm and Bede,” in Interpreta-
tion—Medieval and Modern: The f. A. W, Bennett Memorial
Lectures, Eighth Series, Perugia, 1991, ed. Picro Boitani and
Anna Torti [Cambridge: Brewer, 1993, pp. 43-65). Noting
the etymological obscurity of the -pres clement—which has
variously been thought to connote “gift,” “crafficking (in),”
“mindset,” “spreading (abroad),” or “(intermediary) party”—
Brown emphasizes four major senses of interpres in Late Latin
and patristic usages: (1) “go-berween, broker,” involving legal
and even sexual connotations; (2) “ambassador, messenger”;
(3) “explainer, expounder™; and (4) “translator of a foreign lan-
guage.” Aldhelm and Bede exemplify the term's full range of
meanings (with more than six hundred citations by Bede
alone), though the third sense predominates.

In his discussion of Aldhelm, Brown offers the first co-
gent argument [ have seen cthat secks to connect the “herme-
neutic style” aceributed to Aldhelm by later twentieth-cen-
tury scholars with the discipline of hermencutics in both its
traditional scriptural and modern critical embodiments. The
discussion is timely insofar as the general notion of the “herme-
ncutic style” has achieved some currency in Anglo-Latin stud-
ies, largely supplanting other terminology (as in earlier allu-
sions to Aldhelm’s Hisperic, recherché, or simply ostenta-
tious diction), even though the origin and meaning the phrase
have never been explained adequately. Michael Lapidge, who
popularized the phrase (albeir in reference to much later Anglo-
Latin literature) in an influential 1975 article in ASE, sus-
pected that Alistair Campbell, who coined the phrase but
never specifically justified its use, meant to suggest the liter-
ary use of glossary-based vocabulary deriving from the
Hermeneumata pseudo-Dositheana and other collections. But
Campbell did not refer to a“hermencumatic style”; Lapidge's
alternative term “glossematic” has not caught on; and, cru-
cially, recent research (including thac of Orchard) has revealed

that the traditions of glossaries can only go so far in account-
ing for the diction of Aldhelm and his successors. Brown
maintains, however, that che fairly inscrutable style typifying
much of Aldhelm’s prose and verse, as well as the challenging
content of his stylistically lucid Enigmara, were intended to
encourage acts of interpretation {that is, hermeneuric acts),
especially in the area of pedantic exposition. Brown's study
thus suggests that the adjective hermeneuric might well be
retained in this context, even if (I would note) what is at issue
here is a mode of exposition and not a licerary seyle as such.
(My chanks ro Neil Wright for helpful discussion of these
terminological difficulties; the opinions offered are entirely
my own.) As noted, Brown finds that Bede frequently em-
ploys the term interpres in the sense “exegete, expounder,”
the sense thae best describes his own role as an “interpretative
historian” and as an “authorial interpreter . . . [who] gently
but firmly controls his narrative.” Finally, Brown suggests that
the mysterious interpretes of the Cxdmon episode—the in-
terlocutors who communicated biblical cexts to the unlet-
tered poct—were the “Anglo-Saxon boceras, the exegeres of
the Latin Bible and the Christian church.” Brown’s study
benefits from some well-chosen citations of scholarship on
monastic ruminatio (notably Gernoe Wicland's “Cxdmon,
Clean Animal,” Amer. Benedictine Rev. 35 [1984], 194=203)
and on interpretative problems in general (especially in cita-
tions from Seth Lerer's formidable Literacy and Power in
Anglo-Saxon England [1991]).

Aldhelm’s reputation as an auchority on early medieval
computistics improved considerably during 1994, notably in
the wake of some new discoveries about a long-lost ante-
Dionysiac (essenially, pre-anno Domini) Easter table, one
whose invention is traditionally ascribed to Celtic ecclesias-
tics. Ending centurics of speculation thac this eighty-four-
year table had been permanently lost to posterity, the recov-
ery of a complete exemplar of the table from 2 manuscript in
Padua (see OEN 26.2 [1993], 60) has helped to vindicate a
long-dismissed computistical allusion in Aldhelm’s Epistola
IV (addressed to Geraint, king of Devon and Corawall A
before ¢. 710]). Aldhelm there associates a system of chrono-
logical reckoning spuriously ascribed to Anatolius of Alexan-
dria, bishop of Laodicca (ob. ante 300), with some chrono-
logical inquiries supposedly conducted by Sulpicius Severus
of Aquitaine (ob. c. 420), “qui LXXXIIII annorum cursum
descripsit” (. . . who described [or ‘wrote our’?] an cighty-
four-year cycle”: MGH AA XV, 480-6, at 483.20-¢). In a
recent discussion of this passage, Daniel McCarthy accepts
that none of the extant writings of Sulpicius explicitly refers
to the duration of a paschal cycle (“The Origin of the latercis
Paschal Cycle of the Insular Celtic Churches,” Cambrian [for-
merly Cambridge] Med. Celtic Stud. 28 [1994], 25-49). He
recognizes, moreover, that nearly all of the sources atresting
to the paschal limits and lunar cycles thac typify the system
used to determine the date of Easter in the churches of the
Irish, Britons, and Picts from the fifth to the cighth centu-
ries are cither of Irish origin or have most frequently been
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identified as such. These include the letters of the Irish cecle-
siastics Columbanus (CPLY, pp. 359 [no. t111]) and Cummian
(as cited above at the end of section [a]), the Munich computus
(a text in Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, clm 14456
[Regensburg, s. ix 1], 8r—147v; not wreated in CPL; classed
as an Irish text by Lapidge and Sharpe, Bibliography, pp. 95-6
fno. 336]), and the pscudo-Anatolian De ratione paschae
(classed as an Irish work at CPL', pp. 733—4 [no. 2303), and
also by Lapidge and Sharpe, Bibliography, p. 9t [no. 320]).
Apart from Aldhelm’s letter, the most notable Anglo-Saxon
sources are two of Bede’s chronological writings, De temporum
ratione (hercafter DTR) and Epistola ad Wicthedum de paschae
celebratione—both of which provide their information in the
context of criticizing the Celtic system. But Sulpicius Severus,
a wealthy Gaulish lawyer who converted to Christianity around
the year 395 and subsequently promoted a doctrine of devo-
tional asceticism, McCarthy explains, is known to have writ-
ten around the year 402 to Paulinus of Nola requesting some
chronological information. Paulinus forwarded this request
1o Rufinus in 403, the year in which the latter published his
well-known Latin translation of Euscbius’s Historia ecclestastica.
Rufinus’s Euscbian translation is in fact the only work out-
side of the insular tradition to display significant verbal con-
gruence with passages in the pseudo-Anatolian De ratione
paschae, though the question of the direction of the borrow-
ing has fueled an enduring controversy.

In his Chronicorum libri duo, completed . 4036, Sulpicius
identifies the date of the Pasch with the date of the Crucifixion,
thus assigning the date of both to the fourteenth day of the
(lunar) month—a prominent, if not unigue, feature of the
cighty-four-year system. But Sulpicius, on the evidence of
the Chronicorum libri dus, does not seem to have worked ourt
a comprehensive position tegarding a continuous paschal cycle
by this point. McCarthy is thus inclined to date any com-
pleted atrempt on his part to develop a full table to the period
¢. 406—20 (the later date established by Sulpicius’s death by
¢. 420). The hypothesis that Sulpicius Severus, as Aldhelm
states explicitly, did describe (or invent) the cighry-four-year
system that has been ascribed for so long to “Irish forgers”
and their ilk might tend to be supported by the fact that such
a revision would have assigned the first year of the cycle that
was underway during Sulpicius’s lifecime to 354, the year which
saw the baptism of Martin of Tours, the hagiographical sub-
ject of Sulpicius’s hugely influential Vita S. Martimi. This
correspondence accords well with statements by Columbanus
and Cummian characterizing the eighty-four-year system asa
“Martinian” tradition, Cummian also supplying some tan-
gentially related corroboration of Aldhelm’s witness.
McCarthy thus concludes thac Sulpicius Severus, as Aldhelm
alone now attests, instituted the eighty-four-year cycle sub-
sequently adopted by the Celtic churches. Sulpicius sought to
rectify the major drawbacks of the nincteen-year cycle (the
cycle mentioned by Aldhelm immediately before his allusion
to Sulpicius) promoted in the tract he had received from
Rufinus, that is, in the pseudo-Anatolian De rattone paschae

(or some forerunner thereof): incompatibility with a twenty-
nine-day paschal term and the occasional placement of Easter
as late as 28 April. It is thus probable that the pscudo-Anatolian
De ratione paschae, and perhaps the Munich computus and
the Padua table as well, should now be removed from the
canon of Hiberno-Latin literature, unless transmissional con-
siderations might allow them to retain cheir place therein.

McCarthy, bolstering a conclusion published previously
in his cited study with O Créinin, has determined that the
cighty-four-year period summarized in the Padua table com-
mences in the year 438, that is, it treats the cycle immediately
following the “Martinian” cycle now held to have been for-
mulated by Sulpicius. McCarthy’s analysis of the rable has
been strengthened considerably by his 1990 discovery—rival-
ing O Créinin’s recovery of the eighty-four-year rable itself
in its significance for dating cvents of carly Celtic history
chronicled according to a church calendar—of a previously
overlooked witness to the durations of lunar months (whether
of 29 days or of 30 days) in this ante-Dionysiac system, pre-
served on the recto of fol. 28 of the Munich computus.
Whereas the Roman funar year exhibits a regular, twelvefold
alternation of monthly periods (30 days, 29 days, 30, 29, 30, 29,
and so on), the eighty-four-year system, McCarthy has found,
employed an irregular twelvefold series (30, 29, 29, 29, 30, 29,
30, 30, 29, 30, 20, and 30—for a total of 354 days). This vital
clue to the operation of the Padua rable is discussed by
McCarthy in another recent scudy (“Easter Principles and a
Fifth-Century Lunar Cycle Used in the British Isles,” /n! for
the Hist, of Astronomy 24 [1993), 204=24—new to OEN).

Finally, McCarthy, in a third recent article, offers some
brief but cogent remarks char lay bare the enormous
significance for the history of Celric Christianity that his new
conclusions will betoken, if accepted (“The Chronological
Apparatus of the Annals of Ulster AD 431-1131," Peritia 8
(1994}, 46-79). One riddle cthat has never been solved in-
volves the emergence and persistence of non-Roman, often
ascetic strands of Christian thought in Celtic regions during
a period when much of the rest of western Europe still awaiced
conversion. Without prejudice to the possibilities of some
exotic devotional practices having reached Celtic lands along
the sea-routes of Mediterranean traders or by way of Spain,
the derivation now postulated for the cighty-four-year Easter
cycle suggests that “the origins of Celtic insular monasticism,
and in particular the Columban church, lay in the stream of
ascetic, aristocratic and anti-episcopal menastic christianity
that developed in the late fourth century in southern Gaul,”
notably among the circles of Sulpicius Severus and other ex-
ponents of a largely non-Roman, “radical Gaulish monasti-
cism with decidedly anti-episcopalian views . . . whereby the
highest administrative authority was vested in the monastic
abbots to whom bishops were made subject.” These are ex-
citing times for students of the carly insular Christian com-
munitics and the first wave of Celtic peregrini.
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c. Bede

In the first Jarrow Lecture dedicaced exclusively to the poetry
of Bede (delivered in 1993), Michacl Lapidge notes that Bede's
metrical treatise De arte metrica remained 2 standard intro-
duction to verse composition throughout the Middle Ages
and into the early modern period, generating copies in more
than one hundred extant manuscripts and appearing in eleven
printed editions by 1600 (Bede the Poet [Newcastle upon Tyne:
n.p., 1994); see also the notice below of a Variorum reprint).
Bede himself offers a threcfold enumeration of his own po-
etic corpus in the course of a list of works which he provides
at HE Voxiv: (1) a vira saneei patris monachi simuld et antistiss
Cudberctt . . . heroico metro; (2) aliber bymnorum diverso metro
sive rhythmo; and (3) a liber epigrammatum heroico metro sive
elegiaco. The first allusion refers to Bede’s extant life of
Cuthbert in hexameter verse, the Vita S. Cuthberti metrica,
but no discrete copies of cither of the two libri {respectively
containing hymns and epigrams) cited by Bede have survived.
(Sce further the discussion of Henry of Kirkstead, below.)
We do possess reliably ascribed examples of Bedan
cpigrammatical verse and hymns, however, and it holds to
reason that the poet may have issued collections of these and
similar compositions during his lifetime, perhaps influenced
respectively by the models of the sylioge (or compendium of
epigrams) assembled by Pope Damasus 1 (366-84), preserv-
ing fifty-ninc poems, which was known in England by che
late seventh century, and of the “Old Hymnal” serving the
needs of English office participants from (plausibly} c. 600.
One specimen of epigrammatical verse reliably aceributed
w0 Bede is a twelve-line epigraphic poem (that is, a pocm
meant to be inscribed on stone or wood) in hexameters, com-
posed for an apse in a church built by Cyneberht, bishop of
Lindsey (fl. before ¢, 730), which is designated Versus] Bedale]
in absida basilice in its sole surviving manuscript witness. This
occurs in a two-leaf fragment of a tenth-century copy of a
sylloge compiled by Milred, bishop of Worcester (743 x 745
to 774/5}, the present Urbana-Champaign, University of 11li-
nois Library, 128 (s. x med.; later provenance Malmesbury),
on 2v. The verse of this recently discovered Bedan text is now
printed here in full by Lapidge (following an emended texe
established by Diecer Schaller) and supplied wich an English
translation. (The poem is treated accurately ac CPLY, pPp- 453-
4 [no. 1373b), but receives no notice in Fredev} D. J. Sheerin,
in the course of rescarch leading to an article published in
1977 (“John Leland and Milred of Worcester,” Manuscripta
2t [1977], 172-80), recognized this Urbana-Champaign epi-
gram as the very copy of Bede's poem that was consulted and
transcribed in part by the antiquary John Leland (c. 1506~
1552} before the dismantling of the Milredian codex and the
use of the sheet under discussion as binding marerial. The
Urbana fragment preserves the only securely identified speci-
men of Bede's verse for inscriptions now extant, but the former
preservation of at least three more such epigrams down to the
sixteenth century is indicated by a note in which Leland re-

fers vo Epigrammata Bede ad S. Michaélem. Ad S, Mariam de

consecratione eccl(esiz] in ejus bontorem. Versus efsdem [i.e., Bede)
in porticu eccllesie] S. Marie, ab Wilfrido episcapo constructa,
tn quibus mentionem facit Acce episcopi. (See Leland’s De Re-
bus Britannicts Collectanea, 2nd ed., ed. T, Hearne [1774]), 111,
ng; cf. Lapidge, “Some Remnants of Bede's Lost Liber
epigrammarum,” EHR go (1975], 798-820, at 803—4 [nos. 6-
8].) Leland’s note scems to describe three cpigrams by Bede,
commemorating respectively an unidentified ecclesiaseical
building (or a construction therein) dedicated to St. Michael;
an unidentified church dedicated to the Virgin Mary; and the
church at Hexham dedicated to the Virgin, whose construc-
tion was undertaken by Wilfrid and Acca (first recorded in
the Vita S. Wilfridi ascribed to Stephen of Ripon, in ch. Ivi).
Lapidge does not here address Patrick Sims-Williams’s plau-
sible identification of an epigram on St. Michael in clegiac
verse, now printed as part of the Alcuinian Nachlass treated at
MGH PLAC I, 344-7 (at 345 [item CXIV.ii]), as the epi-
graphic composition on that siint by Bede which Leland
mentions (“Milred of Worcester’s Collection of Latin Epi-
grams and Its Continental Counterpares,” ASE 10 [1982], 21—
38, at 37). The ten-line (fAive-couplet) epigram on Michael
(notin CPLY), first printed among texts drawn from a Saine-
Bertin manuscript (now lost) in an edition of Alcuin’s works
issued in 1617 by André Duchesne (cited below under
“Alcuin™), stands near the head of a distinct, nine-item series
of Saint-Bertin cpigrams—interspersed with some poems by
Rusticus Helpidius—exhibiting striking points of correspon-
dence with verse preserved in (or associated with) the Sylloge
Laureshamensis quarta, the Sylloge Cantabrigiensis, and, espe-
cially, the combined witness to Milred's sylloge provided by
Leland and the Urbana-Champaign fragment. Regarding
traces of Bede’s lost epigraphic poems, 1 would note further
an attractive suggestion published clsewhere by Sims-Will-
iams concerning two epigrams on St. Paul in the Saine-Bertin
series {now printed at MGH PLAC I, 345 [items CXIV.iv—
v); notin CPLY), the second of which also appears as the first
entry on the second leaf of the Urbana-Champaign fragment
(“William of Malmesbury and ‘La silloge epigrafica di Cam-
bridge',” Archivim Histariae Pontificiae 21 [1983], 9-33, at 24).
These complementary four-line (two-coupler) compositions
in elegiac verse may once have constituted a marched pair of
alear inscriptions whose second element alone now survives in
the Urbana-Champaign fragment. The Urbana-Champaign
entry on Paul bears the heading Ab alia parte altarss, clearly
implying that it was once preceded immediately by an epi-
graphic counterpart, and the surviving verse displays com-
plete fexical agreement with the second of the two Saint-
Bertin epigrams on the apostle. Before the mutilation of the
Milredian codex consulted by Leland, Sims-Williams con-
cludes, the verse of the poem on Paul in the Urbana-
Champaign fragment “may well have been preceded by” a copy
of the first of the two Pauline epigrams in the Saint-Berrin
collection. Although Sims-Williams does not explicitly cham-
pion Bede’s authorship of these paired inscriptions on Paul,
he calls attention to their clear—if slight—verbal parallels




88 The Year’s Work

with two literary cpigrams on Isaiah (both discussed below),
one attributed to Bede by Leland and the other known to
have circulated at Wearmouth=Jarrow during Bede's lifetime.

Finally, no critic has yet come to specific terms with
Luitpold Wallach’s suggestion that the final item of the Ur-
bana-Champaign fragment, a single hexameter constituting
the first line of a poem otherwise lost, is “perhaps by Bede”
(“The Urbana Anglo-Saxon Sylloge of Latin Inscriptions,”
in Poetry and Poetics, ed. G. M. Kirkwood (1975, pp. 134-51,
at 146—7 [no. 16]; not in CPLY). Wallach notes that the verse
in question immediately follows the auchentic Versus in absida
basilice and adduces three-word parallels occurring in ewo other
poems presently included in the corpus of Bede's genuine
verse, that is, the composition in clegiac couplets entitled
Oratio Bedae presbiteri in the Fleury Prayerbook (Orléans,
Bibliotht¢que Municipale, 184 [Bavaria, s. ix 1, i.c., 815/20 x
840]; Fraipont’s Hymnus xv [CCSL. 122, 445-6]), and the so-
called Soliloguium de Psaimo XLI, in hesamerers (Hymnus
xvi [CCSL 122, 447-8)). Wallach also cites a two-word patristic
parallel in the Carmen paschale of Sedulius, and Sims-Will-
iams has since noted a three-word parallel in the verse of
Juvencus (“Milred,” 26, n. 33). Moreover, Sims-Williams
(Religion and Literature 1990}, pp- 358-9) has brought to light
a very striking, four-word parallel mirroring the final cadence
of the single Urbana-Champaign hexameter, which occurs in
the fourteen-line Anglo-Latin poem Versus de sancta trinitate,
arendition of a creed in hexameter verse, which is ascribed to
one Cuth in the surviving copy in London, British Library
(hereafter BL), Royal 2. A. XX (Worcester, s. viii 23 CLA
I1, 28 [no. 215); “Royal Prayerbook™), on 4or. On this basis
Sims-Williams infers that che Versus de sancta trinitate “may
have originated in Milred's literary circle.” Sims-Williams docs
not address dircetly the possibility of Bede’s authorship of
the lost pocm now represented by che single Urbana-
Champaign hexameter. The cogent verbal parallel from the
Bedan Oratio in elegiac verse (Hymnus xv, at line 1), however,
offers the shared context of an invocation of God (or Christ)
expressed in the first line of a poem, as well as the sort of
variation in vocabulary and word-placement (“Deus . . . mundo
spes unica uitae” in the Oratio as against the Urbana-
Champaign phrasing “Deus uitac spes unica terris”) that
typifics Bede's poetic technigue when he draws on an carlier
source or echoes his own usage. The influence of such a Bedan
composition on the poet of the Versus de sancta trinitate would
hardly be improbable. In fact, the Bedan Oratio in clegiacs
appears shortly before the copy of that liturgical versification
in the Royal Prayerbook as presently constituted {see Sims-
Williams, Religion and Literature, pp. 281 and 358). Perhaps
the verse copied out on the lost parchment that formerly fol-
lowed the second leaf of the Urbana-Champaign fragmenc
was an acephalous passage of Bedan epigraphic poetry, a se-
quence of lines that may (at a guess) have commenced with
an clegiac pentameter.

Bede's epigrammatical dossier also cvidently contained
short poems intended for use as inscriptions in books, as at

the start or conclusion of a literary work. Nin¢ examples of
putatively Bedan literary epigrams have been discussed in re-
cent years. The authenticity of two of thesc epigrams may be
accepted without reservation insofar as the items in question
appear contiguously in manuscripts with prose works by Bede
and both poems have been edited integrally with those works
in modern editions. Continuing uncertaincy about the tex-
tual transmission of two further epigrams accompanying Bede’s
prose in manuscripts precludes any final judgment regarding
their authorship, but both may well preserve genuine speci-
mens of Bede’s verse. Three additional licerary epigrams cir-
culating independently of Bede's prosc are possibly authentic.
One doubtful epigram and one almost cerrainly spurious item
also occur apart from the author’s legitimate works. Elabo-
rating in certain respects the valuable trearment of the five
most important Bedan literary epigrams provided by Lapidge
in Bede the Poet, 1 summarize the items at issue here under
headings reflecting the works of Bede accommodating {or
most plausibly intended to accommodate) their verse:

(1) De natura rerum: A genuine, four-linc (two-coupler)
versus Bedae preshiteri in clegiacs precedes the list of capitula
(as ed. by Jones ac CCSL 1234, 189; cf. PL go, col. 187; not
noted in CPL cither at p. 445 [no. 1343} or p. 452 [ante no.
1370—in the CPL editors’ summary of Bede’s “epigrammata
pauca”]). {z) De locis sanctis: A genuine, six-line (three-cou-
plet) versus eiusdem (sc. of Bede] in elegiacs precedes the list of
capitula (as ed. by Fraipont at CCSL 175, 241; cf. CSEL 39,
3o1; not noted in CPLY at p. 742 [no. 2332], but recorded
accurately at p. 452 [ante no. 1370]). (3) Commentarius in
Apocalypsim: A possibly genuine, wenty-two-line (eleven-
couplet) epigramma (or versus) Bedae in clegiacs, circulating
clsewhere as a separate item, follows (or, in some witnesses,
precedes) the prologue of the work (sce PL. 93, cols. 133—4;
not noted in CPLY at p. 449 [no. 1363] or p. 452 [ante no.
1370]). Final determination regarding the authenticity of the
epigram now awaits the appearance of the forthcoming criti-
cal edition of the Commentarius in Apocalypsim by H. F. D.
Sparks, D. Hurst, and T. W. McKay. For some comments
on manuscripe witnesses, see M. L. W. Laistner, Hand-List
of Bede Mamuscripss (1943), p- 129- (4) Commensarius in epistolas
septem catholicas: A possibly genuine, ten-line epigram in hex-
ameters precedes the prologus of the work in four manuscripts
written before goo—in three cases before 850 (see MGH
PLAC 1V, 1067 [with apparatus], and CCSL tz1, at 180 and
181 [in apparatus]). The same configuration of texts appears
in two later manuscripts noted in the MGH edition and by
Laistner (Hand-List, pp. 129-30). The cpigram is cited with-
out reservation as a genuine Bedan proem of the cited
Commentarius in CPL? at pp. 448-9 (no. 1362) and p. 452
(ante no. 1370). The epigram’s status as an integral part of
this Pauline commentary nevertheless may be called into doubt
by the following: transmissional concerns expressed by
Laistner, as cited, buc on the basis of an incomplete survey of
the evidence; the relegation of the whole text of the epigram
to the apparatus of the CCSL edition by D. Hurst; the at-
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tested circulation of the verse as an independent item (sce,
¢.g., the MGH edition and Laistner, as cited); and now
Lapidge's assertion that the lines possibly were intended to
accompany Bede's extant (but still unprinted) Collectio ex
opusculis S. Augustini in epistulas Pauli apostoli (sce Laistner,
Hand-Lis, pp. 37-8), an interesting suggestion, but one for
which I find no support in the detailed report addressing that
work by A. Wilmart, “La collection de Béde le vénérable sur
FApotre,” Revue bénddictine 38 (1926), 16~52.

(5) Bede's lost fn Tsaiam distinctiones capiculorum ex tractanit
beati Hieronimi excerptas {following the title given at HE
Voxxiv): An cight-line (four-coupler) epigram in clegiacs, prob-
ably 2 genuine composition of Bede, was transcribed under
the title versus Bede de tractatu Hi teronymi in Esaiam by Leland
(whose transcription embodies a lacunose, six-line wexe) from
a lost leaf of the Milredian codex now witnessed by the Ur-
bana-Champaign fragment (Lapidge, “Some Remnants,” pp.
802-3 [no. 2], and Sheerin, “John Leland”; not in CPLY).
An cight-line text of the epigram appears without any artri-
bution to Bede in a poorly copied series of epigrams and mis-
cellaneous verse in BN lat. Bo71, fols. 60-1 (see notice of Or-
chard, above, and Sims-Williams, “William of Malmesbury,”
18-19 and [for the additional lines] 24, n. 78). Dicter Schaller,
who discovered the analogue of Leland’s versus Beda on Isaigh
in BN lat. 8071 (“Bemerkungen zur Inschriften-Sylloge von
Urbana,” Mfietellateinisches Jabrbuch 12 [1977), 921, at 21, n.
49), took a skeptical view of the ascription to Bede, citing
lapses elsewhere by Leland and the ostensibly Roman con-
text of the poem within the ¢pigraphic series in BN lar. 8071,
Sims-Williams, however, has illuminated conncctions between
the continental series and English collections by Milred (in
the witness of the Urbana-Champaign fragment as well as
thar of Leland) and, especially, in the Syfloge Cantabrigiensis.
Neil Wright, moreover, has noted that the epigram on Isatah
evinces verbal parallels with a genuine eighteen-line (nine-
coupler) poem by Bede in elegiac verse celebrating Cuthbert
(included in Bede’s prose Vita S. Cuthberti ac ch. xhi; not
noted separately in CPLY, ac p- 452 [ante no. 1370] or P 456
[no. 1380)), with some characteristically Bedan borrowings
from Venantius Fortunatus, and (establishing an Anglo-Latin
transmission} with Alcuin’s Versis de sanceis Enboricensis ecclestae
(apud Sims-Williams, “Milred,” 33, n. 70). The case for Bede’s
authorship here thus hardly bears comparison with the egre-
gious case in which a spurious versus Bede cited by Leland
may be ascribed plausibly to Aldhelm'’s Irish correspondent
Cellin of Péronne (CPL, p- 367 [no. uz7); see further,
Lapidge, “Some Remnants,” PP- 8046 [nos. 9-10]). (6) The
lost In saiam distinctiones capitulorum {again): Offering a sec-
ond possible example of a literary epigeam by Bede on Isaiah,
a four-line (two-couplet) poem in elegiacs is reproduced with-
oue title in Leland's transcript immediately before two items
securely associated with (but nor composed by) Bede (Lapidge,
“Some Remnants,” p- 819 [no. 27]; not in CPLY). Sims-Wil-
liams has noted that the epigram’s first couplet only is in-
scribed tn silver in the Codex Amiatinus—Florence, Biblioteca

Medicea Laurenziana, Amiatino 1 (Wearmouth-Jarrow, . viii
in.; CLAIIL 8 [no. 299))—on 8r, establishing its circulation
in Bede’s milicu during his lifetime, and has called attention
to verbal parallels with the longer cpigram on Isaiah tran-
scribed by Leland as well as the second poem of the paired
(and possibly Bedan) alear inscriptions discussed above (“Wil-
liam of Malmesbury,” 24, and Religion and Literature, pp. 182~
3and 352). (7) Liber epigrammatum: A three-line fragment of
a literary epigram in elegiacs, almost certainly by Bede (the
fragment’s incace couplet begins “Beda, Dei famulus,
scripsi . . "}, has recently been discovered by Sims-Williams,
who calls attention to verbal paraliels with genuine epigraphic
and licerary epigrams by Bede (Versus in absida bastlice and the
prefatory epigram in De natura rerum). Sims-Williams
(“Milred,” 37-8, and “William of Malmesbury,” 26 with n. 88)
speculates that the cpigram—preserved in a series of short
poems in Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, clm 19410
(Passay, s. ix med.), PP- §1—4, at 54, and evidently copied from
a sylloge associated with Alcuin’s circle—served to conclude
Bede's lost Liber epigrammatum. (Not in CPL.) (8) Liber
epigrammatiem (again): Lapidge has edited a second possible
example of a literary epigram composed for Bede’s collection,
asix-line epigram in hexameters transcribed by Leland (“Some
Remnanes,” p. 819 [no. 28); not in CPL), which in its present
form is difficult to view as Bede's own work bur was appar-
ently intended to accompany a volume of Bede'’s poetry. (Lines
2-3 read “versiculos scripsit . . . / Beda, Dei famulus,” bue
lines 4~5 indicate that he has died: “nostro . . . clarus in orbe /
extitit . . .".) Lapidge suggested that the fines are a recast ver-
sion of Bede’s original dedication-verse in his Liber
epigrammatum, thus preserving some genuine Bedan phrascol-
ogy, but Sims-Williams has since suggested that the verse
may be a scribal epigram attached to a later copy of Bede's
verse, an epigram composed i toto after the poet’s death (Re-
ligion and Literature, pp. 352-4). (9) Epistola ad Wicthedum
de paschae celebratione: An almost certainly spurious, three-
line licerary epigram in hexamerers—justifiably ignored by
Lapidge in Bede the Poet—continues on occasion to be cited
as a genuine poem of Bede (as at CPL, P 452 [ante no. 1370),
despite the fact that the spurious nature of the passage ad-
joining the epigram is noted at p. 738 [no. 2321]). The epi-
gram serves to conclude certain versions of a brief computistical
passage, indicating an annus praesens of 776, that has some-
times been joined to Bede's Epistola ad Wicthedum. The hex-
ameters have been printed at PL 90, col. 606 (as prose); PL
94, col. 682; PL. 101, col. 1002; and in a ecritical edition by
C. W. Jones, Bedae Pseudepigrapha (1939), Pp- 104=6, at 106,
with discussion at pp. 41-4. The computistical passage will
be discussed in greater detail below (in section [d]) as a pos-
sible work of Alcutn composed before his departure from York,
but I would note that no witness to the Alcuinian {or pseudo-
Alcuinian) passage dated 1o 776 has yet come to light identi-
fying the dilectus comes saluced in the epigram, and ic is thus
remotely conceivable that the 776 passage was inserted so as
to precede an authentic epigram addressed by Bede to
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Wihthed. But the findings on the 776 passage’s transmission
offered by Jones {who notes that the order of the two prose
items may be reversed) posc an obstacle to such an hypoth-
esis. The hexameters certainly deserve further comparison
with the poctry of Alcuin.

In connecrion with Bede's epigrammatical verse, Lapidge
does not here address an influential comment by M. L. W.
Laistner maintaining that “the library at Bury St Edmunds
carly in the fifteenth century had a Liber bymnorum and a
Liber epigrammatum bearing Bede’s name” (Hand-List, p. 122).
Laistner here refers to two consecutive entries in an ambi-
tious, mid-fourteenth-century “union catalogue” treating oc-
currences of works by 674 authors in books held by 195 medi-
eval English libraries. The catalogue, known as the Catalogus
scriptorum ecclesiae, was compiled by Henry of Kirkstead—it
is often falsely atrribuced to a figure known to modern schol-
arship as Boston of Bury, a scribe whosc name appears (ren-
dered as Botulpbi vifla) in a Latin metrical colophon attached
to Henry’s catalogue—and its full text now survives onlyina
scventcenth-century transcript made by Thomas Tanner (the
present Cambridge, University Library [hereafter CUL],
Additional 3470). The two entries informing Laistner’s com-
ment {both of which occur under the heading Beda) read:
“Ympnorum diverso metro sive rithmo lib. 1" and “Epi-
gramatum heroico metro sive clegiaco lib. 1" (as ed. by R. H.
Rousc, “Bostonus Buriensis and the Author of the Cazalogus
scriptorum ecclesiae,” Speculum 41 (1966}, 471-99, at 496 [nos.
L4o-1]). On the basis of these two entries, it has commonly
been maintained (notably by Lapidge in his 1975 EHR article
and by B. Luiselli, “Sul perduto Liber epigrammatum di Beda,”
in Poesia latina in frammenti (1974}, 367-79, at 367, n. 1) that
at least one copy of cach of Bede's two poetical fibri remained
available in the later Middle Ages. Although Lapidge may
have occasion to address this issue once again with the forth-
coming reissuc of his EHR article in his collection Anglo-
Latin Literature 600899, 1 will offer a clarification here for
the benefit of readers of OEN. Although no medieval copy of
Henry's Catalogus (by Boston or any other scribe) has sur-
vived, Richard H. Rouse demonstrated thirty years ago thar
autographic entries by Henry of Kirkstead himself are extant
in 2 number of manuscripts. Preparatory to the treatment of
Bede in his catalogue, Henry copicd out Bede’s own list of
his works (from HE V.xxiv) in extenso on a flyleaf (p. vii) of
the present Oxford, Bodleian Library (hereafter OB), ¢ Musco
9 (SC 3570) (s. xii; provenance Bury St. Edmunds). In the
course of his transcription, Henry began to recast Bede's ci-
tations so that each entry would uniformly conclude with an
indication of the number of (literary) books in a given work—
for cxample, the Bedan phrase “. . . librum de orthographia”
(referring to Bede's treatise De orthographia, in one book)
becomes De orthographia. Ii. 1. (sic) on the OB ¢ Museo 9
flyleaf, As he augmented his catalogue, Henry regularly supple-
mented each entry with the incipit and explicit (the opening
and closing words) of the work it addressed, also supplying up
to seven Arabic numerals as references to libraries known to

him that owned copies of that work. Cirations containing
Bedc's accusative singular librum (some of which are seill
present in OB e Musco 9) werc eventually recast to include
Henry's preferred phrase (apud Tanner) “lib. 1"—notably in
the cases of the entries for both the Liber hymnorum and the
Liber epigrammatum. (See Rouse, “Bostonus,” 476; plate 8,
lower [two-column] part of note, col. 2, lines 24-5 and 28;
and appendix at 495-6 [items l.4o—1 and 1.45]). The entrics
for Bede's Liber bymnorum and Liber epigrammatum were
carricd over from Henry's preliminary notes to his final cata-
logue simply as a matter of course. The absence of any incipit
or any numbered library reference in Henry's final caralogue
entrics for cither of the two items clearly indicates that these
references mean quite the opposite of what has commonly
been inferred: Henry of Kirkstead, who probably carried out
his bibliographical inventory from c. 1350 and into the 1370s,
never managed to find so much as a single copy of either of
Bede’s poetical fibri in any of the 195 librarics in his purview,
and he never managed to obtain so much as an incipit for
cither work from any of his correspondents.

Lapidge treats three Bedan metrical versions of Psalms
XLI (noted above), LXXXTII, and CXII as licerary cpigrams,
likening them to the metrical sententiae based on Augustine’s
prosc composed by Prosper of Aquitaine. (For Bedc's poems,
see CPL2, p. 453 [nos. 1371a-¢] and Frede, p. 318, item BED hy
(nos. 16-18].) Lapidge suspects that these pocms may also
have been included in Bedc's lost Liber epigrammatum, but
notes Bruno Luiselli’s contention that they belonged rather
to the Liber hymnorum. They are similarly grouped with Bede’s
hymns in Fraipont’s cdition in CCSL 122, as is the psalmic
centonization known as Collectio psalterii (CPLY, p. 453 {no.
1371]; Fredet, p. 320 [item BED Ps); sec further OEN 27.2
[1994], 63-4), not treated here by Lapidge. Bede’s psaimic
versifications, Lapidge notes, treat themes addressed clsewhere
in his verse, including the scparation of the soul from the
body and the domains of heaven and hell. They also display a
certain tendency toward stylistic verbosity without parallel in
the Bedan poetic corpus—with the possible exception of the
long apocalyptic poem known as De die iudicit (CPL, pp.
4523 [no. 1370), and Fredet, p. 318, item BED hy [no. 14]).
Lapidge acknowledges the thematic and stylistic links of De
die iudicii and Bede’s metrical psaims (as well as the Old En-
glish verse of Bede's Death-Song), the frequent ascription of
the apocalyptic pocm to Bede in manuscripts, and the envoi
accompanying texts of De die iudicii addressing Bede’s friend
Acca of Hexham. But he nevertheless credits here the alarm-
ing possibility that “the poem [De die fudicii] is not in fact
[Bede’s].” The poem contains “a large number of metrical
faules” unlike any found in Bede's securely ascribed verse. Bede
mentions no such poem in his list of works at HE V.xxiv, and
it is not clear that De die iudicii would find a place in either of
the two cited poetic /ibri of epigrams and hymnps. Finally, the
envoi to Acca (which is actually a modificd version of some
lines by Eugenius of Toledo) fails to appear altogether in many
witnesses and lacks the explicit mention of the dedicatee in
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others.

"The main source for Bede’s hymas, which also failed to
survive in a discrete fiber, is a sixteenth-cencury collection of
hymns printed by Georg Cassander (1513-66), drawing on a
transcript of a lost manuscript made by Caspar von Niedpruck
(ob. 1557). Lapidge disputes the recent assertion of Fidel Ridle
(in 2 1993 article that receives separate notice below) chat von
Niedpruck’s consultation of this manuscript took place at
Flanders; Trier and Fulda also merit consideration in this
regard. Lapidge notes that a sixteenth-century Fulda library
catalogue records an ymnarius Edilwaldi, whose title may re-
fer to Athelwald, bishop of Lindisfarne (721~40) and friend
of Bede. In all, Cassander (following von Niedpruck) attributes
eleven hymns to Bede by name and he distributes these
throughout his edition according to a scheme informed by
the progression of the liturgical year. The uniform value of
these individual ascriptions to Bede (though not necessarily
the reliability of their colfective ateribution of the hymns in
question to his hand) is strongly suggested by the constitu-
tion of a group of hymns preserved in Alcuin’s inedited
florilegium De laude Det, one witness to which—in Bamberg,
Staatsbibliothek, Misc. Patr. 17 (B. 1. 10), 133v=161v {Bamberg,
S. X ex.}, on 15ov=Isiv—reproduces verses from eight of the
cleven hymns assigned to Bede in Cassander’s edition in an
unbroken sequence. (Lapidge notes that a second, seldom-
discussed witness to Alcuin’s collection De laude Dei occurs
in Escorial, Real Biblioteca, b. IV. 17 [southern France, s. ix
med.}, 93r~108v.) If the Bedan aceributions conveyed by von
Niedpruck to Cassander are in face collectively reliable, we
have eleven authentic specimens of Bede's hymnody (Fraipont’s
hymni i=iii and vi—xiii; ¢f. CPL", p- 453 [no. 1372), and Freder,
p- 318 [item BED hy]). Common features of the hymns se-
curely attributed o Bede include virtually flawless metrical
composition; lack of hiatus; a concise, Ambrosian style; and
the inclusion of sixteen or thirty-two stanzas (as against the
Ambrosian standard of cight stanzas).

Two anonymous hymns which are attested in De laude
Dei but which do not appear in Cassander’s printed collec-
tion were presented as authentic compositions of Bede (Hymni
iv and v) in Fraipont’s 1955 edition of Bede’s hymnody (in
CCSL 122; Bede’s authorship of both items is accepted by
Fredet, p. 318, item BED hy [under nos. 4-3)). Lapidge chal-
lenges the authenticity of both hymns here on grounds of
metrical and even grammatical incompetence. Similarly,
Lapidge rejects Bede's authorship of two four-line stanzas
ascribed to the poet in Christian of Stavelor’s ninth-century
Commencarius in Masthaeum, here on grounds of the pres-
ence of hiatus as well as some outright metrical flaws. (These
lines, cited recently with reference to Bede's epigrams by
Bernhard Bischoff, apud Patrick Sims-Williams (“William
of Malmesbury,” at 26, n. 88] are addressed here by Lapidge
more suitably in connection with Bedan hymnody.) Alcuin’s
collection De laude Dei, however, preserves verses of four
anonymous rhythmical hymns, whose texts may now be con-

sulted as follows: (1) MGH PLAC 1V, 453 (no. 12 [diplo-

matic text]; cf. CPL), p. 452 [ante no. 1370); not in Fredes);
(2) ibid. 491~5 (no. 13; not in CPL), Frede, p. 687, item poE
Mer [no. 13]); (3) ibid. 507-10 (no. 17; CPL, p- 496 [no.
1522a]; Fredet, as cited [no. 17)), and (4) ibid. s12=14 (no. 19;
CPL, as cited [no. 1523]; Fredet, as cited [no. 19]). Lapidge
suggests that these rhythmical hymns deserve consideration
in connection with Bede’s explicit statement that he com-
posed hymns diverso rythmo—none of which has ever been
identified reliably. Bede includes an unattributed exract from
the third of these hymns as an illustrative example at De arte
metrica xxiv (CCSL 123A, 139); the second and third treat
the Judgmenc Day theme; and the third and fourth are
abecedarian compositions, thus exhibiting a form employed
by Bede in one of his reliably attributed poems, the fifty-
four-line (twenty-seven-coupler) abecedarian Hymnus in
Ethelthrytham reginam in elegiac verse, included at HE
IV.xx(xviit) (noted in CPL at p- 452 [ante no. 1370) but not
at pp. 454=5 [no. 1375]). But none of these rhythmical com-
positions is cver attributed to Bede outright in a manuscript
and Lapidge leaves the question of their authorship open.

Elsewhere, the discussion in Bede the Poet includes valu-
able comments on the use of hymns in the celebration of
canonical hours in seventh- and eighth-century England.
Lapidge notes that the Carmen rhythmicum, whose actribu-
tion to Aldhelm is now scemingly incontrovertible (sce no-
tice of Orchard, above), provides clear evidence for the an-
tiphonal singing of hymns in the Divine Office by “two stand-
ing ranks” (binis stantes classibus [sec lines 127-30, at 127)) in
seventh-century Anglo-Saxon England. Bede's authentic
hymns scem to have been intended to supplement the sixteen
hymns of the Canterbury “Old Hymnal” (see CPL), p- 658
[no. zoiob], and f. ibid. pp- 657-8 [no. 2008)), known at
Wearmouth-Jarrow by the late seventh century., His addi-
tions will have been especially useful in remedying deficiencies
in the existing hymnal with regard to celebrations of church
holidays and saints’ feasts, which were proliferating during
this period. At least one authencic hymn by Bede (printed by
Cassander but not cited in De lande Dei; see Fredet, P 318,
item BED hy [no. 6]), on the Ascension, found its way into
the Frankish “New Hymnal,” probably compiled in the early
ninth century (CPLY, p. 658 [no. zoog]).

Lapidge concludes his Jarrow Lecture with a discussion
of two versions of Bede’s g7g-line hexameter poem on the
life of Cuthbert (CPL, p. 456 [no. 1380)). (The discovery of
the earlier version, composed ¢. 70, was published by Lapidge
in 1989; see OEN 24.2 [1991]), 41.) Lapidge maintains chat
the Vita 5. Cuthberti metrica is best regarded in some mea-
surc as a non-narrative composition whose compressed dic-
tion (illustrated here by the exampic of a miracle involving a
divinely supplicd meal of fish-flesh) is intended to encourage
meditation on the verse. Bede's hexameters are metrically
superb and (as noted above in the notice of Orchard’s book)
they contrast with Aldhelm’s verse in their preference for
dacrylic chythm and moderate use of elision as well as their
avoidance of hiatus. Favored sources include Vergil, Juvencus,
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Sedulius, and Arator. Lapidge’s lecture would thus appear to
address the whole body of verse whose ascription to Bede is
generally accepted, with only a few exceptions: (1) a twenty-
six-line (chirteen-coupler) poem in clegiac verse, known as
Oratio ad Deum (Fraipont’s Hymnus xv; also in PLS 4, col.
2237; see CPLY, p. 453 [no. 1373]), whose recovery by Wilhelm
Meyer occasioned one of the great feats of textual reconstruc-
tion to occur in the present century—Meyer unscrambled
the clegiacs of the Oratio out of two nonsensical batches of
lines transmitted in manuscripe as separate “poems” (Nachr Gott
1912, 228-35)—even if the poem'’s authorship deserves further
attention; (2) three single-line fragmenta of psalmodic rendi-
tions printed as Fraipont's Hymnus xix (CCSL 122, 451; also
in PLS 4, col. 2235; sce CPL, p. 453 [no. 13732]); and some
previously noted items: (3) the poem in elegiacs in the prose
life of Cuthbert; (4) the poem in clegiacs entitled Oratio Bedae
presbiteri in the Fleury Prayerbook; (5) the abecedarian Hymnus
in Athelthrytham reginam in clegiacs; and {6) the centonized
Collectio psalterit. Orchard’s recent findings (sce notice above),
moreover, suggest to me that the putatively Bedan verse of
the Epitaphium Wilfridi, ac HE V.xx, which exhibits elision
nearly three times as often as Bede's verifiable hexameters,
may now be excluded permanently from che Bedan canon (cf.
CPL!, pp. 441 [no. 1330), and 452 [ante no. 1370]). In sum,
Lapidge’s leccure—notable both for its clarity and its cau-
tious scholarly method—may serve as a benchmark for any
future ¢valuation of the Bedan poetic corpus.

In a second recent study of Bede's poctry (“Bedas Hymnus
iiber das Sechstagewerk und die Weltaleer,” in Anglo-Saxontca:
Beitriige zur Vor- und Friihgeschichte der englischen Sprache und
zur altenglischen Literatur—Festschrift fiir Hans Schabram zum
6. Geburtstag, ed. Klaus R. Grinda and Claus-Dicter Werzel
[Munich: Fink, 1993}, pp. 53-73), Fidel Ridle has issued a
three-manuscript edition and German translation of the sub-
stantial {twenty-cight-stanza) hymn De opere sex dierum
primordalium (edited by Fraipont as Bede’s Hymnus i [CCSL
122, 407-11]; incipit “Primo Deus cachi globum”}. The hymn
is composed in cight-syllable iambic dimeters arranged in four-
line Ambrosian strophes, where repeated (or “cchoic”) lines
occurring in adjacent stanzas serve to establish pairs of
epanaleptic or “bound” strophes. (This occurs in stanzas 3-18
but not in stanzas i—2 or 19—28.) Riidle’s edition also takes
account of readings printed in 1556 by Georg Cassander (on
the basis of the repore of a lost manuscript mentioned above,
in the notice of Lapidge’s Bede the Poet), as well as the textual
criticism of Fraipont, G. M. Dreves, J. Szovérfly, and {espe-
cially) Walther Bulst.

Ridle asserts chat it is the unique distinction of this com-
position to have been directly associated with Bede's hymnody
in a letter from Alcuin to Arno of Salzburg (Alcuin, Epistola
CCLIX, as ¢d. at MGH ECA 11, 417 [no. 259]). The letter
summarizes the contents of a hastily assembled devotional
handbook (libetlis manualis) which Alcuin has dispatched to
his correspondent, whose miscellaneous contents—various
prayers, psalms, hymns, and passages of religious prose—clearly

bear comparison with those preserved in Alcuin's extant but
inedited florilegium De laude Dei, whose Bamberg witness,
cited above, preserves an excerpt (at 150vb-i51ra) of the hymn
edited here. The manuscript which emerges (wich Cassander’s
printed text) as the main source for the text edited here—
Cologne, Dombibliothek, 106 (Werden, s. ix in. [after 8o9}),
on 45r-v—also contains a similar assortment of texts and, in
the nineteenth century, was even identified as the very hand-
book described by Alcuin. (Although this identification is no
longer credible, Bernhard Bischoff concluded in 1965 thac
Cologne 106 nevertheless preserves a copy of a collection
founded on “cine Sammlung Alkuins.”} As Riidle does not
reproduce in full the Latin text supporting Alcuin’s supposed
authentication of the ascription to Bede, that texe may be
cited here: “Est quoque in co fibello psalterium parvum, quod
dicitur beati Bedae presbyteri psaleerium, quem ille collegic
per versus dulces in laude Dei et orationibus per singulos
psalmos juxta Hebraicam veritatem. Est quoque hymnus
pulcherrimus de sex dicrum opere ct de sex actatibus mundi.
Est et in eo [sc. the fibellus manualis] epistola de confessione,
quam fecimus ad infantes et pueros.” Clearly the direct as-
cription ta Bede which Ridle detects depends on a particular
interpretation of the two clauses beginning with the words
“Est quoque . . .," which may scem ambiguous. (Compare
the translation by S. Allott, which reads in part: “[I have sent
you . ..] also a small psalter, said to be the psalter of the
blessed priest Bede . . . also a fine hymn on the six days of
creation and the six ages of the world,” citing Allott’s Alcuin
of York [1974], 148 [no. 146).} Arguably, Alcuin is saying that
the hymnus prlcherrimus is not in fact part of the psalteriim
Bedae.

Any doubt about the hymn'’s authenticity, however, should
be removed by the ascription of the hymn to Bede in Cologne
106 and by the same ascription supplied credibly by Cassander
with his printed text—and also by Ridie’s own incisive analy-
sis, which adduces parallels for the content of all of the hymn'’s
strophes in Bede's DTR viii, x, Ixvi, Ixvii, and lxxi. The pub-
lication of DTR in 725 thus cstablishes a terminus post quem
for the composition of the hymn. Riidle characterizes the hymn
as a didactic vehicle, reproducing technical matter presented
in Bede's scientific discourse in an casily remembered form,
similar to that cffected by Ambrose in a famous hymn on
Creation, Aeterne rerum conditor, which parallels martter sct
out in the prose of the same author’s Hexaemeron. Strikingly,
Bede's Hymnus i and DTR both expound a scheme involving
eight ages of the world rather than the familiar six ages crro-
neously cited in the ticle given in Cologne 106; in a title pre-
ceding a late, inferior copy of the hymn in Vienna,
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, 1743 (Salzburg, s. xii), on
93v-94v—whose origin at Salzburg may put us in mind of
Alcuin’s correspondent Arno; and even by Alcuin himselfin
his letter to Arno! From a textual standpoint, Ridle's edition
of the hymn should wholly supersede Fraipont's CCSL text,
which included five dubious strophes from Vienna 1743 (not
found in Cologne 106 or Cassander and printed by Ridle in
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an appendix), whose authenticity was vigorously challenged
in a review by Bulst, along with other doubtful readings ad-
mitted by Fraipone but now eliminated by Ridle. Ridle’s com-
mentary and notes also resolve questions raised by H. L. C.
Tristram concerning the Bedan affinitics of the hymn’s con-
tent and by Szévérffy concerning the arcistic integrity of the
authentic strophes, which, as has been noted, use the “bind-
ing” device of repeated lines in adjacent stcophes—bur only
in the treatments of the six days of Creation and the first day
of rest, conveying an impression of disunity. Ridle’s appara-
tus would have benefited from an enumeration of verbal par-
allels with Bede’s other verifiable hymns and his notes might
have addressed the substantial tradition of pseudo-Bedan
versifications based on Bede's scientific works, invelving such
spurious poems as the so-called De duodecim signis zodiaci,
(pscudo-) Dionysits de annis, and “Manfred:” carmina (for which
sce Jones, Bedae Pseudepigrapha, pp. 79 and 92-3), all of which
are based on DTR,

One addicional item attesting to Bede's influence as an
authority on metrical composition may be noted bricfly. A
recent source-study by Bengr Lofstedt (“Cruindmelus:
Studien zu Quellen und Parallelen,” Eranos 92 [1994], 46-51)
treacs the Ars metrica of the Irish peregrinus and sometime
poct Cruindmdel (first half of the ninth century [ie., . oo x
820?]; cf. Lapidge and Sharpe, Bibliography, p. 176 [nos. 668-
9]} Lofstedt’s rescarch greatly augments the nineteenth- and
carly twenticch-century investigations of Huemer and
Manitius, particularly with respece to the grammarian’s use
of Aldhelm and Bede. Although Jean Chatillon argued in
1955 that Cruindmdel’s parallels with Aldhelm (mainly in-
volving Aldhelm’s treatise De metris) reflect the common use
of a lost insular source, Lafstedt proves here thac the line of
transmission from Aldhelm to Cruindméel is direct. The
Hiberno-Latin treatise thus contains some substantial, con-
tinuous witnesses to the transmission of Aldhelm’s metrical
writings. But Bede’s De arte metrica is the most heavily cited
source overall, providing an intermediary channel, Léfstedt
shows, for many of Cruindmdel’s illustrative citations of carly
medieval poecry.

A 302-page book addressing Bede’s treatment of the mi-
raculous was issued in 1994 by William D. McCready, who
considers whether “Bede himself accepted as factually true
whatever he chose to include in his [historiographical] narra-
tive,” including miracle-stories (Miracles and the Venerable
Bede, Stud. and Texts 118 [Toronto: Pontifical Inst. of Med.
Swud., 1994]). McCready concludes, in part, chac “Bede be-
licved that the universe designed and called into being by the
Creator was an orderly place, one in which the causes of phe-
nomena could be investigated and explained in rational terms,”
but also one in which the “same phenomena treated by sci-
ence could be viewed from a theological perspective and seen
as instruments in the hands of Providence. They were also
subject to the more direct divine intervention that resulted in
miraculous suspensions of the natural order.” The conchu-
sions sct out here by McCready bear comparison with those

advanced in his previous book, Signs of Sancity (1989), on the
function of miracles in the writings of Gregory I, where it is
argued that although miracle-stories “are vehicles by which
Gregory intends to convey lessons of a doctrinal or moral
nature,” it should not be inferred chat “the empirical status of
these tales can safely be ignored, or that Gregory was engag-
ing in a kind of moralizing, historical fiction . . . . Whatever
we may think of the historicity of Gregory’s miracle sto-
ries . . ., Gregory himself believed them, and intended his
readers to believe them as well.” There can be no doubr that
Bede knew Grepory's works at first hand and was influenced
by his treatment of the miraculous, but he differed from his
predecessor, McCready maintains, in that on one occasion at
least, to be considered below, he allowed literary concerns to
shape his narrative.

In reviewing these questions, McCready's far-ranging study
adduces some telling examples drawn from Bede's prose (in-
cluding HE, the prose Vita S. Cuthberti, Historia abbatum, as
well as a wide range of exegetical and scientific works). In the
treatise De natura rerum, for example, Bede discusses the natu-
ral causes of storms~—such as “aqueous particles coming into
contact with igneous particles”—but he then goes on to dis-
cuss the interpretation of storms occurring out of season as
signs. Worldly evencs, for Bede, are thus open both to em-
pirical investigation and to figural interpretation. He views
the history of human events in much the same way. For ex-
ample, Bede sees the Britons' decision to invite the Saxons to
their island not only as a reflection of a political consensus
reached through duc process bue also as a manifestation of
divine will. McCready deduces that Bede sees historical events
as metaphors, and his world-view allows him to “read” events
in 2 manner similar to texts. In general, the operation of the
divine is crucial to Bede's schematization of the miraculous.
Saints have no supernatural efficacy of their own, but rather
serve as conduits for divine power; only Christ direetly con-
trols his own miracles. Human illness is almost always di-
vinely inflicted and cured in Bede’s narratives. The auchor
manifests only a limited conception of natural illness and has
small faith in medical cures. McCready vigorously opposes
the view that Bede saw hagiography and historiography as
constituting two essentially separate genres. In the listing of
his own works near the end of HE (at V.xxiv), Bede teeats the
vitae of Felix, Anastasius, and Cuthbert; Historia abbatum;
and (crucially) HE itself as a single group. Against Colgrave,
Mayr-Harting, Bolton, and others, McCready argues that
Bede sees only one genre here: historia,

Bede consistently stresses the historicity of ancient
miracles. In discussing Lot’s wife, he notes that in the time
of Josephus her pillar of salt could still be scen. Regarding
Paul’s statement that he spent a day and a night in the depths
of the sea (II Cor. X1.25), Bede maintains chat there is no
figural language here—the apostle was fully submerged un-
derwater for the indicated period. Defending the miraculous
nature of the darkness descending at the moment of the
Crucifixion in a scientific work (DTR), Bede (following
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Jerome) notes that the event could not have been a solar eclipse,
as no such eclipse can occur when the moon is full, as it is at
Passover. Addressing Bede’s belief in modern miracles,
McCready maintains that elements of the miraculous are
present in Historia abbatum to a greater extent than is com-
monly supposed and that the work as a whole conforms to
the providential scheme sketched out above. Bede was an eye-
witness to many of the events described in Historia abbatum,
and he simply does not have any major miracles to report.
Bede’s apparent diminution of a miracle in one of his sources,
the anonymous Vita S. Ceolfrithi, a miracle involving an ap-
pearance of lights at the moment of Ceolfrith's deach, arises
out of his desire co effect a stylistic homogeneity in the work—
and, McCready demonstrates, Bede does in fact reproduce
some of the language of the supposedly suppressed miracle-
story. In his Homiliae on the gospels and Commentarius tn
Cantica canticorum Bede clearly refers to the persistence of
contemporary miracles. He even views them as superior to
biblical miracles, since they restore souls and not merely bod-
ies.

In a chapter discussing “The Purpose of Miracle,”
McCready acknowledges the importance of apologetics in the
emergence of ancient miracle-stories for purposes of substan-
tiating the claims of the new faith and of stimulating the
acceptance of its tenets among recent converts. Beyond this,
“their role was to shock, to stupefy, to charge with awe, and
hence to produce a cast of mind receptive to the Christian
message.” This consideration was of greater concern to Gre-
gory, for whom encouragement to conversion was a continu-
ing necessity. But McCready, in a substantial discussion of
Anglo-Saxon paganism and syncretism, concludes that the
promotion of an apologetic message by way of miracle-stories
was a somewhat less urgent desideratum by Bede's time. By
and large, Bede's miracles are intended ro elicit veneration in
a contemplative setting and not to promote active imitation.
This is especially clear in the cases of miracles involving
mortification of the flesh, which McCready sees as emanat-
ing from a wholly non-Gregorian, predominantly Celtic tra-
dition. Bede also diverges from Gregory in his occasional attri-
butions of efficacy in the performance of miracles to evil-
docrs, ranging from minor instances of demonic sleight-of-
hand to the anticipated miracles of the Antichrist.

In his chapter “Bede and the Hagiographical Tradition,”
McCready notes that Bede, similar to Gregory, records only
one miracle which he has expericnced at first hand. While
singing the praise of St. Cuthbert, Bede tells us (in the prose
preface to the Vita S. Cuthberti metrica), he once experienced
a miraculous cure of a malady oppressing his tongue. All ocher
miracles reported in the Bedan canon derive from eyewitness
reports or hearsay. Bede is sufficiendy concerned about his
diligence in the citation of sources to insert admonitions to
future copyists in the prologues of both the Commentarius in
Lucam and Commentarius in Marcum to preserve his mar-
ginal references to sources. Of the total of sevenry-six miracle-

stories which McCready finds in HE, fifty-three percenc overall

advert to a specific source (whether named or not}. The fre-
quency of citations rises incrementally chroughout the work,
and in Book V of HE McCready finds that fully seventy-
seven percent of Bede's miracles are “sourced.” Bur, for
McCready, such allusions create their own set of problems
insofar as the diction of hagiographical appeals to the author-
ity of credible witnesses is often formulaic. He sees the licer-
ary overtones of such statements as suspect, especially with
regard to the historical veracity of the events which they claim
to substantiate. Moreover, McCready feels that any outright
borrowing of miracles in saints’ lives would amount to histo-
riographical fraud. Problematically, he detects possible ex-
amples of such borrowing in Bedc’s prose Vita S. Cuthberti,
which exhibits parallels with both the Vita S, Wilfridi as-
cribed to Stephen of Ripon and the Vita S. Columbae of
Adomnén. In one such case, Bede himself appears to be blame-
less, since the borrowing may have occurred during the com-
position of an carlier, anonymous vita of Cuthbert, which is
Bede’s immediate source here. But in another case, dual ac-
counts of miracles in which barley sown late in the season
produces bumper crops suggest that “[qluite possibly Bede
has borrowed from Adomnin.” Moreover, parallels evinced
by miracles involving a gesith named Hemma in the anony-
mous Vita S. Cuthberti (IV.iii; reproduced in Bede's prose
vita of Cutherbert at ch. xxix) and a gesith named Puch in HE
{(V.iv)—both of whose wives take ill and are cured by the
intercession of a saint—suggest that Bede may have recast ac
Jeast one miracle drawn from his own works. McCready's most
telling example, however, involves three successive chaprers
of HE (V.xii—xiv}) whose miraculous narratives parallel both
the substance and the sequence of miracles in Gregory’s Dialogi
IV.ouvii-xl. McCready is unable to account for these paral-
lels by any means other than literary borrowing and is forced
1o conclude that Bede here “fashion[s] a narrative from which
his contemporaries could derive spiritual benefic.” For
McCready, such borrowing, however rare, impinges on the
veracity of Bede's historiographical narratives.

Appropriately enough, McCready follows these insights
with a chapter entitled “Vera lex bistoriae,” containing an analy-
sis of Bede’s own description of himself as verax historicus
(HE TV.xix[xvii]) and a discussion of his appropriation of
Jerome’s notion of vera lex historiae (explicitly cited by Bede
in his Commentarius in Lucam). Contrary to what might be
expected, the latter phrase refers most often to public opin-
ion, the fama vulgans for which the common but erroncous
view of Joseph as the biological father of Christ provides a
locus classictis—a view of bistoria, in other words, as some-
thing closer to the modern notion of “story” or even “hear-
say” than to historiography as such. In general, Bede allows
himself the unverified use of the opinio vulgi only where pri-
mary or corroborating evidence is wholly lacking—a com-
mon strategy countenanced even in classical rhetorical erea-
tises. In the prefaces of both HE and his prose Vita S.
Cutbberti, however, Bede claims to have checked the veracity
of his sources wherever possible. He defends himself against
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blame only for errors of which he is unaware. Bede did aflow
himself one specific license as an historian, McCready shows.
He explicitly reserved the right to “suppress . . . derails that,
if included, could have created a different impression of the
events in question” without incurring any culpability for pre-
varication. In his Commentarius in Genesim iii, Bede actually
goes so far as o arguc systemarically that “[llying is to be
distinguished from withholding some portion of the truth,
even if the result is to mislead.” But the appearance of Bede’s
Retracratio in Actus apostolorum, wherein he acknowledges and
corrects errors in his carlicr Expositio Actuum apostolorum,
shows, McCready fecls, that he was prima facie acither will-
ing to sacrifice factual veracity to a higher (moral) purpose
nor to pass on uncritically what was popularly held to be true.

In another 1994 study addressing Bede’s handling of
miracle-stories, Willard W, Dickerson, 111, confronts many
of the same issues treated in McCready’s book, if (perforce)
in a less thoroughgoing fashion, and reaches strikingly simi-
lar conclusions (“Bede as Literary Architect of the English
Church: another Look at Bede’s Use of Hagiography in the
Historia ecclesiastica,” Amer. Benedictine Rev. 45 (1994], 93—
105). Dickerson compares HEto a “literary cathedral” in which
historical events provide a foundation and miracle-storics serve
as adornments. Nevertheless, Dickerson maintains, there can
be no doubr that Bede believed in the miracles of the Bible
and of his own time. Influenced by Eusebius and Augustine,
he viewed history as a product of God's personal authorship,
containing its own types and figures, and thus susceptible to
exegesis comparable to that commonly performed on the words
of the Bible. Drawing on a close examination of Bede’s ac-
count of King Edwin’s conversion (HE ILix-xiv), Dickerson
concludes that Bede “meant to teach us something about the
casmos; but he did this by examining the microcosm.”

In a third 1994 publication discussing (among other is-
sues) Bede’s treatment of the miraculous, Henry Mayr-
Harting considers whether the prevalence of miracles in HE
as against Historia abbatum indicates that Bede stmply viewed
miracles as a “sop” to the popular tastes of a segment of his
audience (“Bede’s Patristic Thinking as an Historian,” in
Historiographie im friiben Mittelalter, ed. Anton Scharer and
Georg Scheibelreiter, Versffentlichungen des Insticuts fur
Osterreichische Gcschichtsforschung 32 [Vienna: Oldenbourg,
1994], pp. 367-74). Mayr-Harting concludes that Bede be-
lieved in miracles, but followed Gregory I in reserving them
for particular audiences. He cites a passage in Gregory's
Homiliae in Evangelia (at PL, 76, col. 1110) explaining that the
Magi followed a star because, as Gentiles, they were berrer
¢quipped to interpret signs, whereas the shepherds, as Jews,
might well respond co the announcement of a rational crea-
ture—that is, an angel. The well-educated monks of
Wearmouth=Jarrow, some of them Bede’s own pupils, thus
did not requirc the signs of miracle-stories but rather the
rational discourse we find in Historia abbatum. In other dis-
cussion, Mayr-Harting considers the reasons for Bede’s in-
clusion of precisely seven names in his list of catly rulers who

held the imperfum south of the Humber (who are associated
with the term brerwalda only in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle,
Mayr-Harting is careful to note). Mayr-Harting cites the seven
days of Creation and God's rest; the seven years of Solomon’s
temple-building (I1I Kings V1.38); and specific numerologi-
<al passages in the preface of Gregory’s Moralia in_fob and in
Bede’s own De templo and Commentarius in Ezram et Neemian.
He also revives questions about the extent of Bede's reading
as against that of Aldhelm; about Bede's knowledge of
Euscbius’s Historta ecclesiastica apart from Rufinus’s Latin
translation and apart from Jerome's summary treatment of
Eusebius in his Chronicon omnimodae bistoriae; and about
Bede's extraordinary concern to challenge heretical wrirings,
given the scarcity of heretics active in his milieu. Mayr-Harting
concludes, arguing {gently) against Walter Goffart, that Bede
ithabited the “world of books” and was “not very interested
in kingship as such.”

The theory-related arguments are heating up in Bede stud-
ies. Addressing the caricature of Bede as a “library-bound”
scholar just noted in the précis of Mayr-Harting’s article,
John McNamara—without denying that this view has much
to commend it—emphasizes Bede’s active solicitation of oral
reports during his preliminary work on HE (“Bede’s Role in
Circulating Legend in the Historia ecclesiastica,” ASSAH
[1994], 61-9). Essentially challenging the direction of all re-
search in this area to date, McNamara takes serious issue with
findings (and methods) in studies by D. P. Kirby (“Bede’s
Native Sources for the Historia ecclesiastica,” Bull. of the Jobn
Rylands Lib. 48 [1966), 341-71), Martine Irvine (1986; secc OEN
21.1 [1987], 103), and Gail Ivy Berlin (“Bede’s Miracle Stories:
Notions of Evidence and Authority in Old English History,”
Neophilologus 74 [1990], 434=43—new to OEN). McNamara
maintains that recent scholarship addressing the oral dimen-
sion of Bede's achievement has been characterized by undue
emphases on the “truth value” of oral sources, on a false di-
chotomy that has been drawn berween “élite” and “folk” cul-
tures, and on the supposedly substantial alterations under-
gone by (eriginally oral) narratives in the course of their trans-
formation into (written) “texts.” Bede scholars have thus fajled
to reap the benefits of modern approaches developed by lead-
ing exponents of folklore studies—approaches in some cases
nearly three decades old—which treat oral narratives as sources
performed by a communiry of narracors. What is at issue here
isa process of storytelling, characterized by a “fowing together”
of popular and official cultures. “Rhetorical interactions” here
reflect “the range and complexity with which the oral and the
written interact.” As Linda Dégh has demonstrated in a se-
ries of publications going back to 1969, issues of truth and
untruth should be subordinated to issues of credibility, that
is, what storytellers and their audiences befieve o be true. For
his part, Bede—indicating his use of oral sources by means of
words and phrases such as narrantur, ostenditur, “multi
alii . . .," and “referre erat solitus . . ."—does not simply
“write” his oral sources into the domain of official exemplars
(“what is in current jargon called ‘textuality’,” McNamara
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protests, perhaps a bit harshly). Rather, Bede engaged in “a
communal process of sharing oral narratives,” in which he
actually contributed to the shape of such narratives by the
choice of questions he asked interlocutors during preliminary
work on HE, Far from “closing” the interpretation of a par-
ticular narrative with “rextual authority,” he provides matcer
for future oral traditions in his written reports. Bede, in the
end, 1s a practitioner of legend in HE, wherein, “as a fluid
form, the legend takes life in the dialogic, communal process
of story-telling and memory-sharing.”

In another recent application of advances in contempo-
rary critical theory to the Bedan canon, Clare A. Lees and
Gillian R. Overing convey a grim impression of the status of
women in carly Anglo-Saxon Christian culture, issuing a scudy
that is concerned, as well, with the marginalization of Anglo-
Saxon women by eighth- and ninth-century Latin authors—
and also by twentieth-century critics (“Birthing Bishops and
Fathering Poets: Bede, Hild, and the Relations of Cultural
Production,” Exemplaria 6 (1994}, 35-65). Offering “a differ-
ent model for future feminist scholarship,” the authors stress
that Hild's marginal role in Bede’s account of Cxdmon figures
in a “patriarchal myth of the origins of Old English poctry . ..
a patriarchal myth of literary creation which imitates the first
Christian myth.” Although well-placed women in monastic
culture were “instrumental in promoting their patriarchal re-
ligion,” even the efforts of successful aristocrats such as Hild,
Alffizd, and (later) Edith of Wilton and Athelthryth of Ely
were “clearly coopted in the service of the patriarchy.” Al-
though T have run the risk with this choice of quotations of
making this long and complex article appear repetitive and
heavy-handed, my own view is that the emphasis of the au-
thors is entirely justified with respect to the patriarchal hege-
mony which remained in force throughout the Anglo-Saxon
period, and which may be seen especially clearly in the carly
centurics. Simply no other conclusion is possible in address-
ing a period in which the faw-codes most frequentdly con-
cerned with women'’s affairs (notably those of Ethelberht |}
treated women almost invariably as property, often property
of the king; in which the neuter plural goda {originally con-
nected with the pagan Germanic pantheon) had recently been
reinvented as a masculine singular (God); and in which the
hicrarchy of clerical positions outside of the monastic sphere
was wholly dominated by male ccclesiastics. Clearly the study
of Lees and Overing embodics a plausible corrective to the
relatively bright picture drawn recently by Jane Tibbetts
Schulenburg, who sces an carly Anglo-Saxon era in which
“[flemale religious were accepted as partners, friends, sisters,
and collaborators in the faith.” As is true with many “Golden
Age” formulations, this view seems reasonable from a retro-
spective standpoint—here that of the confiscations and en-
closures to which women were subjected in the central and
fater Middle Ages. But Lees and Overing seem to suspect
that Schulenberg’s case may be slightly overstated.

The two main examples considered here by Lees and
Overing involve the omission by Bede of the name of Hild

{identified only by her institutional title, abbatissa) in the ac-
count of Cazdmon in HE IV (termed here “the book of fe-
male abbesses”) and the omission of the name of Osburh,
anonymous mater of the young Alfred in Asser’s well-known
account of the prized book of Old English pocms. Discussing
gendered cultural activities wich respect to means and agents
of production (labor power, insticutions, etc.), the authors
observe that “Bede (the man) fathers Czdmon (poces/poetry/
sons) while Hild (the woman) mothers bishops/men.” Lees
and Overing are careful to note that they are “not concerned
with chastising Bede, critics, or historians for sclective amne-
sia or partial recall,” buc their study asks many hard questions
that some scholars will find unscrding. Kevin S. Kiernan,
Martin Irvine, Michael Lapidge, and Seth Lerer are not chas-
tised, it is true, but they are all charged nominatim with par-
tial recall (or the like) at various points—Lerer repeatedly.
Tor my part, | was forced to recognize that even though I had
¢tried recently to rectify Bede’s omission of Hild's name by
the addition of a bracketed insertion (B G. R., Old English
Biblical Verse [1996], p. 40, n. 65), clsewhere, sadly, I main-
tained Asser’s silence regarding Osburh (ibid., p. 32). As Lees
and Overing note, contemporary critical treatments of Asser's
anccdote rare! 7 suggest that Alfred’s mother even had a name!

The authors acknowledge that their study raises as many
difficult issues as it resolves. 1 hope that my genuine enthusi-
asm for the tenor of the argumentation offered here will not
scem to diminish if I record a few of the questions which
remained when 1 had finished this article. First, is the mater
of Asser's account properly to be identified as Osburh, bio-
logical mother of King Alfred, rather than (say) as a fictive
mothes-figure in a racher fanciful work of royal biography?
The same issue arises in the case of Hild, but here we have to
reckon with some specific literary-critical and historical argu-
ments (published by Margaret Goldsmich, D. N. Dumville,
and others) asserting that the identification of Czdmeoen as
the first Christian poet and even his assignment to the time
of Hild’s tenure as abbess of Whithy are modern critical in-
ferences; stricely speaking, the account in HE is ambiguous
on both points. Similarly, the point raised here about Hild's
conjectured major role in the Synod of Whitby and Bede’s
supposed suppression thereof rests on the modern
identification of Streoneshalh as Whitby, and even this reccived
conclusion has been challenged recently (secc OEN 28.2 [t995],
p. 58). Elsewhere, Lees and Qvering seem to accept that the
Old English composition now known as Cedmon’s Hymn was
in fact composed before Bede's time by an oral poct named
Cxdmon, an assumption crucial to their points about Bede’s
suppression of Czdmon’s vernacular artistry with his intro-
duction of a Latin paraphrase and the subscquent ateempts by
marginal annotators of HE to “recuperate the poem linguisti-
cally for the vernacular.” (See now Andy Orchard’s “Poetic
Inspiration and Prosaic Translation: The Making of Cedmon’s
Hymn,” in Studies in English Language and Literature, ed. M. ]J.
Toswell and E. M. Tyler [1996], pp. 402-22.) Finally, posit-

ing a binarism in Bede's narrative “becween the old (the Ger-
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manic or British illiterate laborer, Czdmon [reviewer’s ital-
ics]) and the new (the Christian scholar, Bede),” are Lees and
Overing themsclves devoid of the sort of attitudinal bias they
seem to attribute to Bede in his characterization of the orally
improficient laborer Cxdmon (before his monastic profes-
sion), whom they have previously termed a “swineherd-turned-
poct” (itself a substantial error of “partial recall” both in terms
of Northumbrian land-cconomy and the connotations of cow
and pig in Bede'’s association of Czdmon's ruminatio_with
Mosaic Law)? I hasten to acknowledge, however, that in cv-
ery one of these cases (except, perhaps, the last) the assump-
tions of Lees and Overing are in line with the consensus of
modern scholarship. The article as a whole may be taken as
an illustration of the difficulty of producing advanced, theo-
retically informed criticism that addresses the texts of the
carliest, most badly attested cencuries of the Anglo-Saxon
period without, of necessity, founding hypotheses on other
hypotheses. (I would like to thank Laurie Finke for helpful
discussion of the some of these problems; the opinions ex-
pressed are entirely my own.)

Bede's problematic treatment of the Jutes (Tutae) in HE
Lxv and IV.xvi(xiv} comes under fire from two directions in a
recent article by Harald Kleinschmide (“Bede and the Jutes: a
Critique of Historiography,” NOWELE: North-Western
European Language Evolution 24 [1994], 21~46). Generally,
Klcinschmide disputes the notion that the futae ever consti-
tuted a homogencous, migrating gens comparable, say, to the
Anglt. Specifically, he takes issue with J. N. L. Myres’s con-
tention “that the ‘Jutes’ came from Jucland . .. [and] that
they migrated to the British Isles through the lands of the
Frisians.” The cvidence of placenames in Sussex, Berkshire,
and southern Hampshire points to a continental group known
as the Euts, centering in che area of the Rhine river valley;
and various placenames in Kent show associations wich other
locales in the Rhincland, on the Frisian coast of the North
Sea, and in Saxon territories—but none whatsoever in Jutland.
Kleinschmide argues that Bede, in a bipartite treatment of
Kentish gencalogy revolving around Hengest, offers one lin-
cage {extending from Hengest to Ethelberht) char includes
names, ¢.g., Irminricus and QOisc, whose continental connec-
tions are predominantly Gothic, and another, chronologically
carlicr lineage {extending from Woden to Hengest) that in-
cludes names evidently drawn from East Angfian gencalogics
associated with Bede’s Wuffingas, whom Kleinschmidt
identifies with the Wylfingas mentioned in the poem Widsith.
Kleinschmidr concludes that Bede was misled by a propagan-
distic campaign of gencalogical forgery occurring under
Wihtred, king of Kent {c. 6g0/2 x 725), wherein some char-
acteristically East Anglian names were altered to new forms
50 as to hide traces of the fabrication (as in a change of Wuffa
to Witca). Bede’s failure to document three gencrations of
powerful religious women associated with the Kentish estab-
lishment of Minster-in-Thanet (notably Abba, Mildreth,
and Eangyth) may also reflect misinformation promulgated
during the reign of Wihered, whose father Ecgberht had caused

the murders of Eangyth’s grand-uncles Ethelbald and
rthelred. Bede's imprecise allusion to the Jutae, for whom
he offers no information about a continental homeland com-
parable in detail to thar offered for the Saxons and Angles,
thus ultimately reflects his lack of reliable sources for the carly
Kentish dynasties. Much later, it would cncourage the Ro-
manticist view of the Migration Age, promoted by nineteenth-
and carly twenticth-century philologists, as a succession of
coherent tribal movements.

To note one additional item addressing Bede's hiscoriog-
raphy, Michael Gleason advances some literary insights into
Historia abbatum and HE in an attempt to come to terms
with Bede’s historiographical effort “to justify the irregular
actions of two men whom he knew personally {and] whom
he most loved” (“Bede and His Fachers,” Classica et Mediaevalia
45 [1994], 223-38). The actions at issue are the abdication of
Ceolfrith from his position as firsc abbot of Jarrow and Benedict
Biscop’s frequent travels abroad when his services were much
in demand art the single monasterium (Bede’s use of che sin-
gular is invariable) chat joined institutionally the two geo-
graphically separated communities at Wearmouth and Jarrow.
In the case of Ceolfrith, Bede's solution in HE is most direct.
He simply docs not mention Ceolfrich’s resignation or death.
In Historia abbatum, he quotes from a letter of Hwatberhe
implying that che ailing, seventy-four-year-old abbot had
carned his reticement. In any event, Ceolfrith was busy trans-
porting a lavish Anglo-Saxon Bible to Rome when he died
on the road in France. Gleason detects an apr paralle] to the
situation at the “twinned” institution(s) of Wearmouth-Jarrow
in Ceolfrith's death ar the so-called Monastery of the Twins
(monasterium geminorum) ac Langres. Benedict Biscop's wita
activa in large measure afforded his monks their own vita
contemplativa, and Benedict's deathbed recollection of Matt.
XIIL25 (“Every kingdom divided against itself shall be brought
to desolation . . .") at least implics an awareness of the prob-
lems of administration chat might have resulted from his “rest-
fess absences” (in Walter Goffart's phrase), which he had
sought to avoid by the appointment of Eosterwine as co-ab-
bot ac Wearmouth. Gleason suggests that Bede, rather than
resorting to outright literary fabrication, carefully manipu-
lated his “choice of words [to suit] his choice of incident,”
supporting this conclusion in an appendix that offers a lexical
analysis of Bede's use of the verb componere in various
hagiographical, typological, and administrarive senses.

Bernard P. Robinson has issued a wide-ranging and sur-
prisingly lively review of Bede’s biblical commentaries (“The
Venerable Bede as Exegete,” Downside Rev. 112 [1994)], zo1-
26), which surveys cach excgetical work in turn and records
Robinson’s main impressions arising out of what appears to
have been an extended course of reading. Robinson begins by
noting that Bede's predominantly Alexandrian interpretative
mode is often characterized as cxemplifying a fourfold ap-
proach to the explication of scripture, but that at various poines
Bede expounds threefold and twofold interpretations as well.
The Song of Songs, for Bede, in fact has no literal sense—
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manifesting only spiricual and tropological levels. Noting the
frequently overlooked “homely” character of some of Bede'’s
exegesis, Robinson cites an example in which “the bride [of
Song VIIL1] says, ‘If only you were to me like a brother nursed
at my mother's breast . . ."."” Insisting on the verse's literally
implausible and thus exclusively allegorical meaning, Bede asks,
“What wornan . . . ever wished her lover to be a baby again?”
(Robinson's paraphrase). (Robinson cites further discussion
of Bede’s Commentarius in Cantica canticorum by E. Ann
Matter, The Voice of My Beloved: The Song of Songs in West-
ern Medieval Christianity, Middle Ages Ser. [Philadelphia:
Univ. of Pennsylvania Press, 1990], pp. 97-101—new to OEN).
Other homely details include Bede'’s exposition of Luke
XVIL6 (“. . . one’s faith must be like a grain of mustard seed”),
which notes that ground mustard mixed with honey produces
a gargle good for congestion—and so faith helps to rid the
faithful of “the phlegm of sin”; a discussion of Genesis IV
which asks why the birds in the Ark simply did not fly away
and ponders the disposal of the animals’ collective waste; and
the outright humor Robinson detects in a passage treating
the rededication of the Sccond Temple of Solomon, which
occurs “not in the aurumn {as did the original dedication] but
[Bede says,] ‘on the tweney-fifth day of the ninth month, our
December—which none can doubt to be parc of winter.”
Noting some arguably far-fetched examples of Bedan typol-
ogy, Robinson discusses a treatment of Num, X1II.24-5, where
two men carrying a cluster of grapes on a pole are said by
Bede to betoken the preachers of the Old and New Cov-
enants. Robinson wonders: “Are we really being asked to be-
lieve that God so stage-managed history that he made two
men in the thirceenth century BC chance to walk along a
certain road with a bunch of grapes, just so that, more than a
thousand years lacer, the episode could be seen as a foreshad-
owing?” Robinson also includes valuable discussion of Bede's
treatment of Pelagianism; prose texts of the daily office; word-
play; and imagery associated with the Ascension.

Arthur G. Holder’s recenc series of articles on Bede’s ex-
egesis of sacred architecture, notably in De tabernaculo and
De templo, has been rounded out nicely by the appearance of
a full translation of the former work (Bede, On the Taber-
nacle, tr. Holder, Translated Texts for Historians 18
[Liverpool: Liverpool Univ. Press, 1994]). (For notices of three
of Holder's previous studies, sce OEN 24.2 [1991], 41-2, and
26.2 [1993], 65, to be supplemented by his “Bede and the
Tradition of Patristic Exepesis,” Anglican Theol. Rev. 72 [1990],
399-411, and “The Mosaic Tabernacle in Early Christian
Exegesis,” Studia Patristica 25 [1993], 101-6 [both new to
OEN].) The translation is accompanied by valuable indices
treating biblical, classical, and patristic sources, indices which
may serve to refine the apparatus of Hurst's edition of De
tabernaculo (CCSL. 119A, 3-139). Holder is pasticularly cir-
cumspect regarding passages cited by Hurst from Origen and
Isidore, for which he detects no compelling verbal paralicls,
but he is expansive in his treatment of Bede's knowledge of
Josephus (whom Bede evidently consulted in the Latin trans-

lation made at Vivarium), the treatise De duodecim gemmis of
Epiphanius (which Bede also knew in Latin translation,
specifically the version that Peter Kitson has shown to have
been consulted for his Commentarius in Apocalypsim), and
various traditions arising out of a body of Greck-language
exegesis that includes the writings Clement of Alexandria and
the Topographia Christiana ascribed to Cosmas Indicopleustes.
In his treatment of sources composed in Latin, Holder’s most
detailed comments illuminate Bede's debts to works by Jerome
and Gregory 1. Several notes address Bede’s knowledpe of
Old Larin scripture as well as variant readings in the Vulgate
tradition associated with the Codex Amiatinus (esp. pp. 20
and 144; cf. also p. 92). Holder also includes detailed notes
summarizing architectural references appearing ¢lsewhere in
Bede’s own writings. Incorporating citations from Neil R.
Ker's review of Laistner's Hand-List (MAE 13 [1944], 36-41),
Holder offers a thorough discussion of the fortunes of De
tabernaculo after Bede's death, recording ninth-century cop-
ies of the work produced at Fleury, Saint-Martin at Tours,
Sankt Emmeram, Sanke Gallen, Lorsch, Wiirzburg, and
Freising, as well as contemporancous secondary citations by
Amalarius of Metz and Hrabanus Maurus. The absorption
of much of the commentary into the Glossa ordinaria compli-
cates che identification of frsthand citations in the central
Middle Ages, but the Allegoriae super tabernaculum Moysi of
Peter of Poiticrs and De tabernaculo libri duo of Peter of Celle
appear to depend directly on Bede’s work, whereas the Expositio
difficultatum suborientium in expositione tabernaculi foederis of
Richard of Saint-Victor systematically treats topics overlooked
by Bede. Beyond Bede’s monastic audience, Holder sees De
tabernaculo as intended to suit the needs of preachers, educa-
tors, and secular ecclesiastics involved in the ministration of
pastoral care. The commentary here treats numerous issues
relating to catechesis and baptism (as ac pp. 96, 101, 103, 130,
143, and 157), notably the commonplace of the “opening of
the ears” and various gestural practices including the signing
of the Cross, touching of the forehead, and finger-counting.
In one of his more provocative suggestions, Holder maintains
that Bede’s opening remarks advert to the classical rhetorical
traditions of inventio and circumstantiae. His notes often ¢n-
deavor to convey rhetorical aspects of Bede's Latin that do
not carry over well in an English translation, including some
striking uses of rhetorical paronomasia (as in figures involv-
ing the paired terms angulae and answulae, virgo and virga, virgines
and wvireutes, and caelibes and caelo). Anagogically, the taber-
nacle most often emerges as a type of the church milicant,
whereas the temple anticipates the church triumphant. Bue
Holder is inclined to dispute the modern critical character-
ization of Bede as an exponent of a fourfold exegetical method
(stressing the following senses: [1] historical or literal; [2] al-
legorical, spiritual, or typological; [3] moral or tropological;
and [4) anagogical), even though this commentary is often
cited as the locus classicus in the medieval development of the
fourfold approach. Racher, Holder distinguishes two main
senses in Bede's exegesis: the historical (or “literal™) sense
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and the spiritual (or “allegorical,” “figurative,” “mystical,” “sac-
ramental,” or “typic”) sense.

Rita Copeland, in a study of the “popular polemics of
Wycliffite hermeneutics,” sicuates Bede’s De schematibus et
tropis at a point midway between late Roman and high medi-
eval theorizations of scriptural symbolism and rhetorical lan-
guage generally (“Rhetoric and the Politics of the Literal Sense
in Medieval Literary Theory: Aquinas, Wyclif, and the
Lollards,” in Interpretation, ed. Boitani and Torti, pp. 1-23).
Citing Armand Strubel’s 1975 study of allegory in Bede (sce
OEN 12.1 [1978], 67), Copeland maintains that allegory, for

ede, constitutes the master trope and that Bede'’s exposition
of an historical allegoria in factts and a purely verbal allegoria in
verbis represents an elaborarion of the Augustinian distinc-
tion between signum proprium and signum translatum, as set
out briefly in De doctrina Christiana IL.x.15. Generally speak-
ing, Bede's historical allegory subsumes all four major cat-
cgories in the Alexandrian system of biblical exegesis (identified
here as the historical, typological {or “allegorical”], moral, and
anagogical senses), whereas verbal allegory properly involves
the tropes and figures of classical rhetoric, Bede complicates
the issuc when he asserts chat allegoria in verbis may convey
figuratively the moral and anagogical senses of scripture. This
ambiguity caused consternation among central medieval ex-
egetes such as Hugh of Saint-Victor and Peter of Poitiers,
eventually necessitating clarification by Aquinas—followed by
the Wycliffites—who held that the words of the Bible only
pertain to the literal sense. The literal senses of words, how-
ever, point to things, and these in turn “are ordained to yield
up higher truths” in the moral, typological (or “allegorical™),
and anagogical senses,

Additional comments on Bede's hermencutics appearin a
recent article by Michael Richter, who recalls Bede's well-
known indictment of the limits of the Latin language in jus-
tifying his decision to reproduce only the sense of the words
of Czdmon’s hymn (HE IV.xxiv[xxii]: sensus non autem ordo
tpse verborum) (“Latein als Schliissel zur Wele des fritheren
Mictelalters?,” Miteellateinisches Jabrbuch 28.1 [1993], 15-26).
"These comments arise in the context of Richter’s discussion
of problems facing historians who rely on Latin sources as
their “key” to cultures whose primary means of communica-
tion remained the vernacular. Richter's essay, which previ-
ously appeared in a Russian version (“Latyn—kljuc k
ponimaniju mira raneggo srednevekov’ja?,” in the collection
Odysseus: Man in History [Moscow, 1991), pp. 125—36—new
to OEN), discusses the denotation of the phrases lingua Latina
and lingua Romana on the onc hand and rustica Romana lin-
gra on the other, thus building on insights set out in his
carlier article “Latina lingua—sacra seu vulgaris?,” in The Bible
and Medieval Culture, ¢d. W. Lourdaux and D. Verhelst
(1979), pp. 16-34. Richrer includes comments on “rustic” ¢l-
ements in Alcuin's prose style (citing an article by Michel
Banniard, “Théorie ct pratique de la langue et du style chez
Alcuin: rusticité feinte et rusticicé masquée,” Francia 13 1986
for 1985), 579-601—new to OEN) and Boniface’s avoidance

of the use of a term such as civitas in referring to familiar
places such as Unirzaburg, Buraburg, and Erpbesfurt (in his
Epistola L [MGH ES 1, 80]). In a final notice of work on
Bede’s biblical exegesis appearing during 1994, an abstract of
a recent doctoral disseration by John William Houghton
serves notice of some intriguing conclusions regarding Bede's
excgetical method in Expositio Acruum apostolorum and
Retracratio in Actus apostolorum (“Bede’s Exegetical Theol-
ogy: Ideas of the Church in the Acts Commentaries of St.
Bede the Venerable” {unpub. Ph.D. diss., Univ. of Notre
Dame, 1994], abstr. in DAT 55A (1994), 613). Concentrating
on Bede's treatment of the Universal Church, Houghton finds
thar the entity in question, in Bede's conception, includes {in
addition to baptised Christians) righteous personages of the
Old Testament as well as virtwous pagans but excludes sin-
ners and, in the period following the Incarnation, heretics
and Jews. Bede also champions the cfficacy of rituals of the
Old Testament for purposes of achicving salvation, here go-
ing against Augustinian doctrine. Nevertheless, he employs,
by and large, the techniques prescribed in Augustine’s De
doctrina christiana. As a “pre-critical” reader, Bede does not
hesitate to reproduce passages from carlier authorities with-
out acknowledgment, but, Houghton concludes, “these prac-
tices in fact constitute a critical approach to the text” that
spans Bede's career. (Houghton dates the works studied here
to opposite ends of the period extending from ¢. 710 to c. 725.)
An appendix to Houghton’s disseriation offers a derailed analy-
sis of Bede's treatment of Acts I1Li-IV.22.

The first thirty-six Jarrow Lectures, published as mono-
graphs since the inception of the series in 1958, were reissued
during 1994 in a comprehensive, 1017-page Variorum edition
(Bede and His World: The Jarrow Lectures 1958-[93], pref.
Michael Lapidge, 1 vol. in 2 [Aldershot, Hants.: Variorum,
1994)). The reissue extends from Bertram Colgrave’s inau-
gural lecture, The Venerable Bede and His Times (1958),
through Paul Meyvaert’s Bede and Gregory the Great (1964—
the first lecture to include a scholarly apparatus in its pub-
lished form), and on to Michael Lapidge’s recent Bede the
Poet (1993; sce the notice above). The continuously paginated,
two-volume set benefits from an introduction by Lapidge,
who notes that the present circumstance that “all of Bede's
excgetical writings—with the regrecable exception of the
Commentarius in Apocalypsim—are both in print and acces-
sible in machinc-readable form on 2 CD-ROM recently is-
sued by CETEDOC ([sec notice of Brown, above] . . . means
that modern scholars are able to control the wrirings of Bede
in a way that was unimaginable” in 1958. Beyond the cited
apocalyptic commentary, Lapidge notes that reliable editions
are still needed for Bede's Martyrologium; the recently dis-
covered copy of Bede’s redaction of the Greek-derived Passio
S. Anastasit (sce OEN 17.1 [1983], 105); the stili-unprinted
Collectio ex opusculis S. Augustini in epistulas Fauli Apostoli (see
above, in notice of Lapidpe’s Bede the Poet); among other,
unspecified, works. (Apart from Bede's Quaestiones octo [i.c.,
quaestiones i~viii of the so-called Aliguor quaestionm liber]
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and the bricf treatises De mansionibus filiorum Israel and De eo
quod ait Tsaias: “Et claudentur . . . | iv appears thac all other
putatively Bedan works that remain accessible primarily in
the columns of PL are of dubious authenticity: In proverbia
Salomonis allegoricae interpretationis fragmenta; In epistola ad
Hebraeos, Capitula lectionum in Pentateuchum Moysi, losite,
Indicum; and miscelianeous scrmons and computistica; see
CPL), pp. 447-52, 729, and 736 [nos. 1352, 1361, 13633, 1364=
6, 1368—9, 2283, and 2316] and Fredet, pp. 96, 271, 317-20,
3223, 593 and 784 [itcrns PS-ALC curs, PS-AU s 209; BED frg,
Is, man, and q; Ps-BED h and Prv; KA ¢; and vIC-A cal].)
Lapidge notes that the Jarrow Lecrures have occasioned piv-
otal contributions to the study of such subjects as pastoral
organization and rural life in Norchumbria; English-conti-
nental, English-Celtic, and English~Pictish relations; north-
ern cults of saints and relics; architecture and archacology;
and palacogeaphy and manuscripe studies generally. All of these
subjects are accessible by way of an excellent, forty-three-page
index compiled by Alicia Corréa. Regrettably, the standard of
production in this Variorum edition is uneven. To my cye,
the title pages in both volumes arc defective, providing no
convenient means of citing the collection as a whole and ef-
fectively separating Lapidge’s introduction from the second
volume, which it in fact covers. Surprisingly, the table of con-
tents does not include the years in which individual lectures
were first delivered—the standard means of referring to the
Jarrow Lectures in modern scholarly practice, including that
observed in Lapidge's introduction. Some minor calculations
are required, for example, to determine which scholar s
charged with “a substantial number of errors, particularly in
respect of manuscript shelf~marks and Old English personal
names” in the 1991 lecture. Fortunarely, the continuous pagi-
nation in these volumes complements, but doces not replace,
the page-numbers of the original monographs, facilitating
reference to existing scholarship. The commencement of the
Jarrow Lectures in 1958 and the publication of individual lec-
tures as pamphlets has guaranteed that most have never been
cited in the OEN bibliography or treated in YWOES. It is
not possible to present full information about the lectures
and their authors in this already swollen column, but in order
to bring their contents to the attention of readers—and 1o
augment the table of contents in the Variorum reprint—I
offer the following brief summary of subject entries, where
(in cach case) the topics “Bede” and “northern England” can
be taken for granted. References to Berkhou’s bibliography
in OEN and notices in YWOES are included wherever |
have found them (sec OEN 28.2 [1995], 74, for the general
scheme); in other cases, references dating from 1972 should
probably be viewed as supplements to the OEN bibliography:
(1) 1958: seventh- and eighth-century background; (2) 1959:
HE and twenticth century; (3) 1960: legacy and fortunes of
works; (4) 1961: architecture; (5) 1962: European background;
(6) 1963: pastoral organization in Durham and Neweastle;
(7) 1964: Gregory I; (8} 1965: sculpture; (9) 1966: apocalyp-
tic tradition; (io0) 1967: art in Codex Amiatinus {(as cited

above); (11) 1968: Wearmouth=Jarrow in history; {(12) 1969:
St. Ninian's Isle treasure; (13) 1970: Christian Pictland;
(14) 1971: Book of Kells; (15) 1972: music; (16) 1973 archae-
ology and cult of relics; (17) 1974: rural labor; (i8) 1973 eccle-
siastical historiography; (19) 1976: Benedict's Regula and so-
cial class; (20) 1977: Codex Amiatinus and Byzantine influcnce;
{21) 1978: Durham Cassiodorus (Durham, Cathedral Library,
B. II. 30 [Northumbria, s. viii med.; provenance Durham];
of. CLATL,  [no. 152)); (22) 1979: reges and principes in HE
(Berkhout, “Bibliography” for 1981); (23) 1980: visual ares
(Berkhout, “Bibliography” for 1986; YWOES = OEN 211
[t987], 101); {24) 1981: Benedict Biscop; (25) 1982:
Wearmouth=Jarrow scriptorium; (26) 1983: cult of Oswald;
(27) 1984: charter evidence for conversion (Berkhout, “Bibli-
ography” for 1986; YWOES = OEN 21.1 [1987], 101 and 138-
9); (28) 1985: science (Berkhout, “Bibliography” for 1986;
YWOES = OEN 211 [1987], 101-2); (29) 1986: Durham
monks; (30) 1987: architeccural description; (31) 1988: Stephen
of Ripon and northern British forts; (32) 198g: ecclestastical
archacology; (33) 1990: sculpture of Deira (Berkhout, “Bibli-
ography” for 1991; YWOES = OEN z6.2 [1993], 99);
(34) 1991: psalter (Berkhour, “Bibliography” for 1992;
YWOES = OEN 27.2 [1994], 63-4); (35) 1992: setting of HE
(Beckhour, “Bibliography” for 1992; YWOES = OEN 272
[1994], 63); (36) 1993: Latin poetry (Berkhour, “Bibliogra-
phy” for 1994; sec notice above).

1994 also saw the appearance of another long-anticipated
repring, that is, a variorum of Charles W. Jones's studies of
Bede’s writings, of Anglo-Saxon educational practices gener-
ally, and of early medicval computistical writings by Bede and
others—including a reissue of the whole of Jones's still-in-
dispensable 1939 monograph Bedac Pseudepigrapha (Jones, Bede,
the Schools and the Computus, ed. Wesley M. Stevens, Col-
lected Stud. Ser. 436 [Aldershot, Hants.: Variorum, 1994])-
The introduction to the collection, by Wesley M. Stevens,
offers some uscful pointers to related scholarship {notably by
Dicter Schaller and by Stevens himself); signals major changes
of opinion expressed by Jones (who died in 1989) in later stages
of his carcer; and notes miscellaneous corrections issued by
Jones and other scholars. Stevens also cites several writings
by Jones that do not appear in this reprint, including a tren-
chant review of P. Hunter Blair’s The World of Bede (1970) in
Speculum 47 (1972), 285-8, and the extensive introductory
matter in Jones's 1943 work Bedae Opera de Temporibus, which
was not included with the reissue of the texts established by
Jones in CCSL. 123B-C. The 357-page collection laudably
reproduces the original pagination of all items while adding a
superb general index, prepared by Seevens with the assistance
of Miroslaw Biclewicz and Karl Sieverling—the entries for
Bede, computus, schools, and tractatus will prove especially
useful—and an index of manuscripts. Articles reprinted un-
der the rubric Bede and Anglo-Saxon Schools are: “The
Byrhtferth Glosses” (1938), “Bede and Vegetius” (1932), “Bede
as Early Medieval Historian™ (1946), “Some Introductory
Remarks on Bede's Commentary on Genesis” (1969—70), and
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“Bede’s Place in Medieval Schools” (1976; see OEN 1.1 [1977],
73); and, under Computus— Victorius, Dionysius, and Bede:
“Polemius Silvius, Bede, and the Names of the Months” (1934),
‘A Legend of St. Pachomius” (1943), “The Vicrorian and
Dionysiac Paschal Tables in the West” (1934), “Two Easter
Tables” (1938), and “The ‘Lost’ Sirmond Moanuscript of Bede’s
compuris” (1937).

Finally, Bede specialists, teachers, and general readers will
all wish to take note of a new paperback in an Oxford serics,
The World’s Classics, which will finally make Bertram
Colgrave's 1969 translations of Bede's HE and the Episiola
Cuthberti de obitu Bedae available to 2 wider audience (Bede,
The Ecclesiastical History of the English People—The Greater
Chronicle—Bede’s Letter to Eghert, cd. Judith McClure and
Roger Collins, The World’s Classics [Oxford: Oxford Univ.
Press, 1994]). The book’s publication also marks the firse ap-
pearance in a popular format of English versions, by Judith
MecClure and Roger Collins, of both the Chronica maiora
and the Epistola ad Ecgberbtum, and the edition embodies a
new sct of notes on HE (here replacing the notes of Colgrave
and R. A. B. Mynors), also by McClure and Collins, which
makes good usc of J. M. Wallace-Hadrill’s 1988 supplemen-
tary commentary on HE (sce OEN 23.1 [i98¢], 72). In dis-
cussing the letter to Ecgberht, the editors stress the “radical
nacure of Bede's solution” to the problem of moral decline in
monasterics, wherein “deeds of gife made by previous kings
should be annulled.” This “would have undermined the whole
principle of security of tenure based on documentary proof of
ownership . . . deriving from Roman legal practice.” In addi-
tion to serving as a useful school-edition, the World's Clas-
sics text will be an excellent resource for Anglo-Saxon spe-
cialists preparing English translations to accempany quota-
tions of Bede’s Latin in scholarly articles (insofar as
“[iJmprovements to the translation suggested by J. M.
Wallace-Hadrill . . . have been included in the notes . . . ,
together with other corrections that now scem necessary”).

d. Alcuin

The recent explosion of work in the field of Anglo-Latin
studics continues with the publication of a dozen substantial
articles in 1993 and 1994 addressing issues relating to Alcuin
and his role in the Carolingian renewal, all of which concain
large amounes of detailed, factual information. Fortunately
for the reviewer, several articles cover similar ground and some
of these display a significant amount of complementarity or
even overlap in content. It may thus prove expedient to assign
a Roman numeral {in bold type) to cach article and to review
all of these items as a group:

(I) Arno Borst, “Alkuin und die Enzyklopidic von 8og,”
in Science in Western and Eastern Civilization in Carolingian
Times, ed. Paul Leo Butzer and Dietrich Leohrmann (Basel:
Birkhiuser Verlag, 1993), pp- 53=78; (II) Bruce Eastwood,
“The Astronomics of Pliny, Martianus Capella, and Isidore
of Sceville in the Carolingian World,” ibid. pp- 161-80;
(ITT) Josef Fleckenstein, “Alcuin im Kreis der Hofgelehrien

Karls des Grossen,” ibid. pp. 3-21; (IV) Menso F olkeets, “Die
Alkuin zugeschricbenen Propositiones ad acuendos ivwenes,” ibid.
pp. 273-81; (V) Menso Folkerts and Helmuth Gericke, ed.
and tr., “Die Alkuin zugeschricbenen Propositiones ad acuendos
tuvenes (‘Aufgaben zur Schirfung des Geistes der Jugend'),”
ibid. pp. 283~362; (VI) Mary Garrison, “The Emergence of
Carolingian Lartin Literature and the Court of Charlemagne
(780-814),” in Carolingian Culture: Emulation and Innova-
tion, ¢d. Rosamond McKitterick (Cambridge: Cambridge
Univ. Press, 1994), pp. 111-40; (VII) Edward James, “Alcuin
and York in the Eighth Century,” in Science, vd. Butzer and
Lohrmann, pp. 23-39; (VIII) Vivien Law, “The Study of
Grammar,” in Carolingian Culture, ed. McKiteerick, pp- 88—
t10; {IX) Dictrich Lohrmann, “Alcuins Korrespondenz mit
Karl dem Groflen iiber Kalender und Astronomie,” in Sci-
ence, ¢d. Butzer and Lohrmann, pp. 79~114; (X) John
Marenbon, “Carolingian Thought,” in Carolingian Culture,
ed. McKiteerick, pp. 171-92; (XI) Stephen C, McCluskey,
“Astronomics in the Latin West from the Fifth to the Ninth
Cencuries,” in Science, ed. Buczer and Lohrmann, pp. 139-60;
(XII) Déibhi G Créinin, “The Irish as Mediators of An-
tique Culeure on the Continent,” ibid. pp. 41-52.

Alcuin’s writings provide our most detailed source of
knowledge about the schools and churches of York in the
second half of the cighth century. But the fact remains thac
these writings mainly postdate Alcuin’s departure from En-
gland in 782, having been written during the periods of his
presence ac Charlemagne’s court and of his later residence at
Tours. Nevertheless, the only probable specimen of Alcuin’s
own handwriting identified to date, discovered by Bernhard
Bischoff s a marginal note in a Tours manuscript, shows
Alcuin practicing an insular hand in his old age, and not one
of the new forms of Carolingian minuscule (VII, citing D. A.
Bullough, “Alcuino ¢ la tradizione culturale insulare,” in
1 problemi dell’Occidente ne secolo VI, 1 vol. in 2, Settimane
di studio del Centro italiano di studi sull’alto mediocevo 20
[Spoleto: Presso de la sede del Centro, 1973], pp. 571-600—
new 1o OEN). About two decades carlier, Alcuin had signal-
ized his imminent entry into continental affairs (which would
occur in 782) by the dispatch of a Stationsgedicht, a poem ad-
dressing his personal circumstances (probably composed in
781}, which anticipated the rivalry of Peter of Pisa and other
future acquaintances already installed in Charlemagne’s court
(IIT and VT). But it is clear that even after Alcuin left York,
he never lost touch with the intellectual life at his home in-
stitution. The list of forty-one authors included in Alcuin’s
long hexameter poem Versus de sanctis Euboricensis ecclesiae is
not, as Peter Godman, has argued, a “learned advertisement”
likely to embody some exaggeration. Rather, it is written for
an audience presently in residence at York (as lines 14089
make clear), an audience thae would be in a good position to
judge its reliabilicy (VII). Alcuin’s letters show chac he con-
tinued to request books from York into the last decade of his
life, perhaps including a mathematical trearise (discussed be-
tow) thar would reveal the school there to have offered the
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most advanced instruction in non-computistical arithmetic
and geometry available anywhere in western Europe at the
close of the eighth century (EV, V, and VII). Indeed, Alcuin’s
cited poem on York (at lines 1440-6) specifically praises the
training in arithmetic provided by his teacher Zlberht (VII).
Edward James (ibid.) traces the development of the York school
from the time of the probable seventh-century importation
of books from Gaul and Rome by Wilfrid; through subse-
quent additions of books by the bishops John of Beverley
(seated 70576 x c. 714—18) and Wilfrid 11 of York (718-32); the
education of Alcuin’s first teacher, Ecgberhe, by Bede;
Ecberht’s probable importation of texts from Wearmouth-
Jarrow; and, finally, the itinerary (before 767) of Alcuin’s sub-
sequent teacher, Alberht, across Europe in search of books—
possibly with the youthful Alcuin as a feliow traveler. James
also offers a concise treatment of the major non-Alcuinian
witnesses to the curriculum ac York: letters from Boniface
and Lul to Ecgberht and Alberht requesting copies of works
by Bede; a lecter of Ecgberht revealing familiarity with the
Latin verse of Sedulius; a letter of Alberhe quoting Bede; the
account the Frisian student Liutger, later firsc bishop of
Miinster, who returned to the Continent from his tutelage at
York “habens secum copiam librorum” (as recorded by his
successor, Altfrid, in the Vita S. Liudgeri Lxi-xii and Lxviii
[MGH SS 11, 40324, csp. 407-10]); and negleceed Anglo-
Latin texts such as the inscription on the so-called Coppergate
helmet (see OEN 25.2 [1992], 84—5), arguably (James ven-
tures) relating to the promotion of the feast of All Saints at
York, perhaps specifically by Alcuin. (I would add that the
verse of Aediluulf’s Carmen de abbatibus and the anonymous
Miracula S. Nynie are now emerging as important witnesses
to metrical instruction at York.) The archacological record,
generally speaking, supports a view of eighth-century York as
a flourishing center, revealing that coin production peaks dur-
ing the period 737 x 790 (all VII).

When Alcuin joined Charlemagne’s retinue at some point
after his initial visit to Parma in March 781 (most plausibly in
782 or shortly thereafter), several scholars in the court were
already occupied as teachers (IH and V). These included the
Ttalian prose authors and sometime pocts Peter of Pisa and
Paulinus of Aquileia, both of whom had arrived as early as
¢. 769 and are described in some sources as magisiri of gram-
mar (see Alcuin, Epistola CLXXII [MGH ECA I, 284-5, at
285}, and MGH DC , 158-9 [no. 112]); Fardulf (arrived by c.
774), an ecclesiastic and sometime poet, who was initially taken
captive during a conflict in Lombardy, and in time became
abbot of Saint-Denis; the Anglo-Saxon Beornrad (arriving
in the late 770s), fiest serving as abbot of Echternach and later
as archbishop of Sens; and the obscure Irish scholars Jonas
and Raefgot. Learned associates of the king before Alcuin’s
arrival who were not actually resident at court included
Cathwulf, a confidant of Charlemagne ¢. 775, who is some-
times identified now as an Anglo-Saxon and whose
epistolography to the king (including some lines of verse)
would thus seem to provide a neglected source for Anglo-
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Latin studies (see MGH ECA 1V, 501=5 [no. 7]}; Arno (or
Arn), future archbishop of Salzburg, who left his Bavarian
homeland before 780, possibly to join Charlemagne, and in
any event had undertaken the abbacy of Saint-Amand by 782;
Godesscale, the scribe who praised Charlemagne’s promotion
of learning in verses accompanying a gospel lectionary ex-
ecuted ¢. 781; Adam, abbot of the Alsatian monastery at
Mismunster, who dedicated a copy of a grammatical treatisc
by Diomedes to Charlemagne in 780; and perhaps Riculf,
later a pupil of Alcuin (see his Epistofa XIII [MGH ECA 1V,
38-g, at 39]), who eventually would become archbishop of
Mainz (in 787). Paul the Deacon, another refugee from the
Lombard uprising, arrived at about the same time as did Alcuin
(c. 782). Although it appears that Paul and his countryman
Peter of Pisa excluded Alcuin from cheir circle (VI), Alcuin
seems to have avoided undue conflict with the existing royal
entourage, most plausibly because he was regarded from the
start as a polymath and not merely as an artis grammaticae
magzseer (11T},

Over the course of his carcer, Alcuin was renowned as an
cxponent of all seven liberal arts, as a scriprural exegete, an
occasional poet, a textual critic of the Old and New Testa-
ment, a hagiographer, a standardbearer in the liturgical sphere,
and, finally, as an adviser, confidant, and (we may suspect)
sometime amanuensis of Charlemagne (II1, VI, and X). The
fiftcen-year span {c. 782-96) which saw Alcuin’s membership
in Charlemagne’s inner circle ended with his move (or, one
suspects, rustication) to Tours in 796, where he was seated as
bishop. Only in the final three years of Alcuin’s tenure at
court {794-6) did Charlemagne’s household achieve a mea-
sure of domestic stability with its sertlement at Aachen in
794. But even during the period of its existence as a peripa-
tetic warrior-court, the king's retainers wintered regularly at
six cstablished residences. Garrison suspects that carly
Carolingian innovations in the areas of poetic composition
and lecter-writing, amply reflected in Alcuin’s canon, may well
have emerged during these seasonal breaks as adjuncts to
courcly entertainment and personal communication (VI).
Named members of the ill-defined, pre-Aachen scola included
several disciples of Alcuin, notably the concinental scholars
Frithugils (Fridugisus, Fredegisius, etc.), Hwita {Candidus
or Wizo), the previously mentioned Riculf, and the Irish
scholar Joseph Scottus. Other members of the rerinue in-
cluded the Irish scholars Dungal, Cadac-Andreas, and the
anonymous Hibernicus exul; the western Goth Theodulf, fater
bishop of Orléans, an occasional poct who promoted the study
of Ovid as well as Prudentius; and the earliest native Frankish
scholars to be educated with the benefit of the curriculum
that Alcuin had helped to institute, most notably Angilbert,
one of the very few native Frankish poets of the period, who
scrved as lay-abbot of Saint-Riquier from 789 even after he
had fachered the future historian Nithard in his capacity as
consort of Charlemagne’s daughter Bertha. The Frankish
scholar Einhard, biographer of Charlemagne and a reputed
poct, arrived at court around the time of Alcuin’s departure,
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¢. 794 (L III and VI).

Fundamental to the rise of Carolingian scholarship was
the promotion of literacy and of educational reform generally,
and this goal enuailed instruction in the principles and tech-
niques of grammatica (sce also the notice of Irvine, below). It
will be clear from the preceding comments that che Italian
scholars Peter and Paulinus were recognized for their carly
attainments as grammarians, and that the study of grammar
at the Frankish court had commenced years before Alcuin’s
arrival. Vivien Law (VIII) notes chat although Carolingian
scholars are often remembered for their role in the dissemi-
nation of the Late Latin grammars of Donatus and Priscian,
their achievements in the first instance were more immedi-
ately in line with the seventh- and cighth-century cfforts of
insular Latin grammarians. The production of concise gram-
mars of the regulae type (notably in the elementary forms
comprising declinationes nominum and conigationes verborum)
was especially atruned to the requirements of non-native speak-
ers of Latin. The identification of the special needs of this
group, however, is considerably more difficult in the case of
continental speakers of pre-Romance dialects than in the cases
of the insular audiences of clementary grammars, whose mem-
bers spoke Celtic and Germanic languages. The Carolingians
also contributed to the cighth-century production of aug-
mented, often conspicuously Christianized redactions of works
by Donatus and other grammarians, as well as grammatical
commentaries addressing the Bible and various patristic works,
Law suspects that the compendious Diadema monachorum of
Smaragdus of Saint-Mihiel was composed with the help of
some sort of “card file.” The major pedagogical innovation of
the carly Carolingians, however, was their systematic exposi-
tion of grammar itself, mainly in the service of religious study.
These efforts cleared the ground for the emergence of wholly
new types of grammatical texrs in the ninch century, such as
“parsing grammars” and full-scale commentaries subjecting
the treatises of grammarians to the type of detailed scrutiny
previously reserved for the Bible and patristic writings.

Beyond the promotion of basic literacy, the production of
new (or revived) forms of poctry is one of the most celebrated
achievements of the Carolingian renewal, but Mary Garrison
(VI) suspects that the circulation of such verse was character-
ized by a cercain nonchalance. Contradicting the impression
conveyed by modern collections of Carolingian poetry, the
transmission of individual poems suggests that the verse in
question was often viewed in its own time as ephemeral. No
systematic attempt was made to collect poems during the lace
cighth or carly ninth centuries. The occasional nature of much
Carolingian poctry may reflect its authors’ early cultivation of
epigraphic, dedicatory, and commemorative verse, bur it is
equally clear that Alcuin and his contemporaries undertook
the production of forms seldom if ever encountered previ-
ously in early medicval Europe: poems reflecting cheir au-
thors’ personal circumstances, the joys of friendship, and re-
laced themes—with the marked exception of love-poctry. This
development mainly reflects the influence of secular, and es-
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pecially pastoral, verse—most notably by Vergil, but also by
the later Roman pocts Calpurnius and Nemesianus, the last
ewo revived after centuries of neglect—as well as the redis-
covery of Boethian metra. Other new forms included the fol-
lowing: various kinds of “circular” poctry, such as letter-po-
ems (some embodying fanciful pscudonyms), riddle-poems,
answer-poems, and feud-poems—verse whose typically com-
municative mode is perhaps traceable to the importation by
Paul the Deacon of epistolary adonics composed by Ennodius
of Pavia (ob. §21); elaborate form-poems (carmina figurata)
composed by Alcuin, his Irish pupil Joseph, Theodulf, and
others, some of which interweave acrostics, telestichs, and
mesostichs in the manner of the late Roman court poet
Publilius Opratianus Porfyrius (perhaps also reflecting, through
Alcuin’s mediation, the influence of some early Anglo-Latin
acrostics)—a collection of form-poems whose composition is
datable to the 780s survives in Bern, Burgerbibliothck, 212
(s. ix 1); and aristocratic performance-poems intended for
public recitation in a courtly setting. Exerting a major influence
on these last-mentioned poetic innovations—and, Garrison
finds, on the Carolingian institution of literary patronage gen-
erally—are the Christian Lacin poctry and the biographical
persona of Venantius Fortunatus {¢. §30—c. 600), a “prolific
writer of epitaphs, panegyrics, poems of consolation, . . . and
other pidces d'occasion,” who “had been a true professional
poct . . . at several Merovingian royal and episcopal courts.”
Garrison would thus associate the florescence of poetry in the
court-circle of Alcuin and his contemporaries with other mani-
festations of an optimistic and self-consciously aristocratic
Weltanschaiung, noting the employment of the “new Athens
(or Rome)” topos by Alcuin, Einhard, and others, and the
vogue for the prose genre of the speculum principiem.

In cthe area of prose composttion, the most important
Carolingian innovations occurred in connection with the pro-
mulgation of philesophical discourse. The Carolingians al-
most single-handedly undertook the revival of dialectic and
the study of logic (VIII and X). At 2 basic level, this phe-
nomenon is reflected in the proliferation of pedagogical
“quesion-and-answer” literature during the period. Alcuin’s
frequently misunderstood Ars grammatica (sce PL 101, cols.
849-902) is best viewed as a composite, twofold work con-
sisting in (1) a discrete treatise (De vera philosophia, in cols.
849-54), cast in the form of a dialogue between master and
pupils—commonly and incorrectly viewed as the prefice to a
unified Alcuinian grammarical ars—which enriches a
Cassiodoran analogy likening the seven liberal arts to
Solomon’s scven-pillared temple with an original Boethian
reminiscence (the carliest, perhaps, anywhere in the medieval
literature of western Europe), also adducing neo-Platonic
speculation about the steps (gradus) leading to a mastery of
philosophia (here drawing on Augustine’s De ordine; see fur-
ther X), and (2} a pupil-to-pupil dialogue, punctuated by in-
terjections from the master, entided Dialogus Franconis et
Saxonis de octo partibus orationis (PL. 101, cols. 854~902), draw-
ing on Priscian’s Institueiones grammaticae for its discussion of
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syntax. (See further VIII, where Law notes that unprinted
marginal glosses in Carolingian Priscian manuscripts provide
a resource still virtually untapped by students of the period.)
The recovery of the writings of Bocthius catalyzed the pro-
duction of more advanced philosophical studies by the early
Carolingians. In addition to De consolatione Philosophiae, John
Marenbon (X) suspects that all of the so-called opuscda sacra
ateributed to Boethius (sce CPL, p. 293 [nos. 8go—4]) were
known to Alcuin and his circle, although the earliest surviv-
ing copy in manuscript dates from ¢. 820. Even so, the earliest
collection of logical texts, bar non, to survive from the west-
ern European tradition—now Rome, Bibliotheca Padri
Maristi, A. IL 1 (s. ix in. [i.¢., before 8t4])—was owned by
Alcuin’s associate Leidrad, bishop and later archbishop of
Lyons. The manuscript preserves extracts from Alcuin’s own
writings and from somec of his sources: Porphyry’s lsagoge;
the Periermenias commentaries of Apuleius and Boethius; and
the Aristotelian Tractatus de categoriis Aristotelis, known as
Categoriae decem (see OEN 28.2 [1995], 64). Marenbon, clari-
fying a point raised in his book From the Circle of Alcuin (1981),
advances a possible explanation for Alcuin’s insistence on at-
tributing the Categoriae decem to Augustine. A compilation
prepared by one of Alcuin's favorite pupils, the previously
mentioned Hwita, extracted a passage from Augustine’s De
trinitate containing a discussion of substantia (one of Aristotle’s
ten categories) under the tithe De decem cathegorits Angustint.
Marenbon acknowledges that Alcuin's circle produced “no
logicians of genius, . . . [no] Anselm . .. or Abelard.” But in
surviving works by Alcuin and his contemporaries he sees
foreshadowings of the sophisticated inquiries undertaken in
the later Carolingian period by John Scottus Eriugena,
Remigius of Auxerre, and others. For example, Aleuin’s pu-
pil (and successor as abbot of Tours) Frithugils made an carly
contribution to the study of negative dialectics with his com-
position of a treatise on the nature of nothing (De nibilo et
tenebris; ed. at MGH ECA 1V, 552-5 [no. 36]). Qualifying
the common characterization of the Carolingians as unimagi-
native encyclopedists, Marenbon asserts that they were “ac-
tive assimilators, not passive ones,” cven if Aleuin’s “deriva-
tive” De fide sanctae et individuae trinitatis exemplifies a “ser-
vile dependence on auchority” (for another view, sce OEN
27.2 [1994], 65-6).

Before returning to the review of the twelve articles cited
above, one additional item addressing Alcuin’s literary un-
dertakings may be noted bricfly. Frederick M. Biggs, in a
discussion of Alcuin's patristic sources (“Alcuin’s Use of Au-
gustine and Jerome: a Source and a Recollection Identified,”
N&Q 41 [1994]), 3-6), removes the uncertainty surrounding
two citations by Alcuin of a certain epistola ad Hilartum et
Prosperum, ascribed to Augustine, in Adversus Felicem (see
PL 101, cols. 139 and 141). The identification of this “lercer”
(epistola) has cluded source-hunters from Froben Forster (see
below) to Ogilvy. Biggs here reveals thar Aleuin refers to 2
substantial prose work by Augustine, known as De
praedestinatione sanctorum ad Prosperum et Hilarium (see pas-
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sages in the edition in PL 44, cols. 959-92, at 981-2). This
work's attested circulation in Anglo-Saxon manuscripes is
apparently restricted to a collection in Salisbury, Cathedral
Library, nz, fols. 1-162 (s. x; provenance Salisbury). In De
animae ratione, Alcuin refers to an exchange berween Augus-
tine and Jerome on the origin of the soul (see PL 101, 645).
The “exchange” in question consists in a pair of passages from
Augustine’s Epistola CLXVI and Jerome’s Ep. CXXVI (and
perhaps, as Donald Bullough has argued, a brief passage in
Jerome’s Ep. CXOXIV). The previously unidentified passage
in Jerome's Ep. CXXVI stands particularly close to the
Alcuinian paraphrase. (Both of Jerome's letters are
misidentified in Biggs's arcicle, evidently as a result of typo-
graphical error.) Biggs shrewdly recognizes char Alcuin is
nodding when he characterizes Jerome’s words as a response
to Augustine’s Ep. CLXV1, which in fact was writcen as a
response to Jerome's Ep. CXXVI (sometimes identified as
Ep. CLXV in the canon of Augustine’s correspondence).

Alcuin'’s role as a reformer of systems of chronological
reckoning received close scrutiny in two 1993 articles (I and
IX, respectively by Arno Borst and Dietrich Lohrmann; cf.
also II and XI). Between them, these studies embody an ex-
tremely thorough analysis of three main bodies of evidence:
(1) Alcuin's correspondence with Charlemagne on chrono-
logical and astronomical issues, specifically in eleven letters
edited by Dummler as Alcuin's Epistolae CXXI (late 796—
carly 797; including comments on grammatica, astronomy, and
some books at York [exquisitiores ernditionis scolasticae libelli);
ed. at MGH ECA 11, 175-8); CXXVI {(autumn 797 [i.c., early
November?]; chronology, cspecially the saftus lunae in No-
vember; ibid. 185—7); CXLIII (early February 798; liturgical
year and recreational mathematics; ibid. 224-7); CXLIV (early
March 798; Charlemagne to Alcuin: licurgical year; ibid. 228-
30); CXLV (late March 798; Felix of Urgel, saltus lunae, and
Charlemagne’s Saxon mission; ibid. 231=5); CXLVIII (shortly
before mid-July 798; Charlemagne’s gift of solar horologium,
Frichugils, Felix, cursus solis, and bissextus; ibid. 237—41 [origi-
nal letter] and 241 [postscript: see Bullough, Carolingian Re-
newal [1991], p. 234, n. 127]); CXLIX (22 July 798; Felix, Leo
111, movement of Mars, and Saxon mission; ibid. 241-5); CLV
(carly September 798; wandering stars, cursus lunae, Mars, lost
scicntific diagram; ibid. 249-53); CLXX (first parc of 799,
probably lace March; astronomy, Saxon mission, and Arno of
Salzburg; ibid. 278-81); CLXXI (after March 799; Felix, cursus
lunae, and bissextus; ibid. 281—3); CLXXII (April-May 799,
probably before late April; Felix, Peter of Pisa, Letdrad of
Lyons, and recreational mathematics; ibid. 284—5). (Dates given
here derive in the first instance from Diimmler’s edition in
MGH ECA 11, but these have been verified as far as possible
and modified where necessary by reference to Withelm Heil,
Alkuinseudien 1 [1970]; Bullough’s uncvenly indexed
Carolingian Renewal; and Lohrmann’s article [IX].)

(2) A disparate batch of chronological writings (most con-
veniently consulted as a group at PL 101, cols. 979-1002, un-
der the title De cursue et saltn lunae ac bissexto), which were
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first gathered cogether in the cighteenth century, and pub-
lished under Alcuin’s name, by Froben Forster (*Frobenius™),
abbot of Sankt Emmeram at Regensburg, in his cdition Beati
Flacei Albint sen Alcwini Opera, ed. Forster, 4 vols. in 2
(Ratisbon: Englerth, 1777), partly on the basis of passages in
the Alcuinian letrers just cited and also in the light of sugges-
tions issued previously by the seventeenth-century editor
Duchesne (“Quercetanus™ in his edition B. Flacei Albini, sive
Alchuuint abbatts, Karoli Magni regis ac imperatoris magistri,
Opera quae hactenus reperiri potuerunt nonnulla auciius et
emendatius, ed. Duchesne, 1 vol. in 3 parts (Paris: Cramoisy,
1617). In publications issued in 1937 and 1939, Charles W.
Jones effectively denied Alcuin's authorship of the great bulk
of these writings. Jones cited the unreliabilicy of notations
attributing certain items to Alcuin in manuscripts and dem-
onstrated that much of the matter in these texts must predare
Bede. The collection printed in PL 101 (following Forster)
has most often been divided into four separate works: Ratio
de luna XV et de cursu lunae, in two parts (cols. 981=4); De
saftu lunae, in cighe problemata (984-93); De bissexto, in two
argumenta (cols. 993-9); and the calerdatio (incipit: “Quomodo
possit reperiri”} commonly ascribed to Alcuin in modern edi-
tions, and sometimes to Bede (cols. g99-1002). The figst three
of these items (i.¢., all but the caladatio) are treated as a single
texc and assigned an Irish, pre-Bedan origin in entries in CPL
(p. 736 [no. 2316]) and Frede! (p. 96, item PS-ALC curs), but
the Celtic Larin origin and seventh-century dating of these
writings (again regarded as a single text) is called into ques-
tion by Lapidge and Sharpe (Bibliography, p. 326 [no. 1232]),
who class them as a dubium of “possible or arguable” Celtic
origin. Lohrmann’s study (IX), however, now shows plainly
that the traditions of manuseripts (treated below in item [3])
reveal the body of material in question to comprise eight sepa-
rate items, which, for purposes of subsequent discussion here
will be assigned sigla in the alphabetic range A-H:

(A) Alcuin, De cursibus solis et lunae epistolae fragmentum
maius (ptd as Ratio de luna XV ar PL 101, cols. 981-3), a
genuine fragment (or a self-contained draft, or a note) deriv-
ing from Alcuin's correspondence with Charlemagne on chro-
nology and astronomy; (B) Aleuin, De cursibus sofis et lunae
epistolae fragmentum minus (prd as De cursu lunae, ibid. 983
4), another genuine fragment {or draft or note); (C) Tractanus
de saltu lunae (prd as De saltu lunae: problema primum, ibid.
984-9), a fairly lengthy tract on the saltus {or “leap”) affecting
the length of lunar months; (D)} Argumentum de saltw funae
(ptd as Argumentum de saltu lunae: problema secundum, ibid.
989-90), a bricf problema on the same subject; (E) Argumenta
de saltu Iunae pavca (ptd as idem, problemata iii=iv, v (per partes},
vi (per minuta), vit {per momenta), and uiii, ibid. 990-3), a
group of six bricf problemaea on various aspects of the same
subject; (F) Tractatus de bissexto (pid as De bissexto, ibid. 993=
8), a fairly lengthy tract on the bissextus or “leap-day” in a solar
year; (G) Argumentum de bissexto (ptd as Aliud argumentum de
bissexto, ibid. 998-9) a brief argumentum on the same subject;

(H) Caladatio anno Domini DCCLXXVI (ped as Calerdatio
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Albini magistri, ibid. 999=1002), a brief chronological tract
(dated internally to 776) possibly composed by Alcuin at York
before his removal to the Continent (I and IX).

(3) The transmission-historics of the preceding cight items
(A-H), as attested by copics which Lohrmann finds in the
following manuscripts: Basel, Universicitsbibliothek,
F. 111 15. k (5. ix; provenance Fulda), 49r-52r (C), 52c-s55r (F),
and s5v (G); Geneva, Bibliothéque Publique et Universitaire,
lat. 50 (Massai, s. ix in. [c. 805]), 151r-t53¢ (C); OB Bodley
309 (SC 8837) (Vendome, s. xi 1}, 741—76r (F), 76r-78r (C),
78r—78v (D), and 78v (G); BN nouv. acq. lat. 1613 {Tours,
s. ix), 1iv and 16v=-17r (D); Troyes, Bibliothéque Municipale,
1165 (s. ix ex. or ix/x), items 25-6 (A + B); BAV lat. 642
(?Lyons, s. xi or xi/xii), 83r-8sv (F) and 85v-87v (C); BAV
Reg. lat. 226 (western France, s. x), 19r-23v (C), 23v—24v (D),
24v-26v (E), 26v=31v (F), and 31v—32v (G); BAV Reg. lar.
272 (Saint-Remi at Rheims, s. x), 4or-41v (A + B); BAV
Rossianus lat, 247 (s. xi or xi/xii}, 17or-173r (F) and 173r-176v
(O). (Information given here derives in the firse instance from
an appendix in IX, which has been supplemented by refer-
ence to I [esp. n. 21, p. 61, for BAV Rossianus lat. 247]; and
compared with information given in MGH ECA II; and by
Laistner, Hand-List; Jones, Bedae Pseudepigrapha and Bedae
Opera; Lapidge and Sharpe, Bibliography, and Walsh and
O Créinin [as cited below].)

Joint consideration of these three bodies of evidence may
justify some firm conclusions regarding at least two of the
items under discussion. These may be set out briefly. (A more
detailed account of the reasoning in each case will be pro-
vided below.) A convergence of external and internal evidence
proves beyond reasonable question that the longer fragment
A (the surviving text of which treats the moon’s course}—as
both Lehrmann and Borst agree—should be restored per-
manently to the canon of Alcuin’s genuine writings and, in
all likelihood, should be associated specifically with the cor-
pus of his letters, Just as certainly, a similar convergence of
evidence shows thac the fairly lengthy Tractatus de bissexto
(F) should be permancntly dissociated not only from Alcuin’s
authorship but from his efforts as a redactor of compuristical
and astronomical texts as well, though it remains possible (if
doubtful} that Alcuin played a role in the transmission of an
carlier version of this tractatus. Final dispositions on the other
texts (items B-E, G, and H), as we shall see, generally fall
between the two extremes observed in the cases of items A
and F,

The longer and shorter fragments treating the moon’s
course (A and B} have the distinction of sharing one particu-
lar line of transmission, one which is wholly removed from
the transmission-histories manifested by all of the other texes
under discussion (C-H). The copics of fragments A and B
in Troyes 1165 and BAV Reg. lat. 272 both occur in the midst
of continuous sequences of Alcuin’s letters, sequences whose
ordering and content are virtually identical where they over-
lap. (BAV Reg. lat. 272 preserves 110 items in all, whereas the
codicologically lacunose Troyes 1165 preserves seventy-three
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[or seventy-four] items.) With the sole exception of the frag-
ments in question (A and B), the authenticity of all items
commeon to both collections has never been questioned, that
is, every member of the coherent body of correspondence
witnessed by these two manuscripts (apart from the fragments)
has been cdited as part of the canon of Alcuin’s genuine let-
ters by Dammier and other scholars, Lohrmann (IX) stresses
the fact that Alcuin states explicitly in his Epistola CLV (at
MGH ECA 1I, 251.16-18) that he has previously sent infor-
mation to Charlemagne in another letter {in alia epistola) con-
cerning some problems involved in reconciling lunar hours
with solar days (“.. . quomodo convenirent . . . horae
lunares . . . diebus solaribus™. Lohrmann demonstrates thac
the detailed commencs of Alcuin here (and in another letter,
treating the sun’s course—rthe cited Epistola CXLVIII) places
the identification of the longer text (A) as a fragment of the
lost alia epistola beyond serious question. Alcuin's letter,
Lohrmann reveals, draws on the writings of Bede, most no-
tably DTR xvii (De lunae cursu per signa) but also DTR iv
and xxvii, as well as De natura rerum xxi. Additional parallels
with Alcuin’s letters just cited (and also Eprstola CLXXI),
however, make it clear that Alcuin should be regarded as the
primary author of fragment A, not simply as a redactor or
transmiteer of Bede’s comments. Lohrmann thus sces fit to
print the entire text of A + B (following PL) in an appendix,
including 2 German translation (by Lohemann and Harald
Miller) and expressing regrets thar he has been unable to
complete 2 new critical edition.

The situation regarding the shorter fragment (B) is some-
what less clear. At issue are (1) the refationship of the frag-
ment to the longer fragment (A), involving both codicological
evidence and evidence internal to the texts themselves—the
two items should perhaps be viewed as fragments of the same
lost leeter of Alcuin to Charlemagne, and (2) the relationship
of the shorter fragment to its sources, as yet scarcely identified
(Lohrmann compares DTR iii-iv}, and Alcuin’s other known
chronological and astronomical writings. Specifically, it is not
clear whether Aleuin should be viewed cither as the author of
this bricf text or, alternatively, simply as its redactor or trans-
mitter. The codicological evidence for Alcuin’s direct asso-
ciation with text B in some capacity, however, is every bit as
strong as in the case of A. If B is wholly non-Alcuinian, it is
the anly such item to be found among the dozens of genuine
letters witnessed jointly by Troyes nés and BAV Reg, lat.
272. The possibility thac B, like A, is a remnant of Alcuin’s
chronological correspondence with Charlemagne is supported
by the items’ consecutive appearance in these two books, but
their separate identities are evident as well. A and B were
printed as two discrete Alcuinian letcers (Duchesne’s epistolae
xxv and xxvi) in the 1617 editio princeps, and Dimmler de-
scribes them as duo tractatus. They were removed from the
canon of Alcuin’s letters and juxtaposed with the dubiously
Alcuinian Tractatus de saltu lunae, ctc., in the course of edi-
torial revisions preparatory to the edition of Froben Forster
and its reissue in PL. There is, [ would note, a plausible
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codicological rationale for the fragments’ joint appearance at
preciscly this point in the sequence of letters attested in Troyes
165 and BAV Reg. lat. 272 (cf. MGH ECA 11, 7). The two
items appear, as we might expect, immediately before a leteer
dated to the period which saw the scientific correspondence
of Alcuin and Charlemagne addressed at length by Lohrmann
(796-800/1), i.c., between Alcuin’s Epistolae CCXI and
CLXII, in that order. These four items taken together actu-
ally serve to close out a coherent group of Alcuin's lecters
most conspicuously given over to this very correspondence on
scientific topics. The sequence of letters in this group (fargely
obscured in the MGH edition) commences in Troyes nés
and BAV Reg. lat. 272 with Alcuin's crucial request to
Charlemagne for assistance in importing some rare texts from
York as its first item. It subsequently comprises alf of the
astronomical and chronological letters treated by Lohrmann
except Epistola CXLIV. In both manuscripts, this body of
correspondence precedes a discrete sequence of Alcuin's ear-
fier letrers, all of whosc items are dated to the period 791-6. A
and B thus appear to be miscellancous items that felt to the
bottom of a batch of Alcuin’s letters from the late 7gos. (See
further Theodor Sickel, “Alcuinstudien,” Siez Wien 79 [1875),
461=550, at sto—11 [not cited in I or IX].) I would note fur-
ther that Alcuin’s letters clsewhere reveal that he occasionally
sent Charlemagne brief texts written out on discrete sheets of
parchment—some mathematical diversions are discussed be-
low—and so it is possible that A and B should be viewed as
self-contained notes or drafts by Alcuin, and not as fragmen-
tary witnesses to a completed letter which has been lost to
posteriry. Finally, Borst’s observation (I, p. 71, n. 43) of a bor-
rowing from A in the incdited 8og revision of the so-called
Carolingian chronological Encyclopedia (sce below) points to
a line of transmission that Lohrmann’s treatment of manu-
scripts fails to address.

The only other chronological text discussed by Borst and
Lohrmann that might be seen reasonably to reflect a significant
compositional ¢ffort by Alcuin is the refatively brief calculario
in H, which sometimes appears, as we have seen (in the no-
tice of Lapidge’s Bede the Poet), as a spurious addition to Bede's
Epistola ad Wicthedum. Citing an annus prazsens in the calculatio
of 776, Borst accepts this text as a genuine witness to “Alkuins
Rechnung,” produced at York before his emigration to Francia.
Lohrmann views it as a pseudo-Alcuinian, possibly Irish texe
of pre-Bedan origin—but one which may have been known
to Alcuin as carly as 776. These contrasting views in fact rep-
resent different conclusions drawn from the same consider-
ations: Jones's statement (Bedae Peudepigrapha, pp. 42—4, at
43) that “there is no definite reason for rejecting this . . . as
the work of Alcuin. . . . If he did write it, he must have done
soat York™; the same scholar’s assertion that the 776 calculatio
is a revision of an earfier passage characteristic of the Sirmond
group of computistical texts, whose matter, Irish at core, pre-
dates Bede (Jones, ihid., cites relevant manuscripts as well as
further printed texts at PL 67, cols. 505-6, and 129, cols.
1308-9}; and the apparently unique occurrence of a rubric com-
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mencing with the words calewdatio Albini Magistriin an uncial
script in a copy of the passage in BAV Pal. lat. 1449 (?Mainz,
s. ix), iiv=12r. Alcuin's contributions, if they could be verified,
might be seen to be those of a redactor and not those of an
author. But the changes in the 776 revision wis-d-vis the ear-
lier version cited by Jones are substantial and, in my view,
may verge on the authorial. The discussion here does not
advance the state of the question far beyond the point reached
in Jones's treacment, bue Borse lays the ground for any furure
reconsideration of the mateer with his citations of the previ-
ously unrecognized use of H in the nincteenth chapter of the
Annales Prumienses and in the 8og revision of the Carolingian
chronological Encyclopedia. I would add that further analysis
of the three-hexameter colophon that closes our the 776 pas-
sage in at least two ninth-century witnesses might throw fur-
ther light on Alcuin’s association wich the texc (if any).
There is no reason to doubt that the basic matter of the
Tractatus de saleu lunae and Traceacus de bissexto (C and F)
was composed by Irish scholars who flourished before Bede's
time. Jones notes that in OB Bodley 309, 74r-78r, the two
tracts immediacely follow texts securely associated with Irish
compuristical marerials known to Bede, and that a list of ¢a-
pitula attesting to a lost collection of Irish materials in the
same source (at fol, 62) reads de bissexto. de saltu in two suc-
cessive entries. (See Jones, Bedae Opera, pp. 375-6, with 97,
n. 2, and no; and CPLY, 736 [no. 2316].) O Créinin has re-
cently augmented Jones’s codicologically predicated conjec-
tures with his identification of notional and limited verbal
parallels exhibited by C and F and the pre-Bedan Irish
computistical text De ratione conputandi (hercafter DRC;
“Brussels Computus”; classed as a dubitm in Lapidge and
Sharpe, Bibliography; now ed. in Cummian’s Letter “De
controversia paschalt” together with a Related Irish Computistical
Tract “De ratione conputandi”, ed. Maura Walsh and
O Créinin, Stud. and Texts 86 [Toronto: Pontifical Inst. of
Med. Stud., 1988}, pp. 113-213—new to OEN). The affinities
of F with the works of pre-Bedan, Irish authors appear to be
especially pronounced. O Créinin cites parallels in DRC xxvi,
lii, and lvii, the tract’s usc of the very rare, early scventh-
century (or earlier} Irish tract Disputatio de ratione paschali,
pseudonymously atrributed to Morinus, bishop of Alexan-
dria (CPL, p. 734 [no. 2306], and Frede?, p. 646, item MOR)—
never cited by Bede and rare even in Celtic sources—as well
as connections with the Cacechesis Celtica and the pscudo-
Bedan, putatively Irish De divisiones temporibus. (The fact that
DRC does not appear cither in CPL* or Fredet, despite the
appearance of detailed arguments championing a seventh-cen-
wry origin by O Créinin, suggests that he may have to go the
second mile in defending the carly Irish origin of this text.)
Borst cites evidence to show that F goes back to a longer
tract on the same subject, extant in Ireland in 689, and
Lohrmann demolishes the arguments of previous scholars who
have tried to associate the work with Bede’s DTR xvi. Still,
it is clear that these observations mainly involve the sources
of the tract. No scholar before Lohrmann seems to have come
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1o terms with the fact char the extant wxe of the Traceatus de
bissexto (F) cites Macrobius (an authority recovered mainly in
the ninth century) and, crucially, includes an unambiguous
indication of an annus praesens of 824! Moreover, the discus-
sion of the bissextus in Alcuin’s Epistolae CXLVIII and
CLXXII, Lohrmann shows, cannot refer to the concepts pre-
sented in F, and Borst’s study makes clear that F did not
influence any of the 793, 809, and 818 redactions of the
Carolingian chronological Encyclopedia. It is thus clear that
Alcuin is neither the originator nor the redactor of F, though
Lohrmann leaves open the question of whether he may have
played some role in the transmission of an carlier version.

Borst still champions the Tractatus de saltu lunae (C) as
an authentically Alcuinian composition, noting the follow-
ing: the tract’s preservation in BAV Reg. lat. 226, where it
appears in proximity to a batch of Alcuin’s astronomical and
chronological letters (albeit, I would note, near a copy of F,
and copies of D, E, and G as well); Alcuin’s discussion of the
Ycap (or saltus) in the nineteen-year lunar cycle in his Epistolae
CXXVI and CXLV; and evidence for the circulation of the
text in Carolingian circles in the form of indirect witnesses in
the chronological Encyclopedia (in its 8og revision) and in
Annales Prumienses xoox and 1. But O Créinin has cited paral-
lel passages in C and DRC cix, ¢x, and cxii and notes the
citation in C of the pscudo-Anatolian De ratione Paschae (sce
notice of McCarthy above [in “Aldhelm”) and PL 1e1, col.
988), a work most often cited by Irish authors. (Note also
O Créinin’s recent detection of further paraflel passages in
another arguably Irish work, treated below.) Thus, alchough
it appears that the reputedly Alcuinian connections of C are
more plausible than those of F, what is at issue is still Alcuin’s
possible role cither as a transmitter or as a redactor of the
text.

To conclude this discussion, independent investigation
into the Alcuinian connections (if any) of the minor argumenta
on the saltus and bissextres (D, E, and G) has hardly begun.
Jones (Bedae Opera, p. 376) states that the fairly brief
Argumentum de salen lunae (D) and the collection of the very
bricf Argumenta de saltic lunae pavca (E) “arc argumenta which
are common in computistical manuscripts,” but thus far
Lehrmann has only managed 1o idendify two witnesses to the
former and one to the latter, both in manuscripts witnessing
pre-Bedan computistical materials. The single argumentum
on the saltus (D)‘has been cited in connection with the text
of DRC cix by O Croinin, and Borst reveals that this item
has an Alcuinian connection insofar as it accompanies a copy
of Alcuin’s epitaph (edited by Diimmler as his Carmen cxxiii)
in the fragmentary witness to the Carolingian chronological
Encyclopedia ac BN nouv. acq. lat. 1613, 16v-18v.

Preparatory to his editio princeps of the frequently discussed
buc still inedited Carolingian “encyclopedia of time studies,”
extant in three redactions and preserved in several dozen manu-
scripts, Arno Borst reviews the collapse in seventh-century
Europe of chronological systems imported from Mediterra-
nean centers, the cnsuing contention among the insular



108

churches, and, eventually, the efforts of Frankish scholars (from
760) to implement a unified system of time-reckoning (I).
Alcuin played a key role in these efforts from the time of his
arrival at Charlemagne’s court ¢ 782. His possible connec-
tion with the chronological Encyclopedia, however, has never
been investigated carcfully. Borst notes that chis compilation
first emerged in 793, and went through major revisions in 809
and $18. There is a limited amount of evidence to suggest
Alcuin’s personal authorship of the first version of the Ency-
clopedia, issued in 793. Borst finds his “best copy” of this text
in Berlin, Deutsche Staatshibliothek, Lat. Fol. 128 (olim
Phillipps 1831) (Verona, s. viii/ix; later provenance Metz), nér-
12sr. (The text of a full copy in Monte Cassino, Biblioteca
dell’Abbazia, KK. 3 [s. ix], pp. 148-65 and 193~4, has been
printed in Bibliotheca Casinensis, ¢d. by the Benedictines of
the Abbazia di Montecassino, § vols. [1873~9), I, 80—¢ and
96.) The carlicst copy overall is preserved in the present
Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliochek, clm 6407 (Verona,
5. viii/ix; provenance Freising; CLA IX, 15 [no. 1282]), which
Donald Bullough has discussed as a copy made ¢. 8oo at
Verona, under the supervision of Bishop Egino, from a Tours
exemplar elsewhere preserving authentic works of Alcuin (dge
of Charlemagne (1966}, p. 121).

The facts of the macter (as summarized by Borst) are as
follow. At some point after 789, perhaps as late as 793, Alcuin
is known to have written a chronological treatise to which he
applies the title Libellus annalis (echoing Bede, DTR xxiii) in
a twelve-line dedicatory poem (Alcuin’s Carmen Ixxit in
Dimmler’s edition [MGH PLAC 1, 294~s]). This litcrary
epigram is preserved in a single manuscript (BAV Pal. lac.
1448 [Trier, s. ix 1; provenance Mainz], at 72r), a manuscript
also containing excerpts from the 793 version of the Encyclo-
pedia. The poem, morcover, mentions Bede and (implicicly)
the writings of Greek chronographers (veterum argumenta
sophorumy), sources which are laid under contribution in the
first version of the chronological Encyclopedia. Against the
view of Alcuin as author of the 793 work, however, the tidle
Libellus annalis and, perhaps, Alcuin’s epigrammarical verse
might be more plausibly associated with a hastily prepared
collection of extracts from Bede, some of which are also pre-
served in BAV Pal. lar, 1448. Tellingly, Borst feels, Alcuin
indicares that Charlemagne had requested just such an ambi-
tious synthesis as we find in the 793 Encyclopedia, but thar he,
Alcuin, writing celert calamo, has failed to provide it.

Eventuaily, however, Aleuin would come to leave his mark
on the chronological Encyclopedia—but, perhaps, not until a
point after his death. An otherwise lost lectio by Alcuin, mat-
ter from the genvine De cursibus solis et lunae epistolac
fragmentum maius, as well as the dubiously Alcuinian caladatio
of 776, among other materials known to have been assembled
by Alcuin (including extracts from Bede) were incorporated
into the 809 revision of the Encyclopedia coordinated by
Adalhard of Corbic. (Borst’s best copy occurs in Madrid,
Biblioteca Nacional, 3307 [Priim, s. ix], sr-8ov.) Finally, in
818, Arno of Salzburg extended the work of his deceased men-
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tor and friend Alcuin in the third version of the Encyelopedia.
(Borst’s best copics of this version oceur in Munich, Bayerische
Sraatshibliothek, clm 210 [Salzburg, s. ix 1, i.c., 818], r-163v,
and Vienna, Osterreichische Narionalbibliothek, lat. 387
[Salzburg, s. ix], ir-165v.) Arno introduced complex arith-
metical formulae and additional ancient sources in his attempt
to promote che rigorous exactitude in time measucement that
had been championed by Alcuin, Shortly thereafter, the mas-
sive compilation in the third version of the Encyclopedia would
itself be superseded by a similarly compendious but more care-
fully structured work by Hrabanus Maurus, known as De
computo (now edited in CCCM 44, 163-323), which would
then come to dominate European chronological studies for
more than one hundred years.

Two final items relating to Aleuin’s astronomical and
chronological studies may be noted briefly, Bruce Eastwood
(IT; <f. also XI) views the 809 Encyclopedia (in three books)
and its 818 expansion (in seven books) as landmarks in the
progress of Carolingian science. These collections were no-
table for the overall reducrion in the quantity of passages given
over to allegory and symbolism and the addition of texts pre-
senting concrece information, developments encouraged years
before by Aleuin, Noting that all of Bede's information on
the planets in De natura rerm derived from Pliny, Aleuin
promoted the excerption of that author’s works from the time
of his 796/7 correspondence with Charlemagne. Eastwood
reviews the evidence for the availability of full copies of Pliny’s
works in Carolingian royal libraries, at Reichenau, and at
Corbie, copies which were evidently consulted frequently in
the course of the 809 and 818 revisions of the Encyclopedia.
Another non-Christian work, Martianus Capella’s De nuptiis
Philolagiae et Mercurii, by contrast, was rarcly excerpted dur-
ing the compilation of compendia. Nevertheless, nineteen
copics of the full work are known to survive from the ninth
century, augmented by an additional four copics of the cighth
book only. The concretization of astronomical knowledge in
the ninth century was accompanied by an increase in the use
of diagrams. The carlicst astronomical or computistical dia-
gram known to have existed in medieval Europe, bar none, is
the illustration that was sent te Charlemagne by Aleuin with
his Epistola CLV (see esp. I, p. 66), now lost to posterity.
Eastwood discusses diagrams issued in subsequent decades to
accompany works of Bede, often those drawing on Pliny, in
BN nouv. acq. lat. 1615 (Auxerre, s. ix t [¢. 830%]), BN lar.
5543 (s. ix med. [i.c., 847]; provenance by s. ix/x Fleury), Sanke
Gallen, Stiftsbibliothek, 248 (Sanke Gallen, s. ix z [ 889)])
and Melk 412 {(sec OEN 28.2 [1995], 61). Natice may also be
taken here of two major studies by Eastwood treating topics
relating to Bede and Alcuin: “Plinian Astronomy in the
Middle Ages and Renaissance,” in Science in the Early Roman
Empire: Pliny the Elder, His Sources and Influence, ¢d. Roger
French and Frank Greenaway (London: Croom Helm, 1986),
pp- 197-251, and “Plinian Astronomical Diagrams in the Early
Middle Ages,” in Mathematics and Its Applications to Science
and Natural Philosophy in the Middle Ages, ed. Edward Grant
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and John E. Murdoch (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press,
1987), pp. 141=72 (both new to OEN). In the course of a re-
view of medieval Irish knowledge of classiczl Latin rexts 1D,
Diibh{ O Créinin posits the Irish authorship (or compila-
tion} of a commentary on Bede’s De rempon'bus‘ rerum (dis-
cussed by Jones at CCSL 123B, 258-9). O Créinin’s
prosopographical study of Irish names in carly medieval manu-
scripts leads him to suggest that “Comgin, onc of the circle
of Irishmen whose names occur in the margins of several ninth-
CCNtury manuscripts now on the continent, may well have
compiied the commentary.” O Créinin’s speculation about the
author’s name should probably be separated from his discus-
sion of the text’s Irish connections, which draws on the in-
sight that the commentator’s remarks concerning rustici
computatores who begin the year in September—Jones said he
knew of no such reckoning—corroborates computistical dis-
cussions in Alcuin’s Epistola CXLV and in the dubiously
Alcuinian Tractatus de salew lunae (treated above as item C).
These sources actribute 2 New Year's Day in September to
pueri and Aegyptii who are almost certainly to be identified as
Irish calculators. Tnter alia, O Créinin registers his guess that
the marginal annotator who signs his work as Suadbar may be
none other than Seduljus Scottus, whose native Irish name
has never been recovered previously.

Some of the most importnt criticism of any Alcuinian
leXt 0 appear in recent years occurs in the re-edition and
discussion by Menso Folkerts and Helmuth Gericke of a se-
ries of engaging and frequently complex mathematical prob-
lems known as Propositiones ad acuendos fuvenes (IV and V).
The text established here augments the edition in an carlier
study of the Propositiones by Folkerts (“Die ilteste
mathematische Aufgebensammlung in lateinischer Sprache:
die Alkuin zugeschricbenen Propositiones ad acuendos iuvenes—
chrlicfcrung, Inhalt, kritische Edition,” Denkschrifien der
Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, mathematisch-
naturwissenschaftliche Klasse 116.6 [1978), 15-78—new to OEN),
by providing an integrated translation and commentary in
German as well as a generous supply of illustrations. Folkerts's
1978 edition, however, still embodices a far superior extual
apparatus. A modern English cranslation, announced for 1992
publication by the machematician David Singmaster (known
for his series of publications on Rubik’s cube, among other
recreational topics) and John Hadley, seems not yet to have
appeared. Some additional recent discussion of the
Propositiones, there unhesitatingly ascribed to Alcuin, does
occur in Singmaster’s article “Some Early Sources in Recre-
ational Mathematics,” in Marbematics from Manuscript to
Print, 1300-1600, ed. Cynthia Hay (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1988}, pp. 195—208 (new to OEN).

In most witnesses, the Alcuinian Propositiones contain just
over fifty problems in algebra and geometry, ranging from
recreational “think-of-a-number” diversions similar to those
found in the lively pseudo-Bedan (or pseudo-Alcuinian) De
arithmeticis propositionibus—also cdited recently by Folkeres
(sec OEN 24.2 [1991], 45)—to sophisticated linear or “trans-
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port” story-problems (involving the crossing of a desert, a
river, or the like), which challenge the reader to complete
fairly complex equations. The new edition is founded on texts
preserved in chirteen manuscripts, the earliest of which was
written around the end of the ninth century (Vatican Ciry,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana [hereafter BAV), Reg. lat. 309
[Saint-Denis at Paris, s. ix ex.], 160-v + 3v—4r), eight others
having been dated to ¢. 1000~¢. 1100. These include the edi-
tors’ “best witness,” Karlsruhe, Badische Landesbibliothek,
Aug, perg. 205 (Reichenau, s. x ex.), s4r—70r; and also Munich,
Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, clm 14272 (Sanke Emmeram, s. xi
in. [i.c., ¢. 1020]), 181, witnessing a fost text found at Chartres
by the monk Hartwic; and Leiden, Voss. lat. oct. 15 (Sainc-
Martial at Limoges, s. xi 1 [i.c., 1023—§]), 203v=204v and 206v~
ztor, written by Ademar of Chabannes.

The mathematical problems were first ascribed to Alcuin
by Froben Forster in the 1777 edition cited above, on the basis
of their juxtaposition with a copy of Alcuin’s frn Genesim in
the manuscript now at Karlsruhe, Although, as we shall see,
the problems in question resist attribution o a single author
by their very nature, the association of their transmission with
Alcuin’s continental pedagogy is in fact supported by a con-
vergence of evidence. The earliest witnesses to these puzzles
oceur in manuscripts executed in castern or northern Francia
and western or southern Germania, and some fairly slight
linguistic evidence also may point to the origin of the conti-
nental archetype in a Frankish milicu. More specifically, in
the light of evidence internal to his Disputatio Pippini regis
cum Afbino and some of his poctry, there can be no doubt that
Alcuin loved problems of this sort. Alcuin's fondness for
mathematical posers is also indicated unambiguously in his
Epistola CLXXII of 799 (see MGH, ECA 1V, 285.8-15), where
he states that he has sent some problems in arithmetic {afiguae
figurae arithmeticae) for Charlemagne’s enjoyment (subrilicasis
laetitae causa). Furcher evidence to associate Alcuin with the
Propositiones ad acuendos invenes is found in three mediceval
library catalogues, which apparently attribute these problems
{or a similar coilection) to his hand. The carliest of these,
from Fulda (c. 850), includes the following three entries in
succession: eiusdem [sc. Alcuin’s] quaestiones in Genesim;
etusdem de formulis arithmeticae; eiusdem de grammatica. The
first and third of these items are best taken as references to
genuine works of Alcuin (/n Genesim and Ars grammatica),
and thus the implication is that 2 work treating mathemarical
equations circulated as part of Alcuin's canon within fifty years
of his death. With the sole (and by no means securely dated)
exception of the previously mentioned pscudo-Bedan De
arithmeticis propositionibus, the Propositiones ad acuendos iuvenes
constitute the only collection of Latin mathematical prob-
lems known to have circulated in western Europe before ¢. 850.
Finally, the juxtaposition of the Propositiones with a copy of
In Genesim in the Karlsruhe witness, corroborating the se-
quence in the Fulda catalogue, would seem to cement the
attribution of the collection to Alcuin. Folkerts concludes
cautiously that “it is probable that the author was indeed
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Alcuin” (IV, English abstract), suggesting thata specialist in
Anglo-Latin might undertake a stylistic study as a test.

It is certain that Alcuin, to judge by his comments to
Charlemagne, had a hand in the transmission of some
mathematical problems—most plausibly the Propositiones—
and it might seem likely that he undertook, at the very least,
to redact some of their texts. It is possible, of course, that any
redactorial (or even compositional) efforts undertaken by
Alcuin in this connection were sufficient to earn such aset of
problems a place in his canon. But this line of inquiry fails to
confront the difficulties inherent in the very notion of au-
thorship as it relates to an aggregate text such as the
Propositiones ad acuendos iuvenes. The more interesting ques-
tion, in my view, concerns the route by which the Propositiones
might have reached Alcuin’s cognizance. Apart from some
distant paraliels in the writings of Quintilian and in the
fiftccenth-century Sankt Emmeram Algorismus Ratisbonensis,
the apparatus of Latin sources in the cdition of Folkerts and
Gericke is most notable for its near-total lack of entries. The
works cited by the editors as sources and analogues of the
problems (all in V) were in great bulk composed by Greck- or
Syriac-speaking authors: Heron of Alexandria (before 100);
Nikomachos of Gerasa (c. 100); Diophant of Alexandria
(c. 250); the Syrian scholar Tamblichos (ob. ¢ 330); and the
shadowy figure Metrodoros (c. 300-500). Additional citations
mainly involve analogues in texts of Arabic, Egyprian,
Babylonian, or Chinese origin. Folkerts and Gericke express
complete bafflement regarding the circulation of these
Propositiones in a Carolingian milieu, only noting by way of
possible explanation the arrival of the Greek educator Elissaios
in 781 to tutor Charlemagne’s daughter Rotrud. Intriguingly,
I would note, Alcuin wrote his letter mentioning figurae
arithmesicae (April-May 799) to Charlemagne within a few
yeats of the earlier letter (796/7) in which he mentioned some
texts from York that he had been unable to find during his
residence on the Continent, copies of which he hoped might
be obtained from his former school (Epistofa CXXI; not cited
in IV or V). Clearly, in the light of the 1994 edition of Bischoff
and Lapidge (sce notice above), the Canterbury school de-
serves consideration, at least in passing, as an intermediary
channel for the transmission of these exotic texts to York and
thence to Alcuin at Tours. On first reflection, the well-known
contention becween Theodore and Wilfrid would scem to
argue against an carly exchange of texts between Canterbury
and York. But it is worth recalling that Theodore effected a
rapprochement with Wilfrid in 686, which could in principle
have involved gifts of books as well as land. Moreover, it 1s
not necessary to assume Theodore's personal agency in such
an exchange. On the witness of HE V.iii, John of Beverley,
bishop of York, cited Theodore’s opinion on a fairly abstruse
medical matter, leading Michacl Lapidge (in the cited edi-
tion) to consider the possibility “that John had imbibed the
teaching [of Theodore] at first hand.” The weight of the
evidence for the Canterbury derivation of the core collection
of the Propositiones may thus scem approximately equivalent
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to that recently adduced by Lapidge for the transmission of a
Greek-derived form of litany of saints to Worcester by the
Canterbury alumnus Oftfor (sce OEN 26.2 [1993], 60-1)—
with the possible exception of the lack of a surviving manu-
script of the Propositiones originating at York. But the nexus
of evidence represented by Alcuin's recurrent interest in math-
ematical problems, the dating of the mission to acquire books
from York, the dating of his epistolography to Charlemagne,
the entry in the Fulda book-list, the contents of Karlsruhe
Aug. perg. zos, and the nature of the Propositiones them-
selves might be seen to support the postulacion of a lost Anglo-
Saxon witness from York. Even though the Bischoff-Lapidge
edition has already supported (in part) a book-length study
by Jane Stevenson advancing the hypothesis of the Canter-
bury origin of a Latin translation from a Greck work by John
Malalas (to be reviewed in my next column), the assignment
of any carly Latin text to the Canterbury school should only
be undertaken for the best of reasons. I wish to do no more
than raise the issue here. I would note, however, that nearly
all of the fluid measures and measures of weight and coinage
mentioned in the Propositiones are treated in eXtant texes as=
signed to the Canterbury school, and that such a derivation
would help account for the references to desert tracts, camels,
and other non-European subjects addressed by these prob-
lems.

e. The tenth and eleventh centuries

We have seen above (in the notice of Orchard’s Poeric Art)
that Late Latin secular poetry found an audience in Anglo-
Saxon England as early as the time of Aldhelm, who found
scveral opportunities to echo a four-line lyric limning the face
of a dream-woman. About one hundred years larer {c. 764),
Cuthbert, an abbot of Wearmouth-Jarrow who had probably
studied under Bede—not Cuthbert of Farne Island, whose
dates are given by Ziolkowski, as cited below, p. xx—wrote 2
letter 1o a countryman on the continent (Lul, archbishop of
Mainz) requesting the services of a lutanist (citharista) 1o play
an Anglo-Saxon stringed instrument known as the rorta.
Cuthbert hopes that his correspondent will not scorn his re-
quest or “think it laughable” (MGH ES 1, z50-2 [no. 116}, at
251; trans. follows D. Whitelock, English Hi istorical Documents
I, 2nd ed. [1979], 831-2). The most impressive testimony (o
the appreciation of both secular and ecligious lyrical poetry in
Anglo-Saxon England emerges near the end of the period in
the form of a miscellancous collection of verse now preserved
at Cambridge, in CUL Gg. 5. 35 (St. Augustine’s Abbey,
Canterbury, s. xi med.), fols. 43241 + [recently recovered
leaf] + 442-3. During 1994, Jan M. Ziolkowski issued a new
critical edition of the lyrics in question—generally termed
Carmina Cantabrigiensia (*Cambridge Songs”} despite their
continental European origins and Canterbury provenance—
the first edition of their verse to be supplicd with a detailed
introduction, a facing-page English translation, a full set of
notes, and a comprehensive bibliography (7he Cambridge Songs
(Carmina Cantabrigiensia), ed. Ziolkowski, Lib. of Med. Lit.
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66A [New York: Garland, 1994]}. This is also the first edi-
tion of the Carmina Cantabrigiensia to include tWenty-seven
extracts from the metra of Bocthius’s De consolatione
Philosophiae that were recovered in the 1980s (Ziolkowski's
carmina l-lxxvi; sce OEN 18.1 [1984), 115-16, and 28.2 [1995],
75 [item h]) as well as seven poems previously excluded from
the collection on palacographical and codicological grounds
(Ziolkowski’s carmina bocvii=lxxxiii). Ziolkowski is also che
first editor to divide carminag 1, xiv, and ¢ into two items
cach (thereby introducing carmina 1A, xivA, and xxxA), for a
total of cighty-six carmina altogether. (Ziolkowski also prints
an cighty-sevench item from CUL Gg. 5. 35, 4441, in an ap-
pendix, i.c., an cight-line pocm on the victims of the Ama-
zons copied by a distinct scribal hand.) Despite the fact that
the surviving copy was executed in Anglo-Saxon England, all
scholars to datc have agreed char the emergence of the collec-
tion itself is o be situated in continental Europe. Specifically,
Ziolkowski maintains that “at least one large component of
the collection was assembled” under Salian rule, during the
carly stages of what “later became knightly and courtly cul-
ture,” the lyrics themselves probably reflecting “the tastes of
episcopal courts in Speyer, Maing, Trier, and Cologne, and
of imperial courts along the Rhine.” The lacest poem in the
collection, datable on internal grounds, may be carmen xxxiii,
in which the Burgundian court chaplain Wipo laments the
death of his patron, Emperor Conrad 11, on 4 June 1039,

In his introduction, Ziolkowski weighs the merits of the
many competing theories that have been formulated over the
years to account for the appearance of this unique collection
of medieval Latin lyrics beeween the ninth-century produc-
tion of corpora of such verse by Carolingian poets and the
emergence of the well-known Carmina Burana in the thir-
teenth century. Early critics tended to detect the repertotre of
a single, itinerant minstrel, an entertainer who presumably
traveled from the Rhineland o Canterbury and eventually
recained a single scribe to copy his favorite lyrics as a unir,
mainly in a single quire of CUL Gg. 5. 35 (see below).
Ziolkowski notes that there are several serious objections to
such a unified view of the Carmina Cantabrigiensia. It is true
that carmina i=xlix—and, we now know, the Boethian metra
of Ziolkowski’s carmina I-lovi—were copied by one main
scribe, whereas the seven items traditionally excluded from
the collection, Ziolkowski’s carming Dbexcvii-~Dexxiii, have all been
entered by a second hand. The work of the first seribe ap-
pearsin bulk in the penultimate quire of CUL Gg. 5. 35 (quire
44, at fols. 432—-40), whereas the extant contributions of the
second main hand are wholly restricted to the final quire of
the manuscript {quire 45, at fols. 442-3). But even propo-
nents of the “wandering-minstrel” hypothesis have had to
acknowledge that the contributions of the first scribe carry
over to the end of the first leaf of quire 45 (that is, through
fol. 441); and we now know that this seribe's work continued
at least as far as the end of the second leaf of thac quire, that
is, to the end of the recovered leaf containing the Boethian
excerpts (which properly follows fol. 441). Morcover, it is prob-

able thar a codicological lacuna still intervenes between the
recovered leaf and che present fol. 442 of CUL Gg. 5. 35,2
lacuna which formerly will have accommodated extracts from
the verse of the fourth and fifth books of De consolatione
Philosophiae as well as some later medieval verse, notably cthe
beginning of Ziolkowski’s carmen lxxvii. As the replacement
of the first main hand by the sccond most plausibly occurred
on parchment lost to this lacuna, it is evident that the quiring
of CUL Gg. 5. 35—beyond the clean start of the Carmina
Cantabrigiensia in the first column of the first leaf of quire 44
(432ra)—must be viewed as irrelevant o the demarcation of
the lyrical collection. Moreover, it is by no means clear that
the change of scribe in quire 45 involved a change of exem-
plar. Indeed, Ziolkowski shows that the last seven extant lyr-
ics (the religious poems of his carmina Ixxvii~Ixxxiit) display
thematic links with preceding verse. The subject matter of
carmen hxxxii (on David, Goliath, and Saul), moreover, is as-
cribed to the repertoire of an cleventh-century German min-
strel in the Latin verse of a Speyer poet known as Sextus
Amarcius Gallus Piosistratus {c. 1050). Ziolkowski thus con-
cludes that both the Bocthian extracts and his carming bxviie
Ixxexiii represent authentic continuations of the main series of
the Carmina Cantabrigiensia.

The wandering-minserel hypothesis and a related theory,
holding that the Carmina Cantabrigiensia were employed as
a course-text for the training of jongleurs or goliards, have 1o
contend with the certainty that some of the lyrics are ill-
suited to popular performance in an informal setting. Carmen
xxvi celebrates the nuns of an unidentified German convent
dedicated to St. Cecilia, and various other jtems advert ear-
nestly to milieux in courts, schools, and ccclesiastical centers.
Carmen xliv is intended 1o be sung by a parr of male choirs
and other lyrics display prominent liturgical overtones. Most
of the alternative hypotheses proposed to date, including the
most recent, have tended to view this lyrical compilation as a
fairly static entity: for example, as a miscellancous collection
put together by a literary-minded lover of poctry, who sought
to assemble specimens of many different kinds of verse and
thus fele free to include truncated texts preserving only the
opening lines of certain compositions, such as often occur in
the extant copy (Strecker); or as an “advanced” section in a
graded selection of poetic texts of increasing difficulty, that
is, the contents of CUL Gg. 5. 35 regarded as a whole (Rigg
and Wicland); or as a component of 2 reference-book, which
may have been consulted in, or borrowed from, a library
(Lapidge). Ziolkowski contends that any future resolution of
these problems will have to come to terms with the collection’s
emergence as the culmination of a three-stage process. A sat-
isfactory proposal would have to consider (1} the varying rea-
sons for the composition of certain poems at different times
and places (as indicated by the divergent handling of line-
breaks and prominent initials in CUL Gg. 5. 35, among other
evidence), as well as the revision of individual items over time;
(2) the rationale for the assembly of the prototype of the sur-
viving collection; and (3) the rarionale for the cxecution of
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the copy in CUL Gg. 5. 35. Ziolkowski disputes the common
characterization of the songs as a fundamentally German col-
lection, noting the origin or circulation of certain items in
France and Italy. The European cultural associations of the
lyrics, however, are more typically continental than insular:
Ziolkowski's notes adduce Anglo-Latin thematic parallels only
for carmina v (the theme of the three resurrections, as in
Bede), x (the nightingale, as in Alcuin), and locvii (the fall of
Satan, the Creation, and the fall of Adam and Eve, also as in
Alcuin—and, 1 would add, Genesis A).

Partly vindicating views expressed decades ago by Hans
Spanke, Ziolkowski sees musical considerations as having
played the most important roles in the assembly of the collec-
tion. Several lyrics refer explicitly to the history, theory, and
performance of music (e.g., carmina x, xii, xxi, and xlv). Such
references leave no reason to doubt that we are dealing in the
main with genuincly lyrical compositions, meant to be sung
with instrumental accompaniment. The recent recovery of
the neumned Boethian extracts, which as a rule embody only
four to six lines of the metra that they signal, solves decisively
the problem of the incomplete state of many tyrics, Ziolkowski
feels. The assembler of the prototypical collection (or, con-
ceivably, an abbreviating scribe} often included only enough
to recall the full text of a given lyric from memory and to
establish its basic melody. The collection includes a number
of non-lyrical—or, ac best, quasi-lyrical—introductory or tran=
sitional texts containing cucs for performers. For example,
one curious bit of doggerel {edited as carmen xxx) contains
thirty words in succession, in nine mainly octosyliabic lines,
cach of which begins with the letter ¢ (incipir: “Caute cane,
cantor care . . ."), recalling a similar tour de force in hexameter
verse by Hucbald of Saint-Amand (see Orchard’s Poetic Art,
p- 45, 0. 100). The functions of these semi-poetic texts re-
semble those of certain preludes and tropes in liturgical se-
quences and, indeed, certain items are accompanied by neumed
melodies familiar from popular sequences. The musical appa-
ratus of the extant copy is limited, failing to fill even the
relatively cramped space apportioned for it in the layout of
CUL Gg, 5. 35, especially vis-g-vis the relatively generous
amounts of space left for the glossing of hexameter verse in
previous sections of the manuscript—the very hexameters
characterized by Rigg and Wicland as supposedly easier €0
comprehend. The employment of adiastematic (unheighted)
neumes wichout any indication of differentiations in pitch—
possibly added to the copy in CUL Gg. 5. 35 by someone with
special musical expertise after the completion of the work of
the main scribes—prevents the recovery of the precise melody
of most of the notated items, but in one case (that of carmen
xlviii) the full melody can be reconstructed from diastematic
notation preserved in a later manuscript. Again, the collec-
tion (on the evidence of the surviving witness) seems to have
included only enough information to recall a piece for readers
already familiar with its melody. Ziolkowski makes the im-
portant point that the musical form of many of the Latin
compositions will have rendered them areractive not only to

members of ccclesiastical audicnces but to lay listeners who
were conversant only in their respective vernaculars: “[M]any
people around the world roday would not hesitate to attend
an opera in a language they had never learned . .. and mil-
lions buy recordings and atrend concerts of rock or rap musi-
cians whose lyrics are in foreign languages.” He also notes
that the verses in CUL Gg. 5. 35 are nog, for the most part,
lyrical in the modern sense of “allowing the poetsto . . . ¢x-
press their most intimate feelings and concerns” directly; nev-
ertheless, four of the six ostensible love-poems in the collec-
tion have been effaced in the manuscript by a censor. One of
the strengths of this edition is Ziolkowski’s exhaustive bibli-
ography, which augments references to earlicr scholarship with
newer items cited in Schaller and Kéngsen's Initia Carminum
Latinorum (1977), very recent entries reflecting scrutiny of
the annual bibliography Medioevo latino, and other citations.
The edition also offers a general index as well as indices of
initia, titles, Latin words, Old High German words, biblical
passages, and manuscripts. Strecker’s charts of syllabic and
accentual pateerns are not reproduced or claborated here and
there is no comprehensive treatment of the musical notation
in CUL Gg. 5. 35. But it is abundantly clear nonetheless that
Ziolkowski has produced a superlative edition that will meet
the requirements of general readers and specialists alike.

In another thorough treatment of a continental Euro-
pean text preserved in a lacer Ang o0-Saxon manuscript, Helmut
Gneuss has published a semi-diplomatic edition of a widely
disseminated plossary of Greek grammarical, mecrical, and
more broadly literary terms (‘A Grammarian’s Greek-Latn
Glossary in Anglo-Saxon England,” in From Anglo-Saxon to
Middle English: Studies presented to E. G, Stanley, ed. Malcolm
Godden, Douglas Gray, and Terry Hoad [Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1994], pp- 60-86). A unique English witness to the
text of the glossary is preserved in BL Harley 3826 (?Abingdon,
s. x/xi), on 15or=i52r. The compilation of this “Grammarian's
Giossary” (cntitled Grammaticae artis nomine Grece et Latine
notata in Harley 3826) oceurred centuries carlier than the ex-
ecution of the copy edited here. The terminus a quo is indi-
cated by a total of about fifty entrics reflecting the influence
of the Etymologiae of Isidore (ob. 636), and the terminus ad
quem by a copy of the glossary preserved in a continental manu-
script written ¢ 750, the present Wolfenbiireel, Herzog-Au-
gust-Bibliothek, Weissenb. 86 (*Tours, s. viii med.; CLAIX,
44 [no. 1394]). Gneuss cites twenty copies of the glossary pre-
served in continental manuscripts, sixteen of which are sup-
phied here with sigh and summaries of datcs, origin (and prov-
enance), existing studics, and, where available, editions and
facsimiles. (Three continental witnesses that came to light as
this article was going to press receive only brief notices here,
2 does a fourth witness destroyed in the last war.) Gneuss is
inclined to date the composition of the glossary to the sev-
enth century, but, despite the pervasive emphasis on Greek
terms {especially Greek mecrical terms), he views an origin at
Canterbury as less likely than onc in France, citing the
glossary’s strong continental manuscript tradition and the
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paucity of connections with glosses occurring in members of
the Leiden family and che Epinal-Erfurt group, or in the so-
called Second Corpus Glossary. Although the evidence of the
First Corpus Glossary verifies the importation of the
Grammarian’s Glossary to England by the carly ninth cen-
tury at the latest, the copy in Harley 3826 probably attests to
its subsequent re-importation during the tenth century, which
introduced a text most closely related to the one typified by
readings in a distince group of witnesses identified by Gneuss,
notably Berlin, Scaatsbibliothek der Stiftung Preussischer
Kulturbesitz, Dieziana B. Santeniana 66 (Carolingian center,
s. viii ex.; CLA, VIII, 7 [no. 1044)), p. 349; Florence,
Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, San Marco 38 {Corbie, s. ix 1
[before . 825]), 3r; BAV Reg. lat. 1587, 1r-64v (western France,
s. ix 1), on 22v—25v; and Erfurt, Wissenschaftliche Bibliothek
der Stadt, Ampl. oct. 8 (s. xii), 125v-126r. Beyond the fifty or
so Isidorian ¢ntrics, more than thirty can be traced to glossa-
ries associated with the Hermeneumata psendo-Dositheana, and
more than a dozen to a glossary ascribed to one Placidus.
The fulf contents of Harley 3826 (including copies of ortho-
graphic creatises by Bede and Alcuin, as well as a copy of the
third book of the Bella Parisiacae urbis of Abbo of Sainc-
Germain-des-Prés, equipped with an interlinear gloss) are
supplied here with a masterly description by Gneuss, in many
respects superseding the brief description by Ker, Caralogue
of Manuseripts (1957), pp. 313-14 (no. 241). The Harley text
embodies the only continuous (if occasionally lacunose) En-
glish copy of the Grammarian's Glossary, but Gneuss (some-
times revising information set out in his preliminary list of
Anglo-Saxon manuscripts in ASE ¢ [1981], 1—59 [hereafter
“List”]) notes English sources preserving cxtracts from the
glossary in Cambridge, Corpus Christi College [hercafter
CCCC] 144 (?southern England, s. ix 1 [after c. 825]; later
provenance St. Augustine’s Abbey, Canterbury; revising cn-
try in Gneuss, “List,” p. 8 [no.45)), ir-3v—whose connection
with the Grammarian’s Glossary is revealed here for the first
time; CCCC 356, part iii (25t. Augustine’s Abbey, Canter-
bury, s. x ¢x.), tr~42r; BL Harley 3376 (?western England,
s. x/xi; for apparent membra disiecta, see OEN 28.2 [1995],
65, and Gneuss, “List,” p. 29 [no. 436]), passim. From its very
first entry—poera .i. nates (“a poet, that is, a seer”)—the
Grammarian’s Glossary comprises dozens of fascinating glosses,
which address genres and clements of poctry; the noun and
other parts of speech; and techniques of versification.

A third estimable edition of a texr circulating in the later
Anglo-Saxon period appeared in 1994 as an appendix to a
collection of essays on Cnut (Alexander R. Rumble and Rose-
mary Morris, ed. and cr., “Translatio Sancti Alfegi
Cantuariensis archiepiscopi et martiris (BHL 2519): Osbern's
Account of the Translation of St £lfheah’s Relics from Lon-
don to Canterbury, 8~11 June 1023,” in The Reign of Crue:
King of England, Denmark and Norway, ¢d. Rumble, Stud. in
the Early Hist. of Britain [London: Leicester Univ. Press,
1994], pp. 283-315). In a six-manuscript edition of the late
cleventh-century Translatio S. AElfegi archiepiscopi et martiris

(by Osbern, an English monk of Christ Church, Canterbury),
Alexander R. Rumble has issued a new version of a text that
was last edited afresh, albeic from one manuscript, in 1701 by
Jean Mabillon (dcta Sanctorum Ordinis S. Benedicti, with Luc
d'Achery, 6 vols. in g [1733-8], VL, 123=7; repr. in PL 149,
cols. 387-94; cf. excerpts and discussion in Acta SS. for March,
vol. 2, pp. 225-8, and April, vol. 2, 3rd cd. [1866], pp. 6401
and 873). The work contains hagiographical prose celebrating
the translation in 1023 of the relics of Elfheah, archbishop of
Canterbury (seated 1006 x 19 April 1o12), from Londen to
Canterbury. The cdition is founded primarily on the now
dismembered witness in BL Cotton Nero C. vii, 72v + BL
Harley 624, 137¢-139r (Christ Church, Canterbury, s. xii med.),
supplemented by variants from the damaged Cotronian manu-
seript BL Cotron Vitellius D. xvii, 2r-3v (Jumidges, s. xi ex.;
later provenance 2Malmesbury). Rumble’s edition is accom-
panied by an English translation (by Rosemary Morris}, a full
set of notes, and an apparatus providing information about
the division of the hagiographical prose into liturgical lections.
Osbern’s verbose Latin is characterized by the conspicuous
cultivation of homoiotelenton and other forms of prose rhyme.
Osbern frequently alters and augments details of the transla-
tion found in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle (texts D and E with
some additional denails in C), thereby promoting the inter-
ests of his establishment. Figures from Christ Church (and
associated centers) play a prominent role in the translation of
/lfheah’s celics; names of some extramural figures are sup-
pressed; and there are added references to Dunstan, the ma-
jor saint buried at Christ Church (and not at St. Augustine’s
Abbey, as were most archbishops), whose relics, after Anselm’s
renovation, occupicd an altar opposite the one dedicated to
Zlfheah. Osbern’s most notable added source is the De
institutione arithmetica of Boethius, also consulted by the
hagiographer for his Vita S. Dunstant, possibly from a copy
now preserved in CCCC 352 (s. x med.; provenance St.
Augustine’s Abbey, Canterbury).

Mary Clayton notes that her 1990 study The Cult of the
Virgin Mary in Anglo-Saxon England (Cambridge Stud. in
A-S England 2 [Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press]—new
to OEN) seems “hermetically scaled off” from roughly con-
temporary books on Anglo-Saxon cults of saints and relics by
Susan Ridyard (1988; YWOES = OEN 23.1 [1989], 85-7),
treating royal saints, and by David Rollason (1989; OEN =
Berkhout, “Bibliography” for 1989), mainly treating local and
national cults of English saints; “it is astonishing how little
overlap there is,” Clayton obscrves (“Centralism and Unifor-
mity versus Localism and Diversity: the Virgin and Native
Saints in the Monastic Reform,” Peritia 8 [1994], 95-106).
This recent critical disjunction ultimately may go back to the
promotion of the cult of Mary during the tenth-century
Benedictine reforms as a means of encouraging monastic
unification on a national scale. Mary’s cult thereby impinged
on both the proprictary interests of local cults and the uni-
versal goals of royal cults. The force of the Marian challenge
should not be underestimated. Almaost every reformed mon-
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astery was dedicated to the Virgin; Regularis concordia pre-
scribes daily Marian devotions; and Mary’s example was es-
pecially useful in disseminating such universal monastic ide-
als as virginity and celibacy. Clayton observes that only a few
English saints were cver venerated to foster a sense of unity
among reformed houses, and these as a rule were royal male
saints. More commonly, native saints (including royal women
saints) contribuced to the prestige of individual centers. The
persistence of firtum sacrum and other clues from Anglo-
Saxon material culture may help to account for the transitory
nature of the tenth-century Marian cult. Most problemati-
cally, there was never a single, designated center for Marian
pilgrimage, even if Winchester may have had some special
claims in this regard. Clayton notes thar the iconographical
depiction of Mary as a queen, notbly in BL. Additional 49598
{Winchester, s. % 2; “Bencedicrional of Echelwold”), emerges
more or less concurrently with Alfthryth’s achievements as
the first West Saxon queen to be anointed and placed in di-
rect control of women's cloisters. Not until similarly inten-
sive efforts on behalf of monastic communities were mounted
by Queen Emma-Zlfgifu do we see the reappearance of this
sort of royal depiction of Mary, as in the New Minster Liber
vitae (BL. Stowe 944 [New Minster, Winchester, s. xi 1}).
The Marian culc dwindled temporarily after the initial en-
thusiasm for the Benedictine reforms had moderated. Clayton
finds only two sources of miracles involving the Virgin in
later Old English prosc: in the E-text of the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle for 994 (where Mary is implicated in the rescue of
London) and in a homiletic narrative, following non-native
sources, included among Alfric’s First Series of Catholic
Homilies (see DOE AACHom 1 30 = Cameron, “List” [in 4
Plan for the DOE, cd. Roberta Frank and A. Cameron (1973)],
pp. 55-6 [B.1.1.32]). The veneration of Mary endured, how-
ever, notably at Winchester and Canterbury, and eventually
came to support the single most important devotional cult in
England during the post-Conquest period.

The sequence, an innovation of Carolingian licurgists, is
a syllabic chant recited immediately after the alleluia of the
mass (see further OEN 28.2 [1995], 7i-2). The only surviv-
ing collections of English sequences preserved in pre-Con-
quest manuscripts occur in the famous “Winchester tropers™—
that is, OB Bodley 775 (SC 2548} (Old Minster, Winchester,
s. xi med.) and CCCC 473 (Old Minster, Winchester, s. xi 1
[Gneuss, “List,” n, no. n6) or s. x ex. [Hiley, as cited be-
low]). The scquences in these sources have formed the basis
of several recent studies by David Hiley, who finds that nu-
merous additions and alterations (including revised musical
notation) introduced into these collections during the elev-
enth and twelfth centuries scem to be intended to keep their
volumes current with local usage (“Changes in English Chant
Repertories in the Eleventh Century as Reflecred in the Win-
chester Sequences,” Anglo-Norman Stud. 16 [1994], 137-54,
illus;; a related study by Hiley is “Editing the Winchester
Sequence Repertory of ca. 1000,” in Cantus Planus: Papers
Read at the Third Meeting, Tibanym, Hungary, 19-24 Sep-
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tember 1988, ed. Liszlé Dobszay for the International Musi-
cological Society Study Group “Cantus Planus” [Budapest:
Hungarian Acad. of Sciences Inst. for Musicology, 1990],
pp- 99-113, and excerpts from Hiley's paper “The Repertory
of Sequences at Winchester” appear in the videocassetee re-
lease From Rome to the Passing of Gothic: Western Chant Rep-
ertories and Their Influence on Early Polyphony—A Conference
in honor of David G. Hughes [Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univ.
Dept. of Music, 1990]—both new to OEN). Altogether, chere
are twenty-nine added sequences in Bodley 775 and eleven in
CCCC 475, all of which are analyzed by Hiley in his valuable
Table 5. (The “Origin” column in Hiley’s table may be espe-
cially useful for identifying previously neglected Anglo-Latin
compositions in verse.) In some respects, the chant melodics
constitute the most stable element of the sequence collec-
tions. Nearly all of the pre-Conquest Winchester texts are
unknown in earlier sources, but parallels can be found for
their melodies. The melodies regularly remain the same even
when the texts supporting them change. No new melodies,
that is, none beyond the basic three found already in the
unaugmented repercory, appear to have been composed for
the additions to the sequences collected at Winchester. (At
Canterbury, however, some new melodies were produced,
Hiley finds.) Most impressively, Hiley offers a specific medi-
eval musical teen—symphonia rythmica—used to describe che
conspicuous interaction of music with the words of an ac-
companying texc. (Sec OEN 28.2 [1995], 71, for germane ob-
servations by Susan Rankin.) For example, a lyrical narrative
evoking the vanquishing of the sorcerer Simon by St. Peter is
accompanied by suitable musical effects at its most dramatic
moments. (Hiley notes that the piece in question, titled
Agmina leta and known only in English books, also employs
grecisms and other recherché vocabulary.) Hiley suggests that
the pattern evinced by the Winchester books—a fairly stable
core collection altered as needed in response to local needs—
remains the general rule well into the central Middle Ages.
A recent article by David W. Porter addresses the funda-
mentally pedagogical contents of £Elfric Bata’s Colloguia (“The
Latin Syllabus in the Anglo-Saxon Monastic Schools,”
Neophilologus 78 [1994)], 463-82), which Porter contrasts with
the Colloguia of Bata’s namesake /lftic of Eynsham (the sec-
ond item essentially constituting a “literary work and a moral
treatise”). Citing “identical responses to identical teaching
problems,” Porter is struck by numerous parallels to modern
practices employed in the teaching of foreign languages: gram-
matical contextualization of paradigms, cnumeration of alter-
native or quasi-synonymous words and phrases, discursive
“glossing” of terms and usages. The aim of Bata’s Colloguia,
Porter finds, is to promote the use of Latin as a spoken lan-
guage, and in this respect they complement more formal gram-
mars intended to develop reading skills. Techniques promoted
by Bata that have now sometimes fallen our of favor include
verbatim translation and rote memorization of dialogue, the
latter involving (in the Colloquia) the assignment of roles to
students by the teacher; the students’ memorization of roles
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out of the teacher's presence; and finally, a formal recitation
before the teacher. Baca occasionally employs recherché liter-
ary vocabulary, but there is no expectation that students will
do so in the carly stages of their study. Rather, Porter stresses
the chainlike nature of the pedagogical process—Bata expects
that his students will one day become teachers. In a comple-
mentary note, Scott Gwara discusses passages in two class-
room debate-poems: Altercatio magiseri ez discipuli, whose hex-
ameters were most plausibly composed at Ethelwold’s school
at Winchester, and Responsio discipuli, a companion-piece in
adonics (“An Onomastic Pun in a Tenth-Century Anglo-
Latin Poem,” M/ 63 [1994], 99-101). In its account of an
acerbic debate berween a Welsh teacher and an unnamed bue
presumably English student, the teacher (named loruert, or
lorwerth) is accused punningly of perverting the “. . . jornum
«+ -« terum” (“true dorniem [or fornus?]™), an inscrutable phrase
whose first, neologistic element, Gwara proposcs, represents
a Latinization of OE georn (“eager”), meant to play off the
adjective piger (“lazy”) in the previous line of the poem, and
whose second element adverts to the punning association of
the onomastic theme -wert with Latin werus (“true”) else-
where in the Altercatio and Responsio.

f. Comprehensive works

Pushed up like bookends supporting the full shelf of 1994
studies on Anglo-Latin subjects—and threatening to topple
offin one direction or the other—the weighry, 600-page vol-
umes produced by Bischoff and Lapidge and by Martin Irvine
remind us in different ways how little we know about the
primary witnesses to the literary culture of the Anglo-Sax-
ons. Speaking broadly, Bischoff and Lapidge remind us how
littde we know about the survival of the relevant witnesses,
whereas Irvine reminds us how litcle we really know about
those witnesses which we do know to survive. It is fair o say
that before the appearance of the 1994 edition of the Canter-
bury commentaries, no one suspected the extent to which
Mediterranean learning dirccely impinged on the minds of
English students in the seventh century—Irvine, for example,
in addressing the achievements of Theodore and Hadrian,
stresses the re-cstablishment of “the Roman institutional ties
initiated by Augustine of Canterbury”—and certainly no one
before Irvine managed to state in so many words that “the
majority of Old English poems at each level from that of
their physical form in the manuscripts to that of cheir (final)
composition and reception within 2 textual community . . .
sct up an interpretive dialogue with prior texts, and their own
textuality is formed from an internal dialogue berween the
discursive systems that make up English and Latin licerary
discourse” (The Making of Textual Culture: grammatica and
Literary Theory, 350-1100, Cambridge Stud. in Med. Lir, i9
[Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1994]). Parts of Irvine's
book were issued previously in articles chat have already re-
ceived separate notice in YWOES (sec OEN 211 {1987), 103
[Bede]; ibid. 70 [Dream of the Rood and Elene]; and 26.2
[1993), 21 [textuality in Anglo-Saxon culture]). The sections

of Irvine’s book that address Anglo-Saxon and particularly
Anglo-Latin topics (that is, chs. 7 and 9) are in fact those
which contain the bulk of this reissued (albeit carcfully re-
vised) material. The following comments thus ateempt to
supply some of the background discussion that earlier notices
in YWOES were unable to provide.

Irvine begins by identifying one of the main components
of grammatical discourse as “a normative written or texcual
Latin (latinitas).” This formulation is crucial to understand-
ing the notion of “textuality” promoted by this book, as in
the vast majority of cases the texts discussed here by Irvine are
fixed, written compositions preserved and transmicted in
manuscripts. ‘The nearest Old English synonym adduced by
Irvine for the adjective “textual” in this sense is boclic {(“pre-
served in books™), and the vernacular cquivalent for his cru-
cial term grammatica—a Latin feminine singular correspond-
ing to Greek grammatike, not a neuter plural—is stefereft (“the
discipline of alphabetic characters™), which, for Alfric, is the
key (ceg) which unlocks the knowledge of books (“boca andgit
unlicd”). It is clear thar this bookish notion of textuality is
not intended here to refer in the first instance to any of the
following: oral compositions, whether regarded as variable
texts, such as products of oral-formulaic improvisation, or
(idealistically) as fixed texts, such as genealogical and legal
poems, charms and incantations, or the like; compositions in
words considered apart from their transmissional medium (or
media), such as the (abstracted) “text” of Irvine’s own study-
example the Dream of the Rood, which was evidently pre-
served in the Anglo-Saxon period in orally transmitted, writ-
ten, and epigraphically inscribed forms; in a performative con-
text, the texts which practicing artists commit to memory
before public recitals; or written, bur nonetheless variable,
texts that differ substantially from copy to copy, including
certain liturgical cexts, sets of glosses, recipes, and even some
clementary grammatical texts. The concept of text in this
study intersects only occasionally with che idealized entity
which textual critics traditionally seek to recover (or invent)
in producing their scholarly editions. It has litte to do with
the formal discourse of public speakers {except when written
norms influence oral discourse); it has even less to do with
natural speech (excepr, again, in cases of cultural back-filling);
and it has nothing whatsoever to do with the objects of the
external world which language (in its furility) secks to repre-
sent. In short, the term fext here loses many of the subtle
connotations of Latin regere (“to {inter]weave”), particularly
those which serve to represent a composition in words con-
sidered apart from its transmissional medium {or media)—
though these may be recouped in some measure through the
advancement of a related construct, intertextuality.

The question then arises whether the arguably reductive
use of the term text here—reductive, I would note, largely as
a result of the virtue that Irvine is exceptionally careful to
define his terminology and to apply his terms consistently
and in accordance with his definitions—justifies the sacrifice
of some of the more familiar and versatile denotations of
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text(ual) in order to support the promulgation of advanced
concepts such as textuality and intertextuality. What, preciscly,
does Irvine’s preferred nomenclature bring to the party thar
would not be served up by standard phrases such as “literary
culture,” “documentary evidence,” and so on? The first re-
sponse is that Irvine should not be held solely accountable for
these developments in critical vocabulary. His scudy draws on
work by Bakhtin, Barthes, Derrida, Foucault, Jauss, Kristeva,
Peirce, de Saussure, Todorov, and Hayden White (but not,
at least on the evidence of the cications in the bibliography,
Adorno, Benjamin, Brinkmann, Iser, or Riffaterre). The
scholars of medieval literature cited by Irvine in connection
with the cited terminology, notably Bloch, Stock, Vance, and
Zumthor, it is true, have generally applied the concept of
textuality to literacures of the central and later Middle Ages,
liceratures emerging in centuries when the study of grammatica
had been pushed in new directions by the scholastics and the
ideal of lay literacy had made some slight advances beyond
the rudimentary levels that obtained in the early Middle Ages.
Irvine’s emphasis on grammatica also serves to distinguish his
work from recent textual inquiries by Allen J. Frantzen, Carol
J. Pasternack, and Kacherine O'Brien O'Keeffe. The credit
should redound mainly to Irvine for the application of a fun-
damentally scriptorium-bound concept of textualicy, emerg-
ing out of the classical and Late Latin traditions of grammatica,
to compositions produced within an Anglo-Saxon culture
standing (at least in the early centuries) near the cusp of oral-
ity and literacy.

My own view is that Irvine's schematization does in fact
provide specialists in our field with an analytical framework
and a nomenclature that simply could not be accommodated
within carlier systems of philological and licerary-historical
discourse. Irvine makes it clear that a “written work” only
becomes a text when it “takes its place in a larger cultural
library and . . . is interpreted as parc of a system of other texts,
genres, and discourses” in accordance with an official {or in-
stitutional) interpretive methodology; his concept of
grammatica is “explicitly intertextual [auchor’s italics], based
on transtextual competencies.” The interpretive methodol-
ogy is largely in line with the dominant paradigm, defined
here, with Kuhn, as “a conventional and consensual epistemic
model acknowledged in varying degrees of self-consciousness
by individual practitioners of a discipline”; grammatica is a
paradigm and a “discursive practice that supplied the condi-
tions for knowledge, providing the discursive means for con-
stituting textualized linguistic objects as objects of knowl-
edge per se.” By excluding the “world of objects” (the things
that words seek to represent) from his inquicy, lrvine is able
to focus on the metalanguage, 3 formulation allowing consid-
eration—here re-admitting to the discussion a limited seg-
ment of the “real world”—of the social position of texts within
the dominant paradigm and in relation to “a special kind of
fiterate subjectivity, an identity and social position for fitteratt
which was consistently gendered as masculine and socially
empowered.”

The Year's Work

There is no reason to doubt that the carly medieval con-
ception of grammatica is every bit as important as Irvine con-
ceives it to be. After biblical, exegetical, and lirurgical materi-
als, grammatical manuscripts comprise the largest surviving
subcategory of medieval manuscripes. Large parts of this book
are given over to cminently practical discussions and surveys
drawing on this insight, such as a valuable list of 109 gram-
matical manuscripts (pp. 395-404), cach of whose entrics in-
cludes 2 useful summary of its volume’s contents (in manu-
script order). Once the reader has become acquainted with
Irvine's consistently applicd and ultimately (in my view)
inobtrusive critical vocabulary, the argumentation is ¢asy to
follow and often stunning in its erudition. Anglo-Latinists
in particular can expect to find learned elaborations of the
following insights: Aldhelm viewed grammatica as embracing
all of the arts and disciplines of the medieval curriculum. Bede's
HE articulated fully “an idcology of the texe within gram-
matical culture” whereby “[r]eading the history, or hearing it
read, reproduces an authoritative chain in its readers, solidi-
fying and constructing the political bonds of the textual com-
munity itself.” Alcuin contributed toa Carolingian reAnement
of pedagogical institutions, whereby grammatica brcame 25~
sociated more closely with philosophical discourse. And acen-
tury lacer Alfred pioncered a bilingual curriculum for
grammatica which would permanently change the direction
of Anglo-Latin (and, for the first time, Old English) letters.
To some extent, Irvine’s approach might even be seen as con-
ducive to the traditional goals of literary-historical criticism
insofar as it facilitates exceptionally close consideration of the
historical moments and social conditions that enable the pro-
duction and circulation of texts.

Bruno Luiselli’s weighty study Storia culturale dei rapporti
tra mondo romano ¢ mondo germanico (Bibliotcka di Helikon
1 [Rome: Herder, 1992}) contains a chapter on “Anglo-Saxon
Britain” (pp. 821-66: “La Britannia anglosassone”), address-
ing the transitional period spanning Germanic incursions into
British territorics around the time of Gildas and carly devel-
opments in the cultures of the Anglo-Saxons (through Bede
and Alcuin). The chapter serves to conclude Luisclli’s 951~
page study, which itself marks a climactic moment in the
scholar’s lifelong exploration of the interactions (speaking
broadly) of the cultures of various Mediterranean, Germanic,
and Celtic regions with the Roman imperial tradition—or
the idea thereof. The book brings together a wealth of infor-
mation that will prove especially useful to specialists in Ger-
manic and Celtic studies, and, at present, this Iralian publica-
tion finds no counterpare in a single English-language work.
Luiselli’s scholarship addresses the origins of the classical
mythology of the northern-dwelling Hyperboreans; Greek
views of northern Europe from the sixth century BC; the
seldom-discussed narrative ascribed to Aristea on the peoples
of the trans-Ural regions; the account of the nautical voyage
of Pitea to the far North; surviving fragments of the Greck
ethnography of Posidonius; Roman cthnographic writings
from Cacsar and Tacitus to the fall of the Roman empire; the
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conversion of the Goths; the emergence of Vandal Affica,
Visigothic Gaul and Spain, Ostrogothic and Langobardic Fealy,
and, finally, Anglo-Saxon England. Luiselli notes that the
Anglo-Saxons underwent a type of Romanization whose
course differed fundamentally from that observed among other
Germanic peoples. The Visigoths, Sucvians, and Burgundians,
for example, first passed through a period of Romanization;
this led naturaily to a period of Christianization, which in the
case of cach of the cited peoples ushered in a phase of hereti-
cal Arianization; and this finally gave way to a restoration of
orthedoxy, which Luisclli terms Catholicization. The Anglo-
Saxons, by contrast, passed along an inverse course, wherein a
phase of Christianization preceded the main period of
Romanization, which is best viewed as a secondary develop-
ment. Sadly, the historical materials that would allow Luiselli
to explore this valuable insight in greater detail are nowhere
in evidence. A few recent studies by English and North Ameri-
can specialists in Anglo-Latin are cited in passing, but for the
most part these have had lictle effect on Luiselli’s scholarship.
Much of the evidence set out by Luiselli is linguistic or (in a
sense) texrual in nature, addressing Latin and Old English
forms of placenames (c.g., Eboracum and Eoforwic as names
of York); cthe adoption by native English clergy of Latin-de-
rived or biblical bynames (as by Benedict Biscop and Boniface,

5. Manuscripts, lllumination, Diplomatic

as well as less figures well known, such as Damian, Daniel,
Decusdedit, and Thomas); and broadly Roman and
“semibarbarian” features of the latinity of Aldhelm, Achilwald,
Bede, and Alcuin. The long and in some respects idiosyn-
cratic lists of Anglo-Latin phrases that Luiselli finds strik-
ing, in my view, are among the strengths of this study. For
example, Luiselli identifies some “hybrid” rhetorical features
of Aldhelm’s verse and prose which Orchard’s more system-
atic analysis has not yer managed to quantify: intersecting
pacterns of assonance and rhyme; phrases combining allitera-
tion and paronomasia; and so on. But Luiselli's synopscs of
works known ro Aldhelm and Bede, among others, simply
offer thumbnails of some obsolescent sources—the index to
Ehwald’s Aldhelmi Opera; Laistner’s “The Library of the
Venerable Bede™; ete. The most heavily cited secondary au-
thority overall for the carly Anglo-Saxon period is William of
Malmesbury. The chapter “La Britannia anglosassonc” pro-
vides a somewhat disappointing conclusion to a book that
will nevertheless stand as a monument in a field of study that
Luiselli vircually invented, a ficld which he has done more to
consolidate than has any other scholar over the twenty years
that have passed since the appearance of his study of Jordanes
in Romanobarbarica 1 (1976).

PG.R.

Just one major book (as opposed to essay collections) appeared
in 1994, but it's phenomenal. Robert D. Stevick has pulled
together two decades of work on the mathematical forms
underlying the bookarts and poetry of Anglo-Saxon England
and developed his ideas in The Earliest Irish and English
Bookarts: Visual and Poetic Forms before A.D. 1000 (Philadel-
phia: Univ. of Pennsylvania Press). Beginning with the Soiscél
Molaise book shrine from the late cighth or carly ninth cen-
tury, Stevick demonstrates how the design required nothing
more than a compass and straight-edge to construct. Its
method serves as a paradigm for understanding a series of
carpet, cross, and evangelist portrait pages from Insular manu-
scripts and che sectional divisions in longer poetic texts in
Old English. Stevick guides the reader through analyses of
the geometrical properties of the forms of whole-page illumi-
nations grouped according to their handling of proportion as
well as other features. He alternates chapters devored to vi-
sual art with ones demonstrating related formal principles for
the sectional length of poems. He further argues that the
written space on a manuscript page involves the same type of
planning as for decoration and textual division. Poems dis-
cussed include Andreas, Christ II, Elene, The Phoenix, Christ
I, and Guiblac A. Throughout his analyses, Stevick focuses
on what can be known objectively about the constructional
principles used to create the forms of individual works. To
appreciate fully the significance of his project, however, I rec-
ommend reading chapters 1 and 15 (the first and last in the

book) before proceeding through the details. One of his most
challenging ideas is that the forms realized in Insular bookarts,
while reflective of musical intervals, are pre-Christian responses
to the codex as it replaced the scroll. He stresses that aes-
thetic principles of form in visual and literary bookarts were
as important as color, figure, narrative, and other features
commonly noted about these works. There is much to con-
sider in Stevick’s book which coheres more effectively than
this semmary may imply.

Two extraordinarily uscful tools for research in Anglo-
Saxon manuscripts appeared in 1994. The first instaliment of
ten manuscripts in microfiche facsimile, with descriptions by
A. N. Doane {Binghamton: Medieval and Renaissance Texts
and Studies), introduces the project which, upon comple-
tion, will cover nearly five hundred manuscripts containing
Old English. Each description begins with a history of the
manuscript (where known) followed by a codicological de-
scription, collation, list of contents, and relevant bibliographical
references. The scheme of selection for this first volume is
not entirely clear. ‘There are groupings of prayer books and
medical texts that allow for some cross-referencing, but this
is far from exhaustive given a corpus of ten manuscripts. The
completed project will presumably address these issues. While
in general an indispensable reseacch tool, the facsimiles have
their limitations in that they do not allow the reader to zoom
in on damaged or illegible portions of the text. A more seri-
ous problem is the lack of foliation notated on the fiches.
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Each fiche has seventy numbered spaces for images, but un-
less the folio number is clearly visible on the MS page, it is
difficult to find a specific item cited in the description, the
moreso if the MS is in poor condition. For example, the de-
scription of London, British Library, Cotton Galba A. xiv
indicates that the leaves are mounted separatcly and a number
of them are incorrectly presented by being reversed, out of
order, or upside-down. It is difficult to determine whether or
not the fiche presents these pages oriented correctly and in
order since the leaves are not numbered and parts are illeg-
ible. Thac being said, the descriptions provide a valuable
supplement to Ker’s Catalogue by offering the work of later
scholars to amplify and/or correct Ker’s judgments.

The Corpus of Insular, Anglo-Saxon, and Early Anglo-
Norman Manuscript Art: a Hypertext System (Fypershell Ver-
sion 1.0) by Thomas H. Ohlgren and William 1. Bormann
(West Lafayette, IN: ScholarWare) provides “an electronic
guide to the textual and iconographic contents of 232 Insular,
Anglo-Saxon, and early Anglo-Norman illuminated manu-
scripts, produced or owned in the British Isles” ¢. 625-1100.
Keyed to images in Ohlgren’s reference work, Jnsular and
Anglo-Saxon Hlluminated Manuscripts: An Iconographic Cara-
logue (New York and London: Garland Publishing, 1986}, with
references to images and descriptions published elsewhere,
the corpus can be accessed by keywords, image numbers, manu-
script citations, and innumerable hypertexe links. This tool
serves the novice as well as the advanced scholar since defini-
tions of terms, short biographies of authors, and summaries
of works are provided along with the cross-references to re-
lated images and contexts. It is possible to work at the level of
analysis one needs, yet to query other levels on occasion. Pa-
leographers, textual scholars, and historians—as well as art
historians—will find this corpus useful as a guide to images
of all types preserved in manuscripts from the Anglo-Saxon
period.

A number of works analyzing various palcographic fea-
tures of Anglo-Saxon manuscripts appeared in 1994. The most
general of these is Monks, Monasteries, and Manuscripts: the
Scriptoria of North-East England in the Early Middle Ages by
Sheila C. S. Newton (Durham: Deorwenta). This is a popu-
lar large-format book with linc drawings and illustrations of
calligraphy and decorative pattern designs. The first chapter
on monasteries describes the settings in which manuscripts
were produced, with special emphasis on Norchumbrian foun-
dations. Chapter two addresses monastic and secular life in
Bede’s time, while chapter three describes materials and scripe
types used for the production of manuscripts in the early
Anglo-Saxon period. Focusing on the Lindisfarne Gospels,
Newton summarizes such facts as are known about the work
of individual scribes on these Gospels and discusses the pro-
cess of decorating the book. The final chapter examines the
influence of manuscripts produced in Northumbria in the sev-
enth and eighth centuries both in content {especially Bede)
and design. In short, this is a brief but solid introduction to
writing and manuscript production in the age of Bede. The

one troubling feature is a map of northeast England intended
to show the sites described in the book but not drawn to
scale.

Linda Nix has published two articles, “Early Medieval
Book Design in England: the Influence of Manuscript De-
sign on the Transmission of Texts” in A Millenium of the
Book, ed. Robin Myers and Michael Harris (Winchester and
New Castle, DE) and “Manuscript Layout and Re-Produc-
tion of the Text in Anglo-Saxon England,” in Gazerte du
Livre Médiéval 25: 17-23. In the first of these closely related
pieces, Nix scts forth the ateractive thesis that “the design of
a book can affect the text and its transmission, and
conversely,. . .a particular text can affect a book’s design.” She
uses examples from various groups of Anglo-Saxon manu-
scripts to show how their design helps to understand Anglo-
Saxon literary culture. From an examination of Gospel books
she determines that correct layout, rather than a complete
and accurate text, guided the production of these books which
had symbolic as well as literary significance. With regard to
hagiographic texts, Nix uses the example of Felix's Vita
Guthlaci to show the difference in message conveyed by a se-
ries of copies of varying quality, including one copied at
St. Augustine’s Canterbury along with Jerome's life of St. Paul.
Wich examples from Bede's Historia Ecclestastica, Nix illus-
trates “how layout has a direct bearing on a text’s transmis-
sion: the text’s structure is altered; previously unimportant
features become major features; text is omirted, included with-
out translation or separated from its usual place. . ." From a
review of surviving manuscripts of Sedulius’ Carmen Paschale,
Nix concludes that the revival of interest in this work in the
tenth century coincided with the availability of Continental
manuscripts from several centers which then were copied and
disseminated widely in England. The sccond piece by Nix is
drawn in large part from the previously-described essay. This
piece re-organizes and expands the analysis of the manuscript
tradition of Felix’s Vita Guthlaci but at one point, comparing
the quality of Cambridge, Corpus Christi Colicge, MS. 307,
part I wich that of London, British Library, Royal MS. 13.A.xv,
actually contradicts the conclusion of her other work.

Mildred Budny provides a splendid introduction to the
study of Old English poetical manuscripts in “Old English
Poetry in Its Material Context” in Companion to Old English
Poetry, ed. Aertsen and Bremmer, pp. 19-44. Covering the
topics of writing and book-production, patterns of survival
and distribution, the making of manuscripts, and manuscript
layout and printed editions, Budny provides a thorough, ap-
propriately detailed, and well-illustrated guide to the subject.
On a similar topic, Alexander R. Rumble contributes
“Palacography and the Editing of Old English Texts,” in The
Editing of Old English, ed. Scragg and Szarmach, pp. 39-43.
Here Rumble reviews the history of editing Old English from
the time of King Alfred, who worked with earlier lawcodes,
to the making of cartularies, to the compiling of manuscript
catalogues, to the publication of manuscript facsimiles. He
notes the value to scholars of all of these methods but com-
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mends the formal study of palacography as che best means to
train for editing Old English texts.

In another of his analyses of tenth-century English scripe
styles, David N. Dumville contributes “English Square Mi-
nuscule Script: the Mid-Century Phases” (ASE 23: 133-64).
Dumville recapiculates his carlier analysis of Phase T Square
minuscule, and then proceeds to describe the development of
Phase III (A. D. 940-59) and Phase IV (960-carly cleventh
century). While setting boundaries and identifying develop-
ments and influences on English scripe seyles, Dumville uses
royal charters to show both continuity and change chrough
the tenth century. He links major developments in calligra-
phy to the beginning of the reigns of Zthelstan (927), Edmund
(939} and Edgar (959), and concludes that chancery clerks
invented new script styles to mark the occasion of political
transition. Because these styles appeared in royal documents,
they were circulated quickly and set the fashion for imitation.
The reign of Athelstan, the setting for Phase 11, initiates
this series of changes that characterize the scripe of the tench
century.

Following on a 1987 article where he identified two pre-
Conquest books imported to Glastonbury, James P. Carley
has published a new essay entitled “More Pre-Conquest Manu-
scripts from Glastonbury Abbey,” ASE 23: 265-81. First Carley
examines Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS. 430 which
contains the rare, if not unique series of texts: Martin of Braga's
Formula honestac witae, Ferrandus Diaconus’ Epistula VII, and
Ambrosius Autpertus’ Sermo de cupiditate. An entry in the
1247 inventory of books at Glastonbury almost certainly re-
fers either to this codex or a closely related volume that has
since disappeared. Bernhard BischofF argued that CCCC 430
was produced ac Saint-Amand in the late ninth/early tenth
century. Late in the tenth century it was augmented by 2
scribe at St. Augustine’s Abbey, Canterbury, according to T.
A. M. Bishop. Carley’s scenario would have CCCC 430 mov-
ing to Glastonbury sometime thereafter if it is the book re-
ferred to on the Glastonbury list. The case for the second
manuscript, London, British Library, MS. Harley 3020, is
even more complicated. It is a composite of booklers, all of
which are written in the same style at approximately the same
date (late tenth/early cleventh century), but which may have
derived originally from as many as three different centers:
Glastonbury, Canterbury, and Winchester. It may have been
scen in Glastonbury by John Leland early in the sixteenth
century when he listed a pair of texts referring to Bede's
Homelta 113 and Bede's Historia abbarim. According to Carley,
“This is the only known case where Hom.1.13 appears as an
independent work, and the combination of these two jtems,
onc following the other, would seem to indicate that we are
dealing cither with the manuscript scen by Leland art
Glastonbury or with a manuscript of a closely related tradi-
tion.” Additional evidence for connecting Harley 3020 with
Glastonbury comes from part 1 having served as the exemplar
for Oxford, Bodlcian Library, MS. Digby w2, part 1 (Historia
abbatum and the pita of Ceolfrith) in the carly twelfth cen-

tury. The texts in Digby n2 are linked in several ways to
Glastonbury. The second portion of Carley’s essay contains a
full analysis of the complex Harley 3020 and its carly history
as separate booklets.

In another informative article, Gernot Wieland surveys
“Anglo-Saxon Culture in Bavaria,” Medicvalia 17 {1994 for
1991): 177-200. From 739~44 St. Boniface established the sees
of Salzburg, Freising, Passau, Regensburg, and Eichstarr.
Wieland examines cach of these in turn for evidence of manu-
scripts brought by the Anglo-Saxons to Bavaria, manuscriprs
written by Anglo-Saxons or their German students in Ba-
varia, and works written by Anglo-Saxon authors found in
Bavarian librarics before 850. He also identifics Anglo-Saxon
sources and echoes in Bavarian litcrature from the period. He
concludes, surprisingly, that Northumbrian influence predomi-
nated despite the fact thae Boniface hailed from Southern
England. All the surviving manuscripts linked to England
come from the North, and the extant Anglo-Saxen authors
also are mostly Northumbrian. Communication among Ba-
varian sces and with others outside the region, along with the
relatively slight surviving evidence of all sorts, muddies the
picture, burt the trends scem clear. William O’Sullivan writes
another survey in “The Lindisfarne Scriptorium: For and
Against,” Peritia 8: 80-94, in which he reviews a collection of
papers published in Gerald Bonner, David Rollason, and Clare
Seancliffe, eds., St. Cuthbert, bis cult and bis community, to AD
1200 (Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 1989) and argues that, from
a variety of standpoints, the Echternach and Durham Gos-
pels, along with other decorated manuscripts from the early
Anglo-Saxon period, had their roots in Ireland. He specifi-
cally rejects the notion of a “Durham-Echternach calligra-
pher,” which he states is a chronological impossibility. As he
considers the various essays in the collection under review,
O’Sullivan draws attention to the Irish connections they illu-
minate.

An excellent book of essays entitled The Early Medieval
Bible: Its Production, Decoration and Use, edited by Richard
Gameson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), appeared
in 1994. The scope of contributions runs from the oldest
manuscripts of the Latin bible, through productions from
Anglo-Saxon England, the Carolingian empire, and the Con-
tinent in the thirteenth century. Five essays refer to Anglo-
Saxon manuscripts. In “The Oldest Manuscripts of the Latin
Bible” (pp. 1-23), Patrick McGurk surveys the manuscripts
described in E. A. Lowe"s Codices Latini Antiguiores. Although
generalizing from a list of survivors is chancy, McGurk notes
a high proportion of gospel books among the extant material
from before 8oo A.D. The manuscripts were written in uncials
until the advent of more utilitarian copies and pocker gospels
in the eighth century. In general, the size of the books in-
creased over the centuries, with cighth-cencury gospel books
originating in England exceeding in size contemporary vol-
umes produced elsewhere. Illustrations were more likely to
appear in smaller books as opposed to complete Bibles. Evi-
dence indicates that many books served in the liturgy, while
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others were designed to be studied and commented upon.
Most were corrected ac one time or another. Pocket gospel
books were made for personal use but in some cases came 1o
be used as relics. In this contexe, the Codex Amiatinus, made
by the monks of Wearmouth-Jarrow and taken s a gift to the
Pope by Abbot Ceolfrith in 716, stands out as one of the few
documented gifts of biblical books of this period.

Two of the ¢ssays focus on Carolingjan Bibles from Tours.
In “Mass Production of Early Medieval Manuscripts: the
Carolingian Bibles from Tours” (pp. 53-62), David Ganz de-
scribes the features of books produced in the scriptoria of St.
Martin’s and Marmoutiers during the ninth century and lists
the surviving manuscripts. He notes that the copying of com-
plete texts of the Bible constituted a new development in
medieval book production, and that many of these and other
volumes produced at Tours were sent to a community of li-
braries. The scope of the enterprise was impressive, especially
given the attention to accurate copying of the scriptural text
at Tours. Rosamond McKirterick continues the topic in
“Carolingian Bible Production: the Tours Anomaly” (pp. 63~
77}. She finds chat the sheer size of Tours production has
given us an exaggerated impression of the influence of the
Alcuinian text on Carolingian biblical tradition. Asdoes Ganz,
McKitterick stresses the “essentially educarional tradition in
Carolingian Bible production” as evidenced by a clear presen-
tation of the text by means of format and selected scripts.
The text was further augmented with accompanying prologues
and explanatory treatises. Uniformity was not the goal, nor
did any one textual type predominate.

In “The Royal 1.B.vii Gospels and English Book Pro-
duction in the Seventh and Eighth Centuries” (pp. 24-52),
Richard Gameson examines an Insular, probably North-
umbrian, gospel book of probably cighth-century date. Its
interest stems from its very unpretentiousness, which includes
mediocre vellum, unambitious decoration, and modest seripr,
contrasting with deluxe productions such as the Lindisfarne
Gospels. Gameson argues that the present Gospels is an ex-
amgple of mass production from the time of the young, ex-
panding missionary church in Anglo-Saxon England. Rela-
tively few books from this much larger but more modest class
have survived because they experienced greater wear and tear,
Thus Gospels such as Royal 1.B.vii can shed important light
on book production in early Christian Anglo-Saxon England.
Richard Marsden looks at the remains of pre-Conquest Bibles
in “The Old Testament in Late Anglo-Saxon England: Pre-
liminary Observations” (pp. 101-24). With the Codex
Amiatinus the only complete Bible surviving from the period,
the evidence is scanty, provided by survivors mainly from the
period of Northumbrian leadership. The most important
source of information about the Old Testament in late Anglo-
Saxon England is found in London, British Library, MSS.
Royal 1.E.vii-viii. Marsden describes this two-volume, now
incomplete, Bible and shows that its text and other features
combine Alcuinian and Theodulfian influences. Whereas this
texc and other contemporary survivors descend from a
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Carolingian tradition, and the connection with Fleury was
strong during the Benedictine revival in England, direct link-
ages arc yet to be traced,

In another survey of Carolingian materials, Rosamond
McKicterick writes “The Audience for Latin Historiography
in the Early Middle Ages: Text Transmission and Manu-
script Dissemination,” in Historiograpbie im frithen Miuelalter,
¢d. Anton Scharer and Georg Scheibelreiter, pp. 96-114.
McKiteerick finds that Roman histories from Caesar and
Sallust forward, Christian histories including parts of the Old
Testament, the Apocrypha, and Eusebius, barbarian histories
such as that of Jordanes, and Carolingian annals and other
works were copied widely in the carly middle ages. These
histories sometimes were associated with specific texts by com-
pilers, and at other times could be excerpted into anthologics
depending upon the theme or purpose of the collection. She
further notes that Frankish interest in history “was confined
for the mast pact to the three peoples, Trojans, Romans, and
Jews, whose history was seen to stand in direct continuity
with that of the Franks.” On this gencral theme, Philippe
Depreux explores the bibliomania of Lupus of Ferrieres in
“Biichersuche and Biichertausch im Zeitalter der karol-
ingischen Renaissance am Beispicl des Briefwechsels des Lu-
pus von Ferritres,” Archiv fiir Kulurgeschichte 76: 267-84.
Through his letters, Lupus shows an avid desire to borrow
and exchange books, often for the purpose of achieving a bet-
ter text than the one available to him. His connection with
York was extremely strong in this regard as he sought above
all to increase his collection of classical Latin authors such as
Cicero. These letters also reveal the holdings of libraries at
York and on the continent during the period of the Carolingian
Renaissance.

Scott Gwara has written three related articles on manu-
script glosses in various copies of Aldhelm'’s Prosa de Virginitate.
In “Manuscripts of Aldhelm’s Prosa de Virginitate and the
Rise of Hermeneutic Liceracy in Tenth-Century England,”
SM 3rd ser., 35: 101-59, Gwara argues that Aldhelm’s work
became the most influential handbook of the florid Latin
style as an outgrowth of the Benedictine revival. Extensive
glossing in the extant copies testifics to the use of this text
for instructional purposes. Through painstaking analysis of
texcual variations and relations among the glosses themselves,
Gwara conjectures that onc copy is likely 1o have been copied
during Dunstan’s tenure at Glastonbury, and that Dunstan
himself may well have been a major factor in the rise of
Aldelm’s prestige as a stylistic master. In “Unpublished Old
English Inked Glosses from Manuscripts of Aldhelm’s Prosa
de Virginitate, NM g5: 267-71, Gwara cites eleven glosses
from six manuscripts that have been overlooked. Uscfully, he
follows the form of entries in the Dictionary of Old English.
He finds one hapax legomenon in the gloss wilsambede. Lastly,
in “The Continuance of Aldhelm Studies in Post-Conquest
England and Glosses to the Prosa de Virginitate in Hereford,
Cath. Lib. MS P.117,” Scriptorium 48: 18-38, Gwara demon-
strates the perseverance of Aldelm studies into the post-Con-
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quest period. The Hereford MS dates to the late twelfth/
carly thirteench century and descends, as he shows, from one
copied two centuries earliecr—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS.
Digby 146. Irregularities in the copying of glosses indicace
that monks studying the Hereford MS also had access 1o jts
exemplar. Gwara believes thac the tradition of Aldhelm stud-
ics thus continued in the vicinity of Abingdon cven if it died
out, as William of Maimesbury averred in his Vira Aldbelmi,
at his former abbey (Malmesbury).

Philip G. Rusche contributes to the study of the same
work in “Dry-Point Glosses to Aldhelm’s De landibus
virginitatis in Beinecke 401,” ASE 23: 195-213, where he pub-
lishes 160 dry-poinc glosses and gloss fragments for the first
time. These appear to have been written by a student strug-
gling to understand the Larin text. He often glosses word-
for-word and attempts to convey the grammar and construc-
tion of the Latin in the gloss. The evidence suggests that the
prologuc was studied far more than the rest of the texr and
mainly as a source of vocabulary and grammar. Scratched words
could be used for other purposes, as W, Schipper shows in
“Dry-Point Compilation Notes in the Benedictional of Se
Arhelwold,” Brit. Lib. Jul 20 17-34. Produced between 971
and 973, this manuscript (London, British Library, Add. MS.
49598) contains informal notes that indicate how it was as-
sembled. Physical featurcs, such as the variety in the size of
gatherings, the singlerons, spotled pages re-used, misruled
pages, and double sets of prickings, suggest thac the manu-
script was not prepared systematically. The thirceen surviving
notes predate the copying of the main texe and provide direc-
tion as to what benedictions were to be inserted and where,

In another study related co the transmission of the Larin
Bible in Anglo-Saxon England, Richard Marsden explores
the history of one text in “The Survival of Ceolfrith’s Tobir
in a Tench-Century Insulac Manuscript,” Jnl of Theol. Stud.
45: 1-23. In the Codex Amiarinus, one of three preat pandects
ordered by Ceolfrich after becoming abbor of Monkwearmouth
and Jarrow in 690, is preserved an unusual texe of the book of
Tobit, a corrupt version that had been improved “apparently
without the aid of other Vulgate models.” This text was used
by Bede in his commentary Jr Tobiam, but with the disap-
pearance of the other copies, has lacked additional witnesses
until now. Marsden demonstrates that 2 version of Tobit de-
scended from the discinctive Ceolfrithian text appears in a
composite codex, Oxford, Bodleian Library, Bodley MS. 572.
Copicd in the fate ninth or carly tenth century, probably in
Cornwall, the later version shares many readings with the
Northumbrian text to the exclusion of continental copies of
Tobit. Such variations as occur between the Bodley and
Northumbrian Tobit follow patterns that are casily explain-
able. Aleogether this is a very provocative discovery.

Two further essays deal with manuscript fragments. In
“Parc I of the Moralia in MS. Bodley 310: 2 New College
Manuscript," Bodleian Lib. Record i5: 13=19, Frederick M.
Biggs presents evidence that the Moralia manuscript was in
New College when Thomas James catalogued the collection

in 1598, and develops the possibiliy chat ic was in Corbie
during the late twelfth century. In “An Elevench-Century
Anglo-Saxon Missal Fragment,” ASE 23: 283-89, Nicholas
Orchard describes London, British Library, Harley MS. 271,
or actually the flyleaves thereof. These are two membrane
leaves from an English cleventh-century un-noted missal, and
once probably formed a bifolium. Orchard argues that the
surviving text is closer to those in three carly fourteench-
century Paris Missals than any other comparable source. He
provides a transcription of the fragment and notes on impor-
tant variant readings.

In a paper not about fragments after all, Jan Geir Johansen
argucs for the unity of an Old English text thar usually is
divided by editors. His article, “The Cohesion of the Worces-
ter Fragments,” Papers on Lang, and Lit. 30: 157-68, addresses
the work written in “216 long lines on the last four of sixcy-
six trimmed and separate vellum sheets discovered by the
Antiquarian Thomas Phillipps, in the binding of an unspeci-
fied book at Worcester Cathedral in 1838,” now known as
Worcester Cathedral MS. F. 174. Johansen makes the case
for the themaric unity of the so-called “Bede Fragment” on
the lower half of fol. 63r and “The Departing Soul’s Address
to the Body” on fols. 63v-66. In bricf, “che lament for lost
learning and the soul-and-body texe both deal with the lack
of good education and che consequences of that lack” both
for an individual and for socicty. Hans Ulrich Schmid has
written an article with a self-explanatory title: “Ein
Regensburger Fragment von Bedas Schrift De Temporum
Ratione mic den altenglischen Monatsnamen,” Anglid 112: 103~
06. Schmid describes and transcribes a single leaf copied in
southeastern Germany in the eleventh century. Although a
fragment of Bede's longer work, the leaf preserves the full
chapter De Mensibus Anglorum, which explains (in Latin) che
Old English names for the months. In another interesting
discovery, Norbert Wagner describes a series of alphabets ac-
companicd by the names of the leteers which follow Alcuin’s
treatise De Orthographia (PL 101: 9oi~20) in Vienna,
Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek, MS, 795. Wagner's ar-
ticle, “Zu den Gotica der Salzburg-Wicner Alcuin-
Handschrift” Historische Sprachforschung 107: 26283, concerns
itself mainly with the Gothic lists, but mentions twenty-cighe
Anglo-Saxon runes with their transliteracion in Latin on fol.
20r.

Stmon Keynes contributed two lengthy picces on charter
evidence in 1994. In “The ‘Dunstan B’ Charters,” ASE 23:
16593, Keynes edits two recently-discovered transcripes of
charters from che reign of King Edgar. The first, issued in
958, was found among legal papers within the archives of the
Bond family of Newland in Gloucestershire, In it, King Edgar
grants an estate of three hides ac Coundon, Warwicks., to
Eadwald, his thegn. The second, from 974, occurs in the
papers of Thomas Madox (1666-1727) in the British Mu-
seum. There King Edgar grants an estace of nine hides ar
Brickendon to his thegn AElfhelm. To illuminate the shared
features of structure and formulation chat ally these charters
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to the “Dunstan B” series of charters, Keynes lists and de-
scribes briefly the others in the group as issued by Kings
Eadred, Eadwig, Edgar, and Athelred. Keynes then charac-
terizes the distinctive diplomatic of these charters and sug-
gests that these might be the products of a single agency op-
crating on the king's behalf over a period of twenty-five years.
The group seems to have originated at Glastonbury Abbey in
the late g40s, with the direct or indirect involvement of
Dunstan. Keynes takes on a much larger topic in “The West
Saxon Charters of King Zthelwulf and his Sons,” EHR 109:
1109—49. His purpose is to survey the surviving corpus of West
Saxon charters issued in the ninth century and to trace the
emergence and development of a cohcrent diplomatic tradi-
tion. Working from the reign of Athelwulf through thac of
Edward the Elder, Keynes reviews a mass of evidence for pat-
terns and other indications of diplomatic relationship. He
suggests that the charters may well have been produced by
pricsts attached to the royal household rather than toan epis-
copal seat.

In a fresh approach to the issuc of manuscript migration
from Engfand to the Continent, David N. Dumville studies
the complexity of motives behind such travels in “Anglo-Saxon
Books: Treasure in Norman Hands?,” Anglo-Norman Stud.
16: 83-99. Dumville provides a list of fifty high-status manu-
scripts exported from England after 1066 with an cye to as-
sessing the scope of losses, the motives for export, and the
fates of those books which left England. Liturgical books
form the largest group that travelled to the Continent in the
ate eleventh or twelfth century. These include gospel books,
hagiopraphical libelli, psalters, lectionaries, and the like. Those
with precious bindings were particularly vulnerable to alien-
ation. A noteworthy cxception is the English vernacular il-
justrated book since intelligibicy apparently was a factor in
the matter of acquisition. Dumvilie notes that only onc item
from Bishop Leofric’s collection at Excter escaped, leading
to the conclusion that a strong head of a church may have
been able to guard its movable property if minded to do so.
Many books, however, were sent as gifts to Continental
churches, and as various ecclesiastics and aristocratic laypeople
travelled to the Continent after 1066, they likely would have
taken some items with them. Also interesting is the evidence
that cercain imported books may have continued in litugical
use in their new homes. As Dumville shows, a large outflow
from England did take place after the Conquest buta number
of factors contributed to that process.

In 1994 a number of works appeared about antiquarians,
their collections and other activities during the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. David N. Dumville published “John
Bale, Owner of St. Dunstan's Benedictional,” N&-Q 41: 21—
95, in which he quotes a letter sent from Bale to Archbishop
Macthew Parker on July 30, 1560. Bale describes an old,
strangely-written benedictional once belonging to St. Dunstan
while on the Continent. Dumville then reviews several sur-
viving cxamples of archbishops’ liturgical books in Square
minuscule from the tenth century to consider as possible ref-
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crents of Bale’s description. Dumville proposes two credible
alternatives: Paris, Bibliothéque nationale, MS. latin 943, a
combined pontifical and benedictional, and three fragments
from a benedictional now distributed among Cambridge, MA,
Harvard College Library, MS. Typ. 612, and two private
English collections. Timothy Graham reports a firmer dis-
covery in “Robert Talbot's ‘Old Saxonice Bede,” Cambridge
Bibliographical Soc. Newsletter 2: 6-7. Talbot (¢ 1505-58)
claimed to have owned a copy of Bede's Historia Ecclesiastica
in Old English translation. Cambridge, University Library,
MS. Kk.3.18, produced at Worcester Cathedral Priory in the
second half of the eleventh century, hasa few entriesin Talbort's
hand that seem to confirm his ownership of the MS which
then passed to Archbishop Parker. A runic alphabet described
by Talbot in the same MS may now appear on a strip mounted
in a paper frame as fol. 10 of London, British Library, MS.
Domitian ix.

Tn “A Parkerian Transcripe of the List of Bishop Leofric’s
Procurements for Exeter Cathedral: Matchew Parker, the
Excter Book, and Cambridge University Library MS. Ti.2.11,”
Trans. of the Cambridge Bibliographical Soc. 10: 421-55, Timo-
thy Geaham draws attention to a sixteenth-century transcript
of Leofric’s Old English list. Copied from the fistin the Excter
Book, the transcript is preserved in Cambridge, Corpus Christi
College, MS. 101, pp. 447-50- Notes commenting on some of
the books on the list shed light on Parker's use of Anglo-
Saxon manuscripts from Exeter Cathedral. Onc note, for ex-
ample, indicates that Parker borrowed and returned the canon
on leden 7 scriftboc on englisc, now identified as CCCC 19o.
Another note and related evidence show that Parker was re-
sponsible for removing eight leaves, including Leofric’s list,
from the Old English Gospels (CUL Ii.2.11) and mounting
them in the Exeter Book. This is scen to be part of Parker’s
habit of removing documents concerning specific institutions
from manuscripts not primarily documentary, for restoration
to related materials and, in this case, their home institution.
Parker’s heirs are the subject of Carl T. Berkhout's essay,
“The Parkerian Legacy of a Scheide Manuscript: William of
Malmesbury's “ Gesta Regum Anglorum,” Princeton Univ. Lib.
Chronide 55: 277-86. The book in question, now Scheide
Library MS. 159, was copied about 1200 and became part ofa
composite volume bequeathed by Parker to the Corpus Christi
College, Cambridge, library. The book remained in the pos-
session of Parker’s son John, however, which allowed a series
of antiquaries to lcave their marks of use and improvement. It
seems that John's son Richard pawned the composise volume
which was bound into three separate books by the eighteenth
century. One was purchased by the Scheide library in 1990.
Further on the topic of improving manuscripts, Hiroshi Ogawa
has writeen “The Retoucher in MSS Junius 85 and 86,” N&rQ
41: 6-10. Ogawa argues that the retouching probably dates
from the seventeenth century. The kinds of mistakes made
in copying and punctuating suggest that the retoucher is not
medieval. Moreover, a pressmark indicates that Isaac Voss, a
nephew of Junius, owned the manuscripts in the seventeenth
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century. Junius transcribed portions of them and may have
been one in Voss's circle who retouched them as well,

Helmut Gneuss reminds us of the importance of George
Hickes's Catalogus Veterum Librorum Septentrionalium in “Der
dleeste Katalog der angelsachsischen Handschriften und seine
Nachfolger,” in Anglo-Saxonica, ed. Grinda and Wertzel, pp.
91=106. The Anglo-Saxon manuscripts form a majot portion
of the catalogue, which also describes Gothic, Old High Ger-
man, Old Frisian, and Old Norse materials. Gneuss provides
an overview of the contents of Hickes's catalogue and then
identifics the Old English manuscripts listed on pp. 135-77.
These were housed in the Bodleian Library, Oxford; several
Cambridge libraries; the Royal Library in St. James Palace;
Cortton House, Westminster; and various other places. Hickes
covers about 120 manuscripts which contained a significant
proportion, if not the entire book, of Old English texts.
Humfrey Wanley, the next great cataloguer, who began his
work by 1696, had the advantage of Jean Mabillon's De re
diplomatica. Wanley's work remains indispensable for Anglo-
Saxonists though Hickes's still has much to offer, as his de-
scription of Cotton Virellius A.xv sans Beowlf illustrates.

An important series of lectures by Colin Tite entitled
The Manuscript Library of Sir Robert Cotton (Panizzi Lec-
tures 1993) was published as a monograph in 1994 by the Bric-
ish Library. In three parts, the series covers the development
of the manuscript collection, 1588-1753; librarians and aspir-
ing librarians; and Cotton House and the reputation of Sir
Robert. No doubt influenced by his schoolmaster at
Westminster School, William Camden, Robert Cotton be-
gan acquiring manuscripts when he was seventeen years old,
He took advantage of opportunitics to augment his collec-
tion from estates where libraries were dispersed, and soon his
own library attracted readers and additional books. Wan lists
and notations of borrowers are among the records that help
to trace the early history of Cotton’s work. Tite argues that
Cotton himself was the first cataloguer of his collection in
the sense that his notes comprise much of the text for the
carliest descriptions. Cotton also re-arranged manuscripts,
sought to fill gaps in the coverage within certain volumes he
had created, and oversaw the binding of his books. In this
work he was assisted mainly by Richard James (d. 1638), the
firsc of a series of capable librarians who worked with the
collection prior to the fire of 1731. Using information from
drawings of Cotton House and catalogues of the collection,
Tite reconstructs the arrangement of the library, thereby pro-
viding a vivid sense of how the library appeared at the end of
the seventeenth century. Lastly Tite considers Cotton’s repu-
tation and argues that many of his actions were typical of
collectors a the time, his primary motive seeming to be the
development of a national archive for England.

The year 1994 was short on articles related to Anglo-
Saxon art, but George Henderson published “Emulation and
Invention in Carolingian Art,” in Carolingian Culture, cd.
McKicterick, pp. 248-73. Here Henderson surveys the vari-
ous media where Frankish accomplishment gave way to new
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influences that shaped the Carolingian renaissance, not the
lease of were che exemplars of Insular art. Book decoration
was exported during the English and Irish missions to the
Continent, influencing the iconography in manuscripts and
ivory covers. Henderson details these and other strands in
the artistic developments of the period.

M.P.R.

Works not seen:

Barnhouse, Rebecea Anne. “Text and Image in the Illus-
trated Old English Hexateuch.” Diss. Univ. of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill. DAT s5A (1994), 1554

Megginson, David Paul. “The Written Language of Old
English Poctry,” Diss. Univ. of Toronto. DA/ £44 {1994),
3430.

Page, R. I. “The Parker Library and Its Collections Today”
and “The Conservator and the Scholar.” Conservation
and Preservation in Small Libraries. Ed. Nicholas Hadgraft
and Katherine Swift. Cambridge, 1994. Pp. 813 and 15—
19.

[Three important new essays, five substantially revised previ-
ously printed ones, and seven reprints of semninal studies make
up the latest volume in the Garland Basic Readings in Anglo-
Saxon series, Anglo-Saxon Manuscripts: Basic Readings, ed-
ited by Mary P. Richards. The following paragraphs will ad-
dress the nine which fall under Professor Richards’s section
of the Year's Work, with particular actention o the articles
appearing for the first time.

Alexander Rumble’s “Using Anglo-Saxon Manuscripts”
( pp. 3—24) is a distillation of his introductory course in pale-
ography at the Manchester Centre for Anglo-Saxon
Studies. The essay is divided into six sections: Paleography,
Codicology and Anglo-Saxon Studies; Catalogues of Manu-
scripts; Describing a Codex (by far the fullest and most help-
ful section);Describing Manuscript Fragments; Describing
Single-Sheet Documents; and Making Transcripts and Edi-
tions of Manuscript Texts. Suggestions for furcher reading
appear at appropriate points throughout the essay. This essay
is a fine introduction to the subject and can serve as well as a
refresher course for more experienced students of manuscripts.

Kevin 5. Kiernan's “Old Manuscripts/New Technologies”
(pp- 37-54) is an overview of a wide variety of techniques and
technologies which point toward totally new approaches to
manuscripe studics, noting that the future of manuscripe stud-
ies will include a major role for computers in providing wide
access to manuscripts formerly available to bur a few scholars.
A postscript to the essay describes briefly the ambitious “Elec-
tronic Beownlf” project and the plans to digitize the Thorkelin
transcriptions and other carly collations and editions of the
poem.

Richard W. Pfaff’s “N.R. Ker and the Study of English
Medieval Manuscripts” (pp. §5-77) is at once a learned evalu-
ation of the enormous contribution of Ker to the subject and
an affectionate biographical picture of how these accomplish-
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ments came to be and why. Pfaff begins with Ker’s school
days at Eton, where the Provest was perhaps the best known
student of medieval manuscripts in the world, Montague
Rhodes James. He follows Ker to Oxford and the B. Lite.
and provides a fascinating account of his interactions and col-
laborations with the likes of E.A. Lowe, Richard Hunt, Sir
Roger Mynors, and others, and his putting together the for-
midable enterprise Medieval Libraries of Great Britain. After
noting the several useful articles from thac period, Pfaff turns
to Ker’s monumental Catalogue of Manuscripts Containing
Anglo-Saxon, which he discusses in considerable detail. The
final work to receive extensive consideration is Ker's Med:-
eval Manuscripts in British Libraries. PfafT’s touching conclu-
sion brings us full circle to his beginning paragraphs on Ker,
James, and Eton, quoting Francis Wormald’s introduction of
a lecture by Ker in the 1950s: “in the history of manuscripe
studies in this country, three men were outstanding, Humfrey
Wanley, M.R. James, and Neil Ker, and that to mention one
in connection with the others was to give an indication of his
stature.” Pfaff adds that “those who knew Neil Ker can imag-
ine the look of embarrassment mingled with amusement which
would have crossed his face at that moment; but it is a judg-
ment which it is not possible to dispute.” This crudite yet
affectionate essay is not to be missed.

Alchough the remaining articles to be noticed here are
reprints, it should be emphasized that Mary Blockley's “Fur-
ther Addenda and Corrigenda to N.R. Ker’s Cacalogue” (pp.
79-85) adds sixteen new items to the twelve she published in
the original version of this essay in Nores and Queries n.s. 29
(1982). Ker had produced in 1976 his own fiftcen-item supple-
ment to his Catalogue in Anglo-Saxon England 5 (1976).
Michael Lapidge has also updated his essential study “Sur-
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viving Booklists from Anglo-Saxon England (pp. 87-167), both
with additions to the text and with a 1993 postscript, describ-
ing in some detail Fontes Anglo-Saxonici and Sources of Anglo-
Saxon Literary Cudture. D. G. Scragg's 1973 article, “The
Composition of the Vercelli Book” (pp. 317-43)has been re-
vised to acknowledge the appearance of Szarmach’s 1981 edi-
tion of homilics g-23 and Scragg’s own edition of all of the
homilies in 1992 for EETS. He also includes discussion of
Vercelli’s indebtedness to Pembroke 25.David Dumwille, like-
wise, has substantially updated his learncd 198t essay, “En-
glish Libraries before 1066: Use and Abuse of the Manu-
script Evidence™ (pp. 169-219). And finally, the late Peter
Clemocs updates and revises portions of his introductions to
the EEMF editions of AElfric’s First Scries and of The Old
English Iliustrated Hexateuch (“History of the Manuscript” and
“Punctuation”, pp- 345-64, and “The Production of an Illus-
trated Version”, pp. 365-372). The other ¢ssays in the book,
all ceprints of carlier studies, may be listed here for the sake of
convenience: P. R. Robinson, “Scif-Contained Units in Com-
posite Manuscripts of the Anglo-Saxon Period” (pp. 25-35);
Katherine O'Brien O'Keeffe, “Orality and the Developing Text
of Czdmon’s Hymn" (pp. 221-250); Barbara C. Raw, “The
Construction of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Junius n” (pp. 251-
275); Kevin S, Kiernan, “The Eleventh-Century Origin of
Beownlf and the Beowulf Manuseript” (pp. 277-299); Patrick
W. Conner, “The Structure of the Exeter Codex” (pp. 301—
315); and Kenneth Sisam, “The Publication of Zlfric’s Pasto-
ral Care” (pp. 373-381). All are solid studics which add to the
value of this exceptional collection. The editor appends an
Index to Manuscripts, arranged alphabetically by city and re-
pository.

J.B.T]

The Place-Names of Rutland, Nottingham, 1994, by B. Cox,
continues the scholarly tradition of the previous EPNS county
volumes; actually, it encompasses three volumes (for 1980~
1992). The bulk of the book presents the place-names that
occur in cach of the old Hundreds, organized alphabetically
by parish name and also within cach parish. Each name is
cited in its carlicst atrested form and with its relevant later
citations, and a possible or probable crymology is provided.
The final section for each parish lists field-names. Subse-
quent chapters present an alphabetical list of ¢lements other
than personal names in Rutland place-, stream-, and field-
names (with probable meanings), lists of ficld-names and
minor names by category, a list of personal names in Rutland
minor names and ficld-names, and a list of names of idenci-
fied persons or families with the minor names or ficld-names
in which they occur. Eight high-qualicy maps suitable for
projection also accompany the book. J. Ficld's 4 History of

English Place-Names, London and New York, 1993, is written
primarily for an intended audience of local historians in order
to provide a model, a methodology, and a knowledge base for
them to further their own research into local ficld-names as a
way to understand the history of agriculture and rural life in
England as well as to become acquainted with the history of
the language. The book is highly readable and provides Old
and Middle English etymologies for more recent field-names,
but it does not break any new ground for place-name schol-
ars. Nevertheless, the book is an interesting history and, as
such, might better have been entitked: A History of England as
Told through Field-Names.

J. Insley's Scandinavian Personal Names in Norfotk: a Sur-
vey Based on Medieval Records and Place-Names, Uppsala, 1994,
is based on his 1980 Ph.D. dissertation. It is primarily a cor-
pus of Scandinavian personal names found in records from
Norfolk from the tenth to the second half of the thirteenth
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centuries. Insley says that the onomastic commentaries for
cach personal name as well as the biographical information
have not been updated since 1980, and he notes that there are
probably more sources that he has not seen. However, he
feels chat his corpus and number of sources are large enough
to give a clear picture of the Scandinavian personal-name pat-
terns in medicval Norfolk, The generalizations he draws from
the dara include that there are distinct regional patterns of
name-giving in Scandinavian England, that the degree of
Anglicization of personal names in Norfolk was greater than
in Yorkshire or in the Five Boroughs, and that Scandinavian
personal names often occur in areas where there is less place-
name evidence of Scandinavian seetlement. Despite the hg
time berween the research and publication, the book is a valu-
able resource for name-scholars. N. Wagner, in “Ungedentete
althochdentsche Personennamen und das Aleenglische”
(Anglo-Saxonica: Beitriige zur Vor-und Frithgeschichte der
englishen Sprache und zur altenglischen Literature Festschrift fiir
Hans Schabram zum 6, Geburistag, Munich, 441-53), uscs
Old English and Old Norse cognates to provide ctymologics
and grammatical analyses of Old High German personal
names: Azzaldrud, Sola/Suolo, Zuinalp, Vauualz, Podalunc,
and Stupinga. R. Wenskus, in “Der ‘hunnische’ Siegfried
Fragen cines Historikers an den Germanisten” (Sendien zum
Altgermanischen: Festschrift fiir Heinrich Beck, Berlin and New
York, 686-721), identifies Siegfried along with other -frid names
as Westphalian in origin, coming from the area known as
Hunaland and not to be confused with Atrila the Hun and
his followers as has commonly been done.

In “Danish Place-Names and Personal Names in England:
the Influence of Coue2”™ ( The Reign of Crue: King of England,
Denmark, and Norway, London and Rutherford, N.J., 125~
40), G. Fellows-Jenscen recapitulates the history of the study
of Scandinavian elements in English place-names by E. Ekwall,
F. Steneon, P. Sawyer, K. Cameron, etc. and then examines
specific place-names with Scandinavian elements. Fellows-
Jensen concludes that the majority of the Scandinavian place-
names in the Danclaw were coined fairly early in the tenth
century; however, there are some place-names containing
Scandinavian personal names, particularly those in -by, porp,
and -tfin, that probably reflect Cnut's land-grants to his Danish
followers in the eleventh century. K. Dietz, in “Dic
kontinentalen Ortlichkeitsnamen der altenglischen Annalen”
(Anglo-Saxonica, Munich, 483-514), provides analyses of the
elements in cight continental place-names and six river-names
as they appear in various versions of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle.
He discusses the elements: Bunan, Cwantawic, *Casiei,
Cundop, Embene®, Gend, Masu®, Ione®, Metern*, Paris, Sant
Lauda(n), Scald, Sigen®, and Sunne* in teems of their low
Franconian or their Proto-French origins and their various
phenological changes. In “De germanska sta-namnens
uppkomst och de nordiska sta-namnens pluralicet. Férslag dill
problemens 18sning” (Namn och Bygd 81, 33-47), G. Holm
suggests that the Scandinavian place-names in -sta(d), -sted
from Old Norsc -stadir, a plural form, in contrast 1o the En-
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glish place-names in -stead, a singular form, reflect the fact
that Old Norse ficld names were often plural and thar these
place-names originally referred primarily to fields adjacent to
the villages.

Two articles in this year's bibliography provide updates
on forthcoming projects. In “English Place-Names: The
Leverhulme Project” (Jn of the Eng. Place-Name Soc. 26, 15~
26), C. Hough, who is the first Research Associate working
on the project known as A Survey of the Language of English
Place-Names, idencifies the aims of the projectand the progress
made during the first two years of the five-year project. The
first aim is to establish a compurerized database of English
place-name material, and that was scheduled to begin in carly
1994. Scparate entries will be made for place-names and for
place-name elements. Each place-name entry will give the
modern form of the name: its location on grid maps, country,
wapentake, and_parish maps; carlicst known recorded dare;
type of place-name; whether it is still in use; its etymology;
the EPNS volume and page reference where it is found; and
its elements. Each place-name clement entry will identify the
source language, dialect if relevant, pare of speech, prammati-
cal case and number, function, subject category, and whether
the name is independently recorded. The database will allow
two entries for dialect (with the Anglican dialect form used
as 2 headword entry) and case if needed as well as for alternate
ctymologies. The second aim is to produce a new edition of
English Place-Name Elements to replace Smith’s 1956 edition;
it is hoped that the new cdition will be completed by the end
of 1996. The other aims are to compile a dictionary of Old
English words in place-names to supplement The Toronto
Dicrionary of Old English, to compile a dictionary of Middle
English words to supplement the Ann Arbor Middle English
Dictionary, and to compile a list of Early Modern English
terms antedating or correcting OED entries. The last three
goals, of course, can only follow the completion of the first
wo. In "A New Dictionacy of English Place-Names” (/nf of
the Eng. Place-Names Soc. 26, 7-14), V. Warts discusses the
forthcoming English place-name dictionary to be published
by Cambridge University and based on the work of EPNS
members, both in publications and in archives. This work
will not only supersede E. Ekwall’s monumental work; it will
also have a broader focus by presenting a synchronic analysis
of the onomastics of modern England, regardless of the an-
tiquity of the names, instead of Ekwall’s more limited focus
on only older names.

In “Place-Names and Word Geography: Some Words of
Warning” (Speaking in Our Tongues, Cambridge, 125-40), G.
Fellows-Jensen calls for “a database containing dated and lo-
calized field-names from the whole of [England]” that would
allow the determination of the distribution patterns and/or
meanings of various place-name elements. The essay also cau-
tions against relying on published distribution maps which
simply give data without interpretation or that involve ele-
ments that later becomes current in wider geographic arcas
and notes that varying forms may not reflect different origins
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but only later phonological developments in certain dialect
areas.

K. Cameron, in “Stenton and Place-Names™ (Stenton’s
‘Anglo-Saxon England’ Fifty Years On, Reading, 31—48), writes
both a tribute to Sir F. Stenton and a short history of place-
name studies over a fifty-year period beginning in 1942. The
essay focuses on Stenton’s contributions to Celtic, Anglo-
Saxon, and Danish place-name studics. Stenton probably
underestimated the extent of Celtic survival in Anglo-Saxon
England as well as the continuity of sertlement from Romano-
British times, so he also underestimated the influence of bi-
lingual Britons passing on Primitive Welsh names into Oid
English. However, he was well aware of the Celtic origin of
many place-names which at first appeared to be English. Many
of Stenton’s views about Anglo-Saxon names have also been
revised by later studies. For example, -ingas- names arc no
longer felt to be the earliest place-names, nor is the first ele-
ment in such place-names felt to derive necessarily from “the
founding father.” Furthermore, Stenton underestimated the
imporrance of topographical clements in place-names, which
were among the carliest names, and he overestimated the
number of placc-names reflecting Anglo-Saxon paganism,
although his interpretations of such names are, for the most
part, accurate. Stenton’s studies of Danish place-names have
stood the test of time bese. His views of the number of Danes
settling in castern England, of he importance of field-names
in name studies, and his interpretation of the -bys and the
thorpes have been further supported. Of course, one would

8. Archaeology and Numismatics
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expeet and hope for revisions of some of Stenton’s view over
fifty years of place-name studics; however, these revisions in
no way diminish the importance of his work to later scholars.
In “The Pautern of Old English burh in Early Lindsey”
(ASE 23, 35-56), B. Cox focuses on the burh names in the
area of Lincolnshire defined as Lindsey in The Lindsey Sur-
vey during the reign of Henry I. Cox says the element burh in
Lincolnshire is taken to mean “an Anglo-Saxon stronghold”
and that cach burh was located strategically to control a line
or lines of communication, specifically to “a point of entry to
the territory via river or coast and/or to an early trackway or
Roman road.” This pattern suggest an early seventh century
origin as a system of defense provoked by threats to the terri-
tory of the Lindisfaran from both Norchumbria and Mercia.
In “Baulking: An Anglo-Saxon Industry Revealed” (Jnl of the
Eng. Place-Names Soc. 26, 27-31), A. Cole argues convinc-
ingly chat the village-name Baudlking in Berkshirc should be
interpeeted as “che stream with the baths” and that it is the
site of pools created in the stream where fuller's earth from
the same area was used for degreasing or fulling fleeces or
woollen cloth and that the name dates back at least as carly as

870.
J.D.C.
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a. Archacology

Nicholas Bateman details the important finds in excavating
“The London Amphitheatre” in Current Archaeology 137
(Feb.~March 1994): 164-71). Located under and beside
London's Guildhali, a timber amphitheater of c. AD 70 was
succeeded by a masonry version ¢. AD 120 which held some
Booo spectators. It seems to have had two chambers at its cast
entrance, both opening to the arena; one may be analogous to
the Chester shrine with an altar, while the other contained a
slotted threshold that suggests a trap door for releasing ani-
mals. Large quantities of bone, both animal and human, have
been recovered, including a bull and a bear, and disarticulated
human remains. Later levels suggest a possible use as a mar-
ket, given the number of sheep and cows represented. Most
exciting about the early levels is the excellent preservation of
wood, allowing the timber drainage system to survive, down
to 4 silt trap and door frames; the walls and drains will be
reconstructed in the new Art Gallery as part of an exhibit on
the story of the amphitheater. Remarkably, the amphitheater
was in continuous use, as evidenced by constant upkeep until
the later 4th century; this implies a more substantial presence
in late Roman London than previously thought, and has im-

portant implications for any questions of continuity. After
the amphitheater went out of use, it continued to influcnce
the shape of AS roads around it, and Saxon finds include
timber walls, wattle buildings and a fragment of late 10th or
carly uth century glazed, decorated tile of a type usually asso-
ciated with rich ccclesiastical sites. This point may link with
a tradition that the eastern gate towers of the Roman fort,
some 30 m. away, may have been part of the late Saxon royal
enclosure in northwest London. One of the roads curving
around the amphitheater and its collection of timber build-
ings is Aldermanbury Strect, whose name suggests that such
a site might have been closer than previously considered.
Unremarked in the article bu striking in the plan is how the
carthworks of the ruined amphitheater would have formed a
protective, perhaps even defensible enclosure for the timber
buildings. The potential for this site to yield badly necded
evidence for Saxon London increases when the size of the
excavation is made plain: some 700 square meters will be ex-
cavated, on a site where water has preserved materials nor-
mally lost. Future excavation reports should be cagerly awaited.

In “Wood Usage in Anglo-Saxon Shields,” ASSAH 7
(1994), 35-48, Jacqui Watson provides information on the type
of wood used for over 140 shields from various sites across
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England. All the shiclds sampled came from cemeteries, and
most had been excavated within the past thirty years. She
notes that, while only a limited range of woods were used in
shield construction, both shicld size and weight could vary
enormously depending on what type of wood was chosen.
Warson dispels the popular belief thac lime was the favorite
wood for shield construction, demonstrating that willow and
poplar were actually the most common woods used (37). One
particularly interesting point is her observation that sword
blows were most effectively countered if the grain of the shield
was horizontal to the blow, so that variations in board/grip
orientation can reveal much about how a shield was used.
Watson includes a clear explanation of the process through
which wood is preserved and identified. Separate tables pro-
vide information on organic marerial associated with finds at
individual sites, evidence for organic material on shields from
individual sites, and the regional distribution of wood specics
used in shield construction ar individual sites. Duc to the
difficulty in compiling and accessing the rype of information
surveyed here, a data base of specialist information on artefacts
is being compiled by the Ancient Monuments Laboratory.

Also in ASSAH 7 (pp. 85-148) is a report on “The Anglo-
Saxon Cemetery at Dinton, Buckinghamshire,” by Andrew
Hunn, Jo Lawson, Michacl Farley, er. al. Dinton is a late-gth
1o 6th century cemetery first discovered in the 18th century.
The excavations published here were undertaken as part of an
evaluation of land planned for redevelopment as a golf course.
Twenty inhumation burials were excavated, sixteen contain-
ing grave goods. The graves were analyzed according to the
sex of the occupant, by orientation, and by artefactual distri-
bution and type. The authors conclude that although this is
a relatively small sample, the burials scem to fall into two
distinct, possibly family, groups distinguished by orientation,
wealth, and the types of ornaments worn by the women. Of
particular interest is the fact that the female graves are, on the
whole, far richer than those of their male counterparts, as
well as the fact thar designs incorporating five-pointed stars
seem to have been especially popular (128). While the au-
thors’ discussion of both the cemetery and the individual graves
is excellent, the labelling of drawings and diagrams can be
confusing as the captions do not always distinguish between
media. The report includes a catalogue of both che
inhumations and accompanying grave goods.

The Anglo-Saxon Cemetery at Spong Hill, North Elmbam.
Part V: Catalogue of Cremations (Nos z800-3334), ed.
Catherine Hills, Kennetch Penn and Robert Ricketr (Ease
Anglian Archacology Report No. 67. Dercham, Norfolk: Field
Archacology Division, Norfolk Museums Service, 1994) is
one of two volumes published in that year (Part 8 was not
located for this review). Part 5 continues cataloguing the finds
from the only complete excavation of a cemetery of this type.
The descriptions for the pots and finds, as before, depend
and build on those included in the second volume; however,
unless you own a personal copy, you may find it difficult to
locate one. In preparation for this review, an interlibrary loan
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search found no catalogued copy of volume two in the US;
the closest is in Ireland! Something to recommend to your
acquisitions deparements, especially if your library already owns
other volumes of the Spong Hill scries. Part §, meanwhile,
has increased the number of stamp-linked pottery groups to
132, and as usual the clear and uniform presentation of cypes,
associated finds, stamped decoration and even stratigraphy
within the pots makes cach volume accessible and efficient to
use. The illustrations are of uniformly high quality. Of par-
ticular note in this batch of cremations is the exceptional glass
finds, described by Vera Evison. Eleven definice, and 6 prob-
able claw beakers were noted, the highest number for any one
site anywhere, in England or out. In addition, one cremation
may actually have been placed in 2 blue-glass claw beaker, a
unique occurrence. Finally, a bichrome claw beaker, only the
second definite example before the end of the 7th/beginning
of the 8th century, was found. In all, 29 AS forms were iden-
tified, and “if each occurrence of glass in a cremation can be
taken to represent one vessel which was burnt, a total of over
too vessels is indicated by the remains in the Spong Hill Cem-
etery, a significant amount when compared with the total of
259 known for the whole counery . . . in 1956” (30). A set of
four microfiches make this volume necessary if earlier vol-
umes are owned, as it contains revisions to the catalogues in
Parts T and II, with revised drawings and drawings of addi-
tional grave goods. Specialist reports are also found here, par-
ticularly for plant material and organic residues.

Julian Richards reports on the “Cottam Evaluation” in
the Yorkshire Archaeological Journal 66 (1994): 57-8, which
consisted of fieldwalking and limited excavation of this Anglian
site in North Humberside. The main publication will follow
in this same journal, but his interim report makes it clear that
a major site has been found. Darted to the 8th and gth centu-
rics, “it belongs to a new category of site in Humberside and
Yorkshire producing rich Middle Saxon and Viking Age met-
alwork” (57). Ficldwalking confirmed an Anglian nucleus on
the site apparently shifted to the northeast during the Viking
perciod. Three erial trenches were planned but only two opened,
and it was found that much had been ploughed out. The first
(*One”) openced a major north-south ditch which cut a rect-
angular posthole building (Anglian date?). A circular pit to
the cast contained an adult male skull and “a valuable faunal
assemblage, also of 8th century date” (57). The second trench
(“Three™) located another building and a corn-drying oven.
Most metal finds were in the upper fills of the cropmark fea-
wures disturbed by ploughing and so are not in situ, but testify
to both longterm domestic settlement and to high status,

In "“Monkwearmouth and Jarrow in their Continental
Context,” “Churches Built in Ancient Times”: Recent Studies
in Early Christian Archaeology, Vol. 16 Occas. Papers, Society
of Antiquaries of London (1994), 279—94, Rosemary Cramp
takes selective stock of what is currently known about conti-
nental monasteries in the post-Roman and pre-Carolingian
era. If Benedice Biscop based his rule at Monkwearmouth on
the best of those employed in scventeen monasteries from
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across England and the Continent, how might these differ-
ent sources have influcnced the development of Monk-
wearmouth? Cramp reviews both the material evidence from
the cxcavations and the documentary sources to summarize
what we know about the plan of both Wearmouth and Jarrow
from their carliest structures to their latest Saxon plans, and
considers the possible sources and parallels for features such
as the western adjunce at Monkwearmouth, or the funerary
chapel ar Jarrow. She suggests thar ar Jarrow builders may
have copied clements of nearby Roman structures, but that
borrowing at both sites was sclective, and that elements, what-
ever their source, were adapeed to the requirements of the
individual site. She also suggests that because we have evi-
dence of extensive textile working from Whitby, but none
from Jarrow, whilc Jarrow docs provide cvidence of metal-
working, Northumbrian monasteries might have operated a
system of exchange. (See Cramp in Age of Migrating Ideas
befow, where she repeats this claim.) Admittedly there is also
evidence of metalworking from both Whitby and Hartdepool,
but this does not rule out the possibility that monasteries did
exchange goods in addition to providing for the needs of their
own communitices.

T. W. Potter and R. D. Andrews provide a fascinating
look at an importanc site in “Excavation and Survey at St
Patrick’s Chapel and St Peter’s Church, Heysham, Lancashire,
1977-8," Ant [ 74 (1994): 55-134. While neither site provided
the expected information for a very carly Christian center,
the finds from the sites, especially the chapel, were extraordi-
nary. The chapel was constructed in two phases, with the
carlier one producing fragments of painted and lettered plas-
ter which may preserve the word “muliec” (or be two
unassociated syllables) and perhaps the four-colored remains
of a mural. Phase 2 of the chapel extended the length of che
building and a2dded a south door. The cemeterics surround-
ing the chapel consisted of several norable rock cut graves,
most with sockets for cross headstones and rebates for pos-
sible lids, some 78 to 84 individual burials (men, women and
children, indicating a lay cemetery to the excavators). These
included a female grave with Anglo-Scandinavian comb, and
one grave whose reused lid was revealed 1o be a siriking shaped
bird head which Cramp considers to be part of church furni-
ture, perhaps a chair, or less likely, 2 finial to an carly chapel
roof. At least some of the cemetery was enclosed. St Peter's
Church was probably contemporary, that is, late 8th ceneury
or later, raising the question of why two such buildings were
found so close together. There is no indication of a small
monastic community from the cemetery evidence of the chaped,
though excavations at the church were not possible. The well
known Heysham hogback, found in the churchyard, cerrainly
fits into the site’s context of unusual claboration, and may
have been associated with another Viking period burial, as an
1823 account of finding a corroded spearhead ncarby suggests.
In addition, a stone with a fine cable edging probably belongs
10 St Peter's, as doces a cross fragment, the so-called Lazarus
stone, This cross fragment in fact does not depict that ico-

nography, though what it does show is uncertain. On one
side, a seated, haloed figure holds a book, identified by Cramp
as Christ in Majesty or Christ Judex; two sides preserve leaves,
spirals and knots; and the final side has a gabled building wich
three heads looking out windows, four lower windows possi~
bly with lighcly incised figures, and an arched doorway be-
neath which a swaddled figure stands, hooded. A picce of
vinescroll in the west wall of the porch of St. Peter’s may also
have belonged with this cross. The sites ac Heysham have
provided cvocative evidence for quality unsuspected in such
small buildings. That the excavations were carried out as res-
cuc endeavors due to weathering but even moreso to vandal-
ism makes the results that much more satisfying, despice the
questions which remain.

Kevin Blockley reports on “Canterbury Cathedral” in
Current Archaeology 136 (Oct.-Dec. 1993): t24-30, and the
discovery of the AS cathedral dircely under the nave of the
present cathedral. While reflooring the nave, it was discov-
ered that foundations representing four building phases of
the AS period survived, Despite restrictions not to uncover
remains down to the top of the archacological levels, some
corc samples and isolated deeper excavations where pipes would
destroy evidence or where graves could be cleared of filling
from the 1787 paving were allowed. The earliest phase ap-
peared as four stretches of wall near the east end of the nave,
made of reused Roman bricks set in mortar and cutting into
“dark carth” deposits. The “dark carth” sealed a2 Romano-
British street and contained a single sherd of ¢. 450-550 date;
the church cut diagonally across this streer and was set on ¢.
so ems. of Roman deposits. The second phase destroyed the
first and greatly extended the church to the west, creating a
basilican style church which seems to have included 2 western
narthex and north porticus with a possible pulpit foundation
and a grave as part of the foundation in the north aisle. An
independent structure was also built to the southeast, with a
floor of reused Roman bricks; Blockley suggests it functioned
as a mausoleum, bur calls for suggestions. Another possibility
might be a baptistery. It dates possibly to Archbishop Wulfred
{805-32). A bricf third phase survives only as an offset string
course on the south, perhaps a rebuilding, and the final phase
in the lace Saxon period is a major embellishment, especially
in creating a westwerk. A western apse was built, with a hex-
agonal tower to the south and perhaps the north. The
strengthening of the arcade walls sugpest a new arch, layers of
Marquise stone chippings suggest decorative elements, and a
square tower or porticus on the southcast corner may be the
tower of St Gregory mentioned by Eadmer, where legal pro-
ceedings were held. The date of this final phase should be
after the raid in tornt of Thorkell the Tall, and before the
disastrous fire of 1067 which destroyed the church and caused
the 1070 construction by Lanfranc of the Norman cathedral.
Notably, the AS cathedral is nearly as large as Lanfranc’s; itis
roughly the same width, and somewhat shorter, with the
Norman cathedral shifted 5 m. south to avoid its foundations.
We can be grateful for the glimpse allowed during repaving,
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though disappointed that such a find could not admic a change
of plans, allowing more extensive archacological examinations.

H. M. James writes a brief note on “Excavations on the
Site of Flawford Church, Ruddington, Nottinghamshire” in
Transactions of the Thoroton Society of Nottingbamshire 98
(1994): 134=6, with plan. He refers to his fuller publication at
the end, but this note arrived too late for that publication to
be reviewed this year: Excavation on the site of Flawford Church,
1967-1984. The name Flawford may come from Old Norse
flaga, flagstone, or Old English fag/fab, and as carly as 1956 it
was thought the name might refer to 2 Roman mosaic pave-
ment. Finds covered a range of dates, from flints of possible
Bronze Age date to 16th and 17th century pottery. The stone
footings of a building “apparently unrelated to the later church”
(134) were associated with a disturbed tessellated floor of white
limestone and red samian, unlikely to be carlier chan AD 160
according to James and his informant. He does not here ex-
plain why, though he adds that along with the tesserae were
found late gth century Saxon coins of Burgred and Alfred.
The first building recognized as a church had floor slabs o.15
m above the tesserae. Its foundations were of cobbles and
rubble in irregular trenches; the nave measured 9.0 x §.5m,
the chancel 4.25 x 4.0 m. Unfortunately, James never dates
this building or the subsequent alterations of a possible west
tower, an castern extension, and later buttressed foundations.
The plan he produces is reminiscent of the basic plans in
publications of carlier decades, as he merely notes three phases
with the terms “carlier,” “later,” and “Roman,” the last the
sole specific date. He does not mention that dating was par-
ticularly difficult here, and gives no reason for why the next
clear reference to date is to a 13th century south aisle added
for graves of the de Ruttingron family. He adds tantalizingly
that also found were foundations of a small northwest cham-
ber to the church, and on the north side, 2 two roomed build-
ing, but he gives no details, and has omitted them from the
plan. Perhaps if the longer version of his work can be located,
the omissions will be clarified. For those interested, the finds
and archive are located at Nottingham Universicy Muscum,
Department of Archacology.

Christopher Wandle considers “Evidence for the Anglo-
Saxon Date of the Church of St. Laurence, Walton-on-
Trent,” Derbyshire Archaeol. Jnl. 114 (1994) 10-13. This is a
short note on a fragment of a window-header found on the
outer face of the south wall of the nave in the church cited.
Additional details and discoveries in the fabric of the present
church confirm a Saxon origin for che structure; however,
Wandle does not differentiate clearly enough between which
details are considered to be Norman, and which pre-Norman.
"The monolithic window-header is clearly Saxon, and has par-
allcls in other Anglo-Saxon churches. The fragment is crudely
decorated with a pattern of interlocking triang]es, possibly
executed ac a later date. A church is recorded as existing on
the site as carly as g42.

Helena Hamerow covers “Migration Theory and the
Migration Period” in a volume intended to celebrate the RAI
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and 1o survey the key ficlds and questions facing British ar-
chacology in the late 20th century: Building on the Past: Pa-
pers Celebrating i50 Years of the Royal Archacological Institute,
ed. Bhaise Vyner, London: The RAJ, 1994, 164-77. Her re-
view is balanced, focussed, and ultimately optimistic, & stimu-
lating picce for all Anglo-Saxonists, not simply archacolo-
gists. She considers especially the fundamental debate berween
those who picture large scale Germanic migration and popu-
latton displacement (the “Germanists™) and those who claim
that the British population was more numerous, but domi-
nated by a small, powerful Germanic warrior élite (the “dlite
dominance school”). She begins with a survey of post-war
scholars, ably demonstrating the trends chat took us from
Leeds and Myres wich their dependence on Bede, Gildas and
the AS Chronicles, to Hodges and Higham, who “demote the
accounts of large-scale migrations virtually to the status of
origin myths promoted by ‘a few thrusting chicfs’ emphasising
instead indigenous processes of social change” (166). In reac-
tion, British archacologists, uncomfortable with associations
of European expansionism, turned to processual models of
social change, undl in the *8os and "gos, post-processual dis-
cussions have made migration a central topic once again.
Hamerow then proceeds to review analyses of burials, scttle-
ments and land use to demonstrate how the central issuc of
migration has affected the history of archacological thought.
Where once burials were classified by such aspects as orienta-
tion or crouched posture, now physical anthropology is be-
coming a method used to describe genetic lineages within
cemeteries. The method is still to be tested adequately, and
considered in addition to other factors. Radiocarbon dating
also may help to determine indigenous populations versus
immigrants. Wich setclements, the key question of why the
longhous, traditional on the Continent for centuries, would
be abandoned so quickly when distinctive markers in material
culcure, such as jewellery, were reinforced sums up the diffi-
cultics encountered in judging “AS” or “indigenous” forms
(170). Only studics of land usc, along with animal husbandry
and estate structures, have escaped the preoccupation with
cthnic identicy, mainly because of the nature of such studies,
which stress continuity; the extent to which migrations would
disrupe native systems is unclear. In conclusion, Hamerow
says, “Clearly, the material culture of Anglo-Saxon England
cannot be explained by denying the impacr of the migrations.
. . Paradoxically, the greatese danger now is that our per-
spective may become at once insufficiently regional and too
insular. . .. we risk adopting a parochial perspective which
treats all ‘Anglo-Saxon’ material culture as a slighcly
Germanised version of Romano-British antecedents” (174).
She recommends a greater familiarity with ethnographically
derived models in anthropology to look at the process of ac-
culturation; she also recommends a greater familiarity wich
Continental material than the “élite dominance school” ¢x-
hibits, seen in the very use of the term “Germanist” to de-
scribe those who use such material. Rather than focus on
numerical domination or untwisting ethnic cultural strands,
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she advocates “regional studies of land-use, ¢nvironmental
change, and intra-regional exchange . . . correlated with de-
tailed studics of individual communities” (175). Sounds a bic
like keeping national identity while joining the the EEC—
another instance, though not a bad one, of how approaches
reflect the cultural concerns of the day.

Andrew David looks at “The Role of Geophysical Survey
in Early Medieval Archacology,” ASSAH 7 (1994), 1-26. The
aim of this paper is to present a summary of the past contri-
butions of geophysical survey and an assessment of its present
application and future potential. The information is arranged
according to site type—scrddement, ccclesiastical, industrial,
cemereries, carthworks—and the methods discussed are lim-
ited to resistiviry, magnetometry and clectromagnetics. David
believes that while geophysical survey has had its limitations
in the past, it has had, and is increasingly having, ceffective
results. While only a relatively small number of sites are cov-
ered, the information included for each site is so derailed that
only a brief summary can be provided here. Magnetometry
has been successfully used to detect SFBs because they are
often filled in with “magnetically enhanced ‘occupation’ soil,”
although the rate of success does depend on conditions and
can vary enormously from site to site (6). It was also used
successfully to plot traces of timber buildings at Foxley (Wilts.),
where the foundations of the buildings had again been in-
filled with magnetic occupation soil (7); however, David feels
that in general geophysical survey methods have proven inef-
fective in locating timber buildings. Similarly, while magne-
tometry has obtained encouraging results in locating graves
containing ferrous objects, geophysical methods have little to
offer cemerery archacology at present. Resistivity survey has
been effective on later medicval sites, particularly ecelesiasti-
cal sites—at Whitby for example—and may have much to
offer medieval archacology, but again, results have varied from
site to site (15). Both resistivity and magnetometry have been
used effectively in tracing earthworks. Electromagnetic meth-
ods, which include both ground pencterating radar and metal
detectors, have made significant and well-publicized contri-
butions on a varicty of sites. In spite of their variable success
rate, David believes chat consideration of these mechods is
important because of the contemporary interest in understand-
ing the context of human settlement, and the increasing use
of non-invasive survey techniques (21). The increased popu-
larity of geophysical methods, he hopes, will ultimately lead
to their refinement.

*The Age of Migrating Ideas: Early Medieval Art in North-
ern Britain and Ireland, edited by R. Michacl Spearman and
John Higgitr, gathers papers from the second International
Conference on Insular Art in 1991 (Edinburgh: National
Muscums of Scotland/Alan Sutton Publishing, 1993, #35). It
was held during the exhibition of 6th 1o gth century ‘Celtic’
metalwork called “The Work of Angels.” Divided into five
parts, the book opens with a section exploring the migration
of ideas, continues with three centers of production and pa-
tronage of art, and finishes with sections on the media of
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manuscripts, metalwork and sculpture. The first two sections
will be covered here for lack of a more specific subheading,
while the manuscripts, metalwork and sculprure will appear
in their respective sections.

*Part I, the Migration of Ideas, begins with Ernst
Kitzinger’s “Inserlace and Icons: Form and Function in Early
Insular Art” (3-15). He attempts to demonstrate the impact
of iconic presentations on the carliest Christian art in the
British Isics. Examining interlacing, he comments on the
ancient practice of knots serving as amulets, to ¢nsnare and
confusc evil; the addition of an animal head gives it life and so
more power. Kitzinger follows the use of interlace in gospel
books and on stone crosses, but notes that not all interlace
and knotwork nced have such a magical aspect; he recom-
mends a Jook at function to consider such a possibility. Arti-
facts such as the Coppergate helmet, and the reptilian or snake-
fike carving at the doorway to Monkwearmouth chuech, are
paralleled by mosaic floors at sacred sites and che Hypogée
des Dunes at Poitiers. He notes the frequent appearance of
inscriptions in conjunction with such interlace and argues for
an apotropaic function. The designs were aesthetic, but wich
a magic potential. He turns then to icons, focussing particu-
fatly on the images Biscop brought home to Monkwearmouth
and Jarrow, and on the great crosses of Ruthwell and Bewcastle.
He parallels many insular forms with the recenc publication
of contemporary icons from Mount Sinai. Kitzinger argues
for the possibility that Biscop had not paintings on pancls, as
Meyvaert argues (ASE'8 [1979]: 63=77), but that he had draw-
ings or paintings made for the use of muralists, works he
terms “pictorial guides.” He argues chat it is as likely that
Biscop found artists who could produce frescoes when he ac-
quired his masons from Gaul. The drawings brought to Brit-
ain served as the sources for narrative and iconic depictions
such as those on the Ruthwell cross. He looks especially at
the Christ with the beasts panel on Ruthwell, replacing O
Corragdins “multivalence” with his preferred term of
“conflation,” a deliberate ambiguity introduced by the arcists.
Instead of a slavish follower of models, the insular artist for
Kitzinger is innovative, boldly recasting the figure to cvoke
the beasts submitting to Christ in the desert, Christ of Psalm
90 (91), and Christ as judge. The cross retains the frame and
inscription format often found in the Sinai icons. In contrast,
Bewcastle omits the narrative in favor of the iconic, and in-
troduces the secular image at the bottom, separated from the
holy figures by an inscription. Kitzinger rejects the reading of
chis figure as John with his cagle in favor of a falconer, and
notes that unlike the iconic holy figures, this one doces not
appear en face. For Kitzinger, the glory of insular manuscripes
and their interlace-framed figures draws on the new influ-
ences discussed. But he adds that the “Insular minjaturist had
behind him a longer and far more deeply rooted tradition
than did the Greek icon painter of conveying clementary spiri-
tual force in visual terms. . . . [the insular artist] took to the
‘icon’ naturally and, onc could say, perfected it” (12).

*Robert B. K. Stevenson’s “Further Thoughes on Some
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Well Known Problems” (16-26) collects a series of short notes
on topics relating to sculpture and especially, in the main, to
crosses and Pictish monuments. Stevenson died shortly after
the conference, bur did complete an expanded version of his
paper for publication; the volume is in fact dedicated to him,
and to his friecnd Giinther Hascloff, who had been planning
to attend but died before then. Stevenson's collection of notes
begins by citing the outline of a cross engraved on the oak
board base of Cuthbert’s coffin, dated 6¢8. Unlike any Anglo-
Saxon form, the squared head cross is continuous with the
shaft, and has semicircular indented armpits; it is similar to
forms from the St. Ninian's Isle treasure (c. Boo) and St.
Oran’s cross at lona, and so he considers the form then to be
part of Lindisfarne’s heritage from Iona, possibly with the
armpits as skeuomorphs of holds for tying beams together.
The next note looks ar sceptres and rods, beginning with the
archangel figure on Cuthbert’s coffin which holds a flevr-de-
lis headed sceptre. He compares it with the V-rods of Pictish
sculpture and argues that they too are sceptres because of the
parallel in the Book of Kells, and that “the meaning of the
crescent and V-rod must have been known ac Iona” (18).
Stevenson points out that these symbols appear in contexis of
“major Christian iconography,” and that “the design-com-
mittee at Jona felt that the formula that the Picts had been
using, and were continuing to use, for their common crescent
and scepires symbol, was not unsuitable for fona’s Trinitarian
symbelism” (18). A third note very briefly traces embossed
work in Scotland and parallels in Co. Kildare and perhaps on
a Carolingian reliquary.

Three longer notes by Stevenson follow these shorter
picces. He considers animals and scrolls, creating a “declining
symbol” chart based on those by Isabel Henderson. Tracing
declining detail, he concludes thar Evangelist symbols are the
source of the Pictish animals such as the bull and lion. The
scrolls and curls of Pictish carvings were increasingly “stulti-
ficd,” but the figures never became part of the paired symbol
system, and may slightly postdate it. Citing George
Henderson’s work on the importance of fona, Stevenson notes
that the area of Moray Firth seems strongest as the origin for
Pictish symbols; he notes, however, that we need not suppose
any “foreign usage governed the Pictish significance of a mo-
tif, or that signs already used locally could not be included in
the new symbolism” (20). The base of the Ruthwell cross
features in his next note, and he begins by supporting Helle-
nistic influcnce and direct or indircct ideas from a Middle
Eastern sculptor. He particularly concerns himself with che
supposed lost scenes at the base, of which traces of a crucifix-
ion survive. Stevenson feels that it may have been incom-
plete, noting blanks where side figures would stand, and low
relief compared to the rest of the monument. While some
think a Nativity would be on the opposite side, he does not
agree. For him, the cross at first had a roughly flaked bulbous
base, later squared off and chiscled to create a tenon which is
now what is sunk in the church floor. The damage to the
base which others have put down to iconoclasts, he ateributes

to the horns and shoulders of short cattle-beasts while the
cross stood outside. While this may seem odd initially, any-
one who has scen the accual cross base would notice the
smoothness of the obliteration, as opposed to the sharp breaks
where deliberate damage was achieved; wear by rubbing scems
to fir the surface texture as we now have it quite well.

The third longish note looks ar cross-slabs and crosses,
initially in particular at Acca’s cross and its interlace. Noting
the contributions of Cramp and Isabel Henderson, he looks
at the unusual arrangement of branches interlaced into me-
dallions, some of which form outline crosses or quatrefoils.
Relating these to Pictish cross-slabs, he comments on the
Meigle interlace as analogous to the Hexham medallions,
which he sees as the arcas of likely inspiration. He also com-
ments on influences from even further aficld, as the same
stone has a camel and figure without wings, but with icono-
graphic details that maich those found in depictions of Ahura-
mazda. Turning to the St. Andrews tomb shrine, he suggests
more might be made of links to Byzantine mosaics, but also
wonders if the non-figural sculpture, bosses and snakes come
from lona, rather than to it. He considers T and L shapes on
the end of the shrine, compares them to various analogues,
and concludes that Irish influence and a gth cencury date fit
the shrine; that date in turn mighe change the foundation
date for S1. Andrews o Oengus son of Fergus (c. 820-34)
rather than the early 8th century Oengus. Stevenson’s final
note concerns images of centaurs on six Scottish sculptures.
He traces the links to Chiron, tutor of Aesculapius, complete
with iconography of branch and axe to cut medicinal plants.
On the Meigle stone, he argues the centaur can represent
Christ as Healer as a result, and that we cannot dismiss any
aspect of the sculprures as merely decorative or secular. He
also provacatively suggests that “by the lace 8ch century a
Pictish monastery somewhere in the Meigle and Glamis area
had an illuminated medical manuscripe, and a library through
which ideas came . . . from afar and were redistributed” (24).
As can be seen from this survey of his article, Stevenson'’s
wide-ranging and active scholarly curiosity will be missed.

*Hilary Richardson writes “Remarks on the Liturgical
Fan, Flabellum or Rhipidion” (27-34), demonstrating thac
the ritual fan illustrates the common bonds which once united
Christendom. Richardson traces a brief history of the fan,
from practical use as protection from flies in the warmch of
the Middle East to symbolic protection from evil influences.
Examples from the East are paralleled by the insular evidence
on sculpture and in manuscripts, as no fans are ¢xtant in the
British Isles. The words cuilebad/culebadbleuillebaigh were fi-
nally translaced by Olden in 1886 when he found a gloss in the
Soltloquies of St. Augustine in the gth century Carlsruhe
manuscript: “cuilebad” was glossed as “flabellum.” Richardson
notes the early date of references in Ireland, where the use of
the fan goes back at least to the 7¢h cencury. The Carndonagh
cross-pillar and the Fahan Mura Cross-slab are discussed as
depictions of such a licurgical fan between two figures which
it dwarfs. The fans are circular, or have a cross shape fitting
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into a circle, and are paralleled in the Book of Kells, most no-
tably on the Evangelist symbol page. Each symbol has two
fans crossed behind it, and Richardson includes commentary
on the possible use (first suggested by McRoberts) of the St.
Ninian’s Isle conical mounts as part of such a liturgical fan,
contra Wilson. The article is a stimulating addition to mount-
ing evidence of Eastern influence in che Bricish Isles.

*Egon Wamers considers “Insular Art in Carolingian
Europe: the Reception of Old Ideas in a New Empire” (35—
44) by building on the work of Giinther Haseloff on the
Tassilo Chalice and its influence on religious and secular
artefacts. Beginning with a catalogue of fifteen Insular ob-
jects found on the Continenc, most of 8th century date, he
proceeds to examine Continental work for evidence of the
style associated with the chalice. He finds some 85 objects
(which will be published in a complete list), far more than
expeceed. Significantly, plant ornament forms a major part of
the “Tassilo style,” so much so that he argues, “Representa-
tions without plants should be understood as abbreviations of
the complete motif complex. . . . The Tassilo chalice style
has almost nothing to do with Germanic animal styles” (38).
The meotifs are derived from inhabited vinescroll from
Northumbria, brought by Irish and Anglo-Saxon monks and
missionarics, but used on both religious and secular picces. A
religious picce like the Fejo cup, likely a pyx with archicec-
tural designs to evoke the twelve gates of Jerusalem, are
matched by spurs, swords and sword-fittings. Richardson
explains these pieces as the equipment of noblemen newly
Christian and part of the imperial couct. He also explains the
distribution as not directly linked with the Insular mission,
but rather duc to the adoption of new ideas from che British
Isles. The castern border of distribution aligns with the bor-
der of the Frankish Empire, the finds from female graves in
Scandinavia, Fejo and Ireland are connected with Viking
activites in the gth century, and the western border corre-
sponds not to political boundaries but to linguistic ones, be-
tween Germanic and Romance speaking peoples. The last
area mentioned may show the contrast beeween Germanic
and Gallo-Roman lifestyles. The article is important in show-
ing the danger of assuming merely a religious source for the
distribution of styles and artefacts, and the need to consider
the political alongside the religious in such cases.

*Nancy Netzer writes “Observations on the Influence of
Northumbrian Art on Continental Manuscripts of the 8th
Century” (45-51), completing the section on the “Migration
of Ideas.” She focuses on defining the form that Northumbrian
influence took in Continental scriptoria, noting the difficul-
ties of limited extant manuscripts and the small fraction of
those which have been studied in detail and so localized. She
looks in particular at manuscripts produced in the scriptorium
at Echternach, commenting that she does not believe
Echternach was exclusively a Northumbrian centre, and not-
ing its indebtedness to Irish traditions. Nerzer then outlines
three forms of Norchumbrian influence. The clearese is imi-
tation of Northumbrian style by a Continental centre, whether
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because of the importation of artists or of models. The sce-
ond form is less exclusively Northumbrian, using North-
umbria's receptivity to Mediterranean models to explain the
Continental desire to use such an alien style. She cites the
scribe Thomas of the Trier Gospels as an example. The third
form is the most complex, involving the process of adaptation
in which Norchumbrian style is conflated with a local
Merovingian or a Mediterranean model. Examples include
initials and more importantly canon tables from the Trier
Gospels. The figures in this manuscript show Northumbrian
portrait characteristics, including the S stroke from cybrow
to nose found on the Cuthbere coffin figures in St. Gregory
in the Leningrad Bede. The Maeseyck Gospels provide an ¢x-
ample of conflating the Mediterrancan with the North-
umbrian, as do portraits of the evangelists in the Trier Gos-
pels and in the St. Gall portrait of Matthew. Netzer notes,
“The conflation in the St Gall portrait then of clements found
in both the Maeseyck and Trier porcraits—thac is products of
the same scripeorium deriving from different models—sug-
gests that the scriprorium at Echternach was responsible for
the dissemination of this Northmbrian influence to St Gall”
(48). The same argument is made for cvangelist depictions
on the Tassilo chalice, Finally, she looks at combinations of
all three types of influence, using a page from the Trier Gos-
pels which depicts the four evangelical symbols around a me-
dallion of Christ; the symbols are modelled on Northumbrian
examples such as the Echternach Gospels while the medallion
is probably from a Mediterrancan source. She finishes by com-
menting on the elusive question of the extent of Northumbrian
influence. Obstacles include not knowing how many generic
influences are Northumbrian coupled with the lack of cvi-
dence for how forms came to the Continent in the 8th cen-
tury: documentary evidence for travelling scribes and arcists
does not exist. While the Echternach Gospels are shown to be
a model, and so imply that luxury manuscripts were loaned
and copied directly, we do not know how often or with how
many manuscripts this was done. Netzer concludes chat “the
manuscripts do provide an example, unusual in the history of
art, but possibly more common in the carly Middle Ages than
has been acknowledged, of art providing contexc” (51).

*The second section of Age of Migrating Ideas covers three
sites of production and patronage, one cach in Scotland, En-
gland and Ircland. *Ewan Campbel! and Alan Lane discuss
“Celtic and Germanic Interaction in Dalriada: the 7ch-cen-
tury Meralworking Site ac Dunadd” (52-63), which they re-
gard as a primary royal site, “probably to be regarded as an
inauguration site for the Dalriadic Kings till the gth century”
(52). Earlicr excavations of 1904 and 1929 were supplemented
by those in 198081, to discover if any undistrubed deposits
could provide stratigraphic information. The paper, however,
focuses on the evidence for metalworking and especially the
mould evidence for local production. The authors make their
most important point in countering Henry’s suggestion (1965)
that the style of the Tara Brooch, Book of Durrow and
Lindisfarne Gospels developed from importation of AS objects
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brought to Ircland, copicd and adapted; archacology to date
records insufficient evidence for such a flood in the 7th cen-
tury. Evidence at Dunadd demonstrates a significant Ger-
manic/AS influence in moulds and in surviving meealwork
on the site: penannular bird-headed brooches “must be cop-
ies of these Anglo-Saxon annular brooches, adapted to the
Celuic tradition of wearing pennanular brooches” (55), while
two picces of AS metalwork prove direct influence is possible.
The authors see the Germanic items as being stripped down
for re-use on site. A sccond major point demonstrates that
finds of panclled brooches provide all elements necessary for
creating a brooch such as the Hunterston brooch, which may
be carlier than thoughe as a result. As hoped, stratigraphy did
help with daring somewhar, as onc of two groups of phasings
is securely stratified, with sealed layers. C dating of unusual
accuracy placed all but one of the date ranges before 700.
“Consequently it scems clear that we have both Anglo-Saxon
objects and Anglo-Saxon influenced penannular brooches in
7th-century Dalriada” (60). Scottish evidence would give an
important carlier and previously unsuspected phase of brooch
manufacture to the standard typologies. How did AS influ-
ence come here? The writers suggest the site might have been
suitable for exiled Northumbrian nobles, and that gift ex-
change, tribute and ecclesiastic links added ocher venues., Their
final point raiscs the possibilty that Durrow is an lonan prod-
uct. Dunadd metalwork has “Durrowesque” derails, and evi-
dence for liceracy, Pictish animal art and the yellow pigment
of Durrow arce also found here. This striking article makes
full publication of the site an important event with great im-
pact for early medieval scholars in many specialtics,
*Rosemary Cramp publishes “A Reconsideration of the
Monastic Site of Whitby” (64-73), focussing on the grear
amount of sculpture and metaiwork found there. She notes
that records from the excavation done on the site earlier in
the century are not up to modern standards, creating prob-
lems in locating and dating finds; no one has as yet studied
them in their entirety to see if they cover one or several peri-
ods. Using excavations at Hartlepool {from which Hild moved,
and which was also a double house founded by an abbess),
Cramp discusses the possibilitics for carly buildings and the
placement of the church. Recent excavations on the west of
the site away from the 1920's excavations were done by Mark
Johnson, who “apparently concludes that the buildings with
stone sills at Whitby were . .. medieval, whilst noting that
they are not typical of medicval structures” (66). Cramp in-
stead argues they are Saxon, analogous to building forms at
Hartlepool, noting finds of 13 timbers 5 feet down on the
north side of the medieval church. She turns then to metal-
work evidence, concluding from finds of skillets, dress fas-
tenings, and mounts possibly meant for book covers that by
the mid 8th century England had common styles of form and
ornament. Whithy seems however to have some cvidence for
a local style, parallcled by forms from the Strickland (York-
shire) brooch and from Hackness. Sculpture too is some-
thing Whitby had in plenty, and by mapping general find

sites on large grids, Cramp locates the north transept areas as
providing the main architectural sculprure, even wondering if
structure D is a church porticus. Whitby also has notable
importance for reflecting Continental rather than Bernician
influence. The plain crosses, which seem to indicate wooden
models, and monuments termed “upright stelae” are most
closely matched in York Minster and Merovingian cemeter-
ies, especially that of Banthély, Val-d’Otse, until the 8th cen-
tury; the abundance there is exceptional in France, and che
area is one with strong Irish and AS church contacts. It is
also important for che activity of AS nuns there, a female
contribution onc would like 1o see more thoroughly exam-
ined. Cramp speculaces, “Could one make the suggestion thac
Whitby pioncered the development of stone crosses, but ac-
cepted a form which had been popularized by the Continen-
tal stelae from York?” {70). If a female influence on distribu-
tion and production is possible here, Cramp’s further ideas
about site specialization are suggestive. Noting Wearmouth/
Jarrow’s evidence for metalworking but absence of any for
cloth-making, with the reverse for Whitby, she considers it
possible that the monastic network may have had specialized
sites and organized exchange. In any case, she argues strongly
for a special interrclationship of artistic influences and prac-
tice at Whitby despite the problematic excavation record.
*John Bradley examines “Moynagh Lough: an Insular
Workshop of the Sccond Quarter of the 8th Century” (74—
81). During land reclamation in 1977, which damaged some
statigraphy, a crannog site with important evidence for met-
alworking was disclosed. Four phases of occupation have been
found, with little recovered from Phases Z and W, bur sig-
nificant evidence found in Phases Y and especially X. Two
round houses and a furnace in Y were surrounded by a post
and panel patisade, and dendrochronology dates of 748 for the
felling provide che terminus post quem. The furnace pro-
vided crucible, heating tray, mould and clay nozzle evidence
along with a bronze ingot, and numerous iron artefacts in the
house accompanied bone combs, glass beads and a drinking
horn terminal. Phase X provided the most importane evi-
dence, however, allowing reconstruccion of the actual work-
ing area of a smith. Metalworking arca two shows that metal
arrived in ingot form, was melted in crucibles and poured
into moulds which cooled in a pebbled arca. Moulds were
broken open and discarded, and a pink clay spread nearby
seems the place where moulds were created. Because the fur-
nace provided cvidence for at least 8 reuses, Bradley thinks
the smith was a crannog resident, and 25ff of all finds on the
site show meralworking was regular and a major activity. Over
600 mould fragments were found, along with finds parallel to
those in Phase Y, and in addition, an antler motif piece.

b. Manuscripts

*The third scction of The Age of Migrating Ideas deals with
manuseripts, and begins with *George Henderson’s
“Cassiodorus and Eadfrith Once Again” (82-91). After re-
hearsing the dispute over whether the Ezra miniature of the
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Codex Amiatinus represents “a window onto the art of mid
6th century Vivarium” (82), Henderson looks for new expla-
nations of the design influences behind Cassiodorus’ work
and thac of Eadfrith in the Lindisfarne Gospels. He adopts
Corsano’s idea that the Ezra portrait is a Norchumbrian re-
casting of literary information in the Institusiones, but adapts
it also by considering possible 6th century exemplars for
Eadfrith’s style instead of eliminating ties beeween Eadfrich
and the Vivarium. Henderson looks at an inscription from
Pope Agapetus’ family house and notes Cassiodorus’ connec-
tions with him, citing O'Donnell’s translation and comment
{1979) that the description may accurately preserve details of a
mural or fresco. Henderson cxtends this comment 1o con-
sider whether opus sectile (intarsia or marble jigsaws) might
not be an influence on the lines and curves of Eadfrith’s evan-
gelists: “The difference between the soft Amiatinis Ezra and
the hard Lindisfarne Matthew and his fellow Evangelists need
not signify Antique versus Insular. It may simply be a shift
further towards an alternative Antique idiom, known and ad-
mired in Bede's Northumbria” (87). He also comments that
Bailey's templates for sculpture and manuscripes (1978) mighe
derive from an older sectile art which Cassiodorus knew and
admired. Here onc might add that such an influence need
not come merely from stone work, but might also come from
figured glass windows, if Cramp's debated reconstuction of
the Jarrow window preserves a tradition of fitted picces in
another medium.

The next two papers were brief but pointed. *Jacques
Guilmain writes “An Analysis of some Ornamental Patcerns
in Hiberno-Saxon Manuscript Illumination in Relation to
the Mediterrancan Origins” (92-103), looking at the devel-
opment, not just the origin, of interlace motifs. He analyzes a
Merovingian Corbic manuscript as based on compass-drawn
circles, noting it as distincely [talian; the cross carpet page of
Durrow as showing the influence of Romano-British mosaics
and Celtic spirals; the Lindisfarne Gospels folio 139r as based
on 2 grid and also a plait of knots; and Lindisfarne 210v as
again showing the influcnce of mosaics, but also of the Medi-
terranean fret. He concludes, “I suspect that much of the
Hiberno-Saxon decorative vocabulary in manuscript illumi-
nation cannot be explained with any single set of models or
rules” (94), refuting in turn claims by Allen (1903 and 1904),
Bain (1951) and even himself (1987) for general rules followed
in constructing interlace pages. His illustrations are especially
well done and clearly show his analyses of form and construc-
tion. Continuing in the line of refutation, *Lawrence Necs
publishes a note version of “Ultan the Scribe,” publishing a
fuller argument clsewhere (in ASE 22) (104-5). He pointedly
urges a rereading of Ultan's inflated reputation by returning
to the text of Aediluulf’s De abbatibus, noting that the poem
is part of a genre in which praisc is the central feature, He
refutes Ultan's reputation as illuminator, though not of course
as scribe, by emphasizing Campbell’s choice of pictorem as
emendation for the manuscript readings of rectorem/vectorem/
pectorem, thus making Ultan an illuminator cited happily by
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art historians ever since. As Nees says, the argument is en-
tirely circular; Ulean as scribe is quite enough.

*Jennifer O'Reilly completes the manuscript section with
“The Book of Kells, Folio 114t: 2 Mystery Revealed yet Con-
cealed” (106-14). Her reading is heavily patristic, using the
tecm mystery in its theological sense and working thercfore
with the paradox of seeing what is not there to see. Folio 114r
is the “Arrest of Christ” page, which O'Reilly parallels with
the Durbam Gospels crucifixion while noting the Bradfer-
Lawrence Gospels arrest scene and the chiastic structure of
folio 124r in Kells. The iconographic spheres which allow her
to read the scene include the orans pose as suggesting the
Crucifixion, the exalted body of the Second Coming (a
theophany) as suggested by the cross or chi rho, and the same
wwo symbols, sometimes with Jesus, approached or touched
by two flanking figures drawn to it/him. Citing Farr's work
on this page, O'Reilly builds on the detail of plant forms by
¢xamining the context of reading and imagining. Through
ruminatio on images of the Tree of Life and the Name of
Christ, she argues for cross-fertilization of images “where the
two figures grafted in Christ are closely associated with the
plant forms overhead, presumably olive trees, but . . . also
flanked by entwined vinescrolls” {111). The vine and branches
of John’s gospel link with Romans 11.16-24, where wild olives
grafc onto good olive trees, and with oil as used in anointing
and the Anointed One, as well as the Song of Sengs refer-
ence 1o “thy name is as oil poured out.” The last reference
also coneains the image of the faichful drawn 1o the sweet
stell of ointments. Pulling all of this together, O'Reilly’s
exegesis sees the olive plants cascading from vessels over the
faithful (oil poured out), with the odd movement of their legs
suggesting the running towards the name of Christ in his
Chi pose, both priest and victim: this “mystery, beyond all
words and images, demands the language of paradox which
conceals as it reveals” (114).

c. Meulwork

Nancy L. Wicker's “On the Trail of the Elusive Goldsmith:
Tracing Individual Style and Workshop Characceristics in
Migration Period Metalwork,” Gesta XXXII1/1 (1994), 65—
70, raises 2 number of important questions. The subject of
the paper is a group of Scandinavian gold bracteates of the gth
and 6th centuries which provide cvidence of having been pro-
duced with some of the same punch tools. If these bracteates
were produced in the same workshop (which seems likely) or
by the same artist {(also possible), the evidence provided by
the punch marks promises 1o lead to a significant revision of
the traditional classification of bracteates, which is currently
based almost exclusively on stylistic considerations. Wicker
raises such questions as: Can we identify individual style or
practice? Workshop style or practice? Can we differentiate
one from the other? What of masters who travelled from one
workshop or site to another? Were tools ever exchanged be-
tween artists, or handed down from one generation to an-
other? She suggests that the manner in which a tool is used
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might help us in identifying the “hands” of individual artists,
bur she does not go into detail about similaritics or differ-
ences in the way tools were used to produce the bracteates
discussed here. She also, quite rightly, states that “we need to
develop models for the mechanisms of craft product distribu-
tion,” (70} but she does not suggest how this might best be
achieved. Her conclusion is simply that “technical details may
be more helpful for establishing provenance than typological
details of the central picture stamp,” (70) but surely both must
be taken into consideration if we are to reach a full under-
standing of workshop practices and the processes of produc-
tion.

In “The Gold Bracteate from Undley, Suffolk: Some
Further Thoughts” (Studien zur Sachsenforschung 7: 145-51),
Catherine Hills reviews the evidence for date and geographi-
cal source. The Undley picce is a gold A-bracteate, depicting
“a helmeted bust wich wolf-and-twins, a runic inscription, an
applicd spiral, two stars and a circle, within a stamped border.
It has a beaded rim and a loop with broad rounded central
ridge, nacrower ridges ac the sides” (145). Previous studies by
Hines and Odenstedr argued for a late-sth century date and a
source in southern Scandinavia or Schleswig-Holstein. Hills
carefully reviews the evidence for relative typological chro-
nologies, and concludes with a caution that precise dating
here is not possible; a late-sth century date could move back-
wards or forwards on current evidence. As for geographical
source, she argues for reconsideration of whether the bracte-
ate was produced in England, and reconsiders various derails
of design in sequence. While all motifs need not be summa-
rized here, some are of note for her conclusion. Hills notes
that while the triangular stamps on the bracteate in general
have a southern Scandinavian distribution, they can be matched
precisely on cremation pots from the site she has excavated in
East Anglia for years, Spong Hill. The supposed model for
the bracteate, an URBS ROMA issue of coins or medallions,
was difficult to find in Scandinavia, but casily found in En-
gland. She comments also on the wolf-and-twins motif in
8th century England and the use of coins as ornaments by
Germanic peoples. She concludes that while a good case can
be made for the bracteate being made in southern Scandinavia,
“there are also some counter indications, and an alternative
English origin must be regarded as quite possible,” though
she sees it as “premature to rewrite runological and linguistic
history on the basis of this one find” (i50).

David Haldenby reports in a third installment on the “Fur-
ther Saxon Finds from the Yorkshite Wolds" { Yorkshire Ar-
chaeological Journal 66: 51-6, illus.), continuing reports pub-
lished in the same journal in 1990 and 1992. Finds are from
metal detection, as the Anglian site is unexcavated. Only major
new finds are included, with illustration, but they suggest a
“high status sectlement” to Haldenby, and in themselves ar-
gue in favor of excavation. Quire a few disc-headed, globular
and facetred pins were found, as were many strap-ends, most
with a Trewhiddle or debased Trewhiddle seyle decoration.
A second small bell decorated with ring dots was found, and

by analogy with finds from Freswick in Caithness and a Vi-
king period female grave in Iccland, Haldenby suggests they
were female adornments. A scutcheon to suspend a small
hanging bow! and a copper alloy ring were paralleled by finds
from Whitby, and a scale balance beam fragment and picce of
rolled gold sheet suggest possible trade. Lastly, a “classic Anglo
Saxon form” of scythe was found, an uncommon find for the
Yorkshire region though a hoard of four was found carly this
century in County Durham.

Peter Huggins describes “An Anglo-Saxon Fastener from
Waltham Abbey,”in London Archacologist 7.6 (1994): 1637,
illus. The gilt copper-alloy fastencr was discovered during
excavations at Waltham Abbey. It is a cast picce of 7th cen-
tury date, and is decorated with Style II animal ornament.
The original provenance of the fastener is not certain, but its
stylistic connections are clearly with Kencish metalwork.
Huggins reports on the piece in advance of the publication of
the excavations because he believes that it may have impor-
tant implications for the date of the christianization of the
arca north of London. The fastener is decorated with a fish
between two stylized cagles. The fish is, as Huggins notes, a
common symbol of Christ, while the eagles, he suggests, may
be associated cither with John the Evangelist, or with the
more general symbolism of spiritual endeavor. He concludes:
“The dating comparanda suggest that the clasp could well be
from as carly in the 7th century as the bishopric of Mellicus.
Thus it may have been chrough the actions of [King] Sabert
and Mellitus thac the first church was buile ac Walcham, and
the clasp found its way there nearly fourteen centuries ago”
(167).

Susan Tyler writes “A note on three Saxon brooches from
Pishiobury, near Harlow” (Essex Archaeology and History 25:
263=5, illus.) which were found by metal detectors. The three
are roughly contemporary and may comc from a cemetery
disturbed by gravel extraction near the river Stort. A simple
cruciform brooch fits Eberg’s Group I and probably dates to
mid-sth century, paralleled by similar types from Suffolk and
Cambridgeshire. A slightly later small-long brooch is termed
“abnormal” by Tyler, who thinks it may be a derivative form
of a late fifth century equal-arm brooch, though it has a tri-
angular head. Its decoration is simple, horizontally incised
lines, and she dates it 1o the late sth or firse half of the 6ch
century. The third example is also a small-long brooch, with
a trefoil head and “a large flattened ovoid footplate facilitating
ring-and-dot decoration (as on the headplate; this character-
istic is found on a number of small-long brooches from Sur-
rey, Kent and Essex)” (264). She dates 1t to the mid 6th cen-
tury and sees it as an claboration of carlier examples.

Catherine Mortimer examines “Lead-Alloy Models for
Three Early Anglo-Saxon Brooches,” ASSAH 7 (1994), 27—
33. The three picces discussed in this paper consist of two
cruciform and a third possibly cruciform brooch models.
Mortimer feels thar, based on our current knowledge of Anglo-
Saxon brooch and mould production, the pieces can be iden-
tificd as models over which clay moulds would have been made,
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racher than as wrial castings of actual items of jewelry. The
lead pieces are unusually complex and decorative for models,
buc chis, she belicves, could be explained by their being see-
ondary models (cast from primary moulds), to which decora-
tive derails and refinements were added before a second mould
was created around them. There are flaws with this argu-
ment; the production process she outlines is, for example,
very time-consuming. Morcover, as she herself notes, the most
logical reason to make a lead model is because it can be repli-
cated more than once, yet there are few brooches similar
enough to have been based on the same model. In the end,
she believes chat while her interpretation of che picces as
models is likely, it is also possible that chey functioned as
exemplars carried by itinerant craftsmen, or even that they are
unfinished lead brooches.

*The metalwork section of The Age of Migrating Ideas
(see previous sections above) contains ten papers, beginning
with a short note by *James Graham-Campbell on “The
Norrie’s Law Hoard and the Dating of Pictish Art” (115~
17)—a full version was published in PSAS 1991. He concludes
that the hoard contained a mixture of Late Roman and na-
tive Pictish silver, noting a newly identified fragment of a
Hiberno-Viking armring of the gth=1oth century from the
same Largo estate on which the hoard was found. Deposited
sometume during the sccond half of the 7th century, it may
have been left there as early as the Northumbrian conquest of
Fife (655) or possibly during the carly 8th century Pictish-
Northumbrian wars.

*Niamh Whitfield’s article on “The Filigree of the
Hunterston and “Tara’ Brooches” is yet another excellent picce
by the expert, which manages to convey a wealth of technical
detail in a clear, accessible style and organization. Her illus-
trations of types of beading and wirc, drawn by Nick Griffiths,
are especially useful in indentifying aspects of her well chosen
photographs. She begins with the ancient heritage of filigree,
but focuses on more immediate inspiration from Germanic
and especially AS settings. If Insular goldsmiths learned from
such sources, then examples closest to Germanic and AS ex-
amples are kikely to be carlier. Whitficld cests this theory with
the two famous brooches of the title. They have much in
common, and are closely related to foreign models, but she
feels each has a different origin. Examination of similarities
and differences with German prototypes also yields points of
possible Insular innovation, and suggest that these ewo works
belong not to the first phase of Celtic/Germanic contact, but
to the ume when foreign ideas had taken root. Both in fili-
gree variations and in animal and serpentine ornament, Tara
is more developed, but both are far more sophisticated and
elaborate than any parallels. They may be contemporary, with
Hunterston being from a conservative and Tara from an in-
novative workshop, but Whitficld feels they may also be prod-
ucts of different generations, With characteristic forthright-
ness, she gives a range of dates from the late 7th or perhaps
even carly 8th century, but specifics her personal preference
for the former.
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*Margarct R. Nicke considers the ways in which brooches
may have been used in the negotiation of power and position
in “Penannular and Related Brooches: Secular Ornament or
Symbol in Action?” (128-34). She looks at the adoption of
brooches as “a medium through which important statements
about social position and religious affiliation were being made”
(128), where borrowing of traditions from Romans, for ex-
ample, actempted to draw on Roman social organization and
power as well. Nicke briefly reviews Irish laws which secem to
indicate brooches as royal insignia, Roman sumptuary law,
the theory that production of items such as brooches was
controlled, and physical evidence on Pictish stones. The last
is most suggestive, as only two figures wear brooches, and
both are female; yer Nicke sees this as indicating “thac their
[the brooches'] use crossed the gender divide” (129), ignoring
the fact that only women are depicted this way in this me-
dium (but see evidence that one such brooch on a Pictish
stone is nothing of the sort: Trench-Jellicoe, under Sculp-
ture seceion), She proceeds from secular to religious mean-
ings, following the lead of Stephenson in seeing Christian
iconography in many examples. Though at times it scems
she could see Christian symbolism everywhere, she does raise
the interesting question of why this iconography appears, and
how or whether it was “read.” Many examples are hardly vis-
ible unless one were very close, not perhaps possible with people
of high status. In other cases, if the brooches were worn with
terminals down, only the wearer could read the symbolism, as
many inverted animals and designs exist. The symbolism then
is private, perhaps cven amuletic; she cites Kitzinger's paper
from this volume as support. Nicke concludes that the church
uses brooches as a way to appropriate power and adapt a secu-
lar tradition to its own ends; she notes the depiction of
brooches in this context on sculptured crosses such as
Monasterboice, where Christ wears one, and the Delg
Aidechta, the testamentary brooch of abbots of Iona. She
concludes that brooches were active in negotiations of power:
“Without some role in these developing relationships these
artefacts would not have been produced in the first place”
(133).

*R. Michael Spearman publishes in detail for the first
time *The Mounts from Crieff, Perthshire, and cheir Wider
Context” (135—42). The mounts were donated to the Na-
tional Museum in 1889 2nd 1891, and are of uncertain prov-
cnance aside from the Crieff area. Spearman notes the high
proportion of high quality 8th=gth century Insular meralwork
from west Perthshire, which “no doubt reflects the strategic
significance of the route-ways linking the Scots and Britons
of the west with the Picts of Fortriu on the cast” (135). The
ccclesiastical center of Dunkeld, with its Columban relics,
and the royal center of Forteviot may account for such finds.
The two mounts are fine examples of interlocking “mush-
room” mounts, made from the same batch of high quality
bronze and gilded. The larger has a human mask uncharac-
teristically smiling broadly, with hair straight back, and indi-
cations of a beard. The head is framed by birds (in imirtation
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of an arch?) and a clear glass and possible amber picces were
set in the mount as well. The smaller mount has fine inter-
lace decoration, as did the larger, but no head, just a crescen-
tic recess. T he function of the mounts is not established, and
while there is evidence for attachments on the back, they were
sawn off and the picces later riveted on. The mounts may
have begun as book mounts, thus depicting Christian ico-
nography, but they seem to have been used subsequently as
horse harness mounts, though with little wear at the flexing
joints. The basal arcs suggest they were originally arranged
around two different medallions, perhaps as “planes of cruci-
form or related decoration” (140), and Spearman speculates
that it might cven have been part of one of the treasures of
Columba broughe to the area by Kenneth MacAlpin. In an
appendix, he also makes an interesting case for seeing the
arch and architectural fragments from Forteviot as from an
“outstanding royal chapel” for Columban relics (141).

*Susan Youngs writes about an carly 2oth century find
from north Essex in “The Steeple Bumpstead Boss” (143-
50), calling for a fuller treatment but offering new material
from scientific analyses and new comparative material mean-
while. The central setting is now missing, but three tiers of
decoration survive and examples of each are drawn with ad-
mirable clarity for the article (fig. 17.3). Two features in par-
ticular are unique: the boss “boasts the excravagant use of
black inlay, itself inlaid with silver,” and four beasts in the
round, which Youngs identifies as lions with stylized curls
and crouched posture (147). She states that the boss was prob-
ably part of a set to decorate a religious object such as a reli-
quary, not part of a chalice, as Ryan (1991) thought; its closest
parallel is first published here, a smaller boss found in the
1880s in western Norway in a grave at Sunnfjord. The Nor-
wegian piece recained some amber, which is considered likely
to have filled the 25 scttings on the Steeple Bumpstead boss.
Youngs also gives details on the manufacture of the boss, not-
ing that the position of the lions “determined the detail of all
the low-relief cast ornament” and that the work was a combi-
nation of prefabricated and custom derail. She dates the piece
to the first half of cthe 8th century, and considers it Irish in
origin.

*Michacel Ryan looks at more animals in metalwork in
“The Menageric of the Derrynaflan Chalice” (151-61); the
picce dates to the carly to mid gth century. Drawings of 31
pancls of filigree, some quite small, accompany detailed de-
scriptions of the animals found. The posture is subordinate
to pattern, allowing the motifs to fit into pancls of varying
shapes. Nevertheless, Ryan argues that the animals depicted,
and the human masks, are suitable for a liturgical object; most
pancls depict mammals, “whether lions, sheep or dogs, we
cannot say” (151), and three show birds, while Ryan describes
14 beasts as wingless griffins due to their beaked heads. Not-
ing Burgundian buckles as proof of the assocation of griffins
with Eucharistic iconography, he goes on to say, “The asso-
ciation of Christ with the beasts, the lenten cycle, which was
a recapitulation of the forty days in the desert, the prefigura-

tions of the Redemption in Danicl and Habakkuk and the
apotopaic nature of Psalm go(g1) all combine to make the
themes appropriate to licurgical metalwork or to secular ob-
jects which the owner wished to embody a devotionat state-
ment or invoke a protective power” (158). e adds that the
birds on the chalice may be cagles, linked to the evangelise
because this is a chalice, while the human heads may hark
back to Daniel or “head-between-two-beasts” scenes. In con-
clusion, returning to griffins and the tree of life, he argues for
an carly use of fabulous beasts in Christian iconography, with
“the Derrynaflan beasts . . . plausibly . . . accepred as origi-
nating in the common icnographical traditions of carly medi-
eval western Europe” (160}, While there is no reason to argue
against some of the beasts having religious symbolism, the
overall effect of Ryan's article is of a grab bag assortment of
possible connections and the omission of problematic or merely
mammalian creatures, those animals he cannot identify as li-
ons or dogs carly on. He admits the skill of the work here is
less than on the Derrynaflan paten, yer does not concede that
a similar lack of skill or knowledge may be present in the use
of decoradion. Picture the smith or designer hoping those
smart monks would make more of his picce than he knew
how to.

*Michelle P. Brown considers “Paten and Purpose’: the
Derrynaflan Paten Inscriprions” {162—7) and their role in as-
sisting assembly. She distinguished three stages in the mark-
ing-up process. Abstract symbols were scratched onto the
frame surfaces, “presumably by a craftsman.” Then a scribe
scratched manuscript quality letters with a stylus over the sym-
bols, and finally the letters were traced by a craftsman again
(162). The paten provides evidence for this practice, which
had not been recognized as occurring before the 12th cencury,
and Brown produces additional evidence from other artefacts,
such as cthe Ardagh chalice, to show this was not an isolated
occurrence. In fact, the Ardagh and Derrynaflan pieces are so
close in general style and technique, as well as being close in
the concept of assembiy, that they may even be from the same
milicu or a common workshop (164). Because the system in-
dicates interaction of craftsmen and literate supervisor or pa-
tron, the design must have been crucial, or an abstracr code
would have sufficed. Brown therefore looks more closely at
the decorative scheme. She uncovers multiple Physiologan
scenes for interpretation, and the arrangement of studs in
groups of three, suggesting Trinitarian implications. "The studs
may also play a part in the function of the paten, where they
might indicate placement of the cucharistic fractions or picces
of bread in patterns such as the human body, or a cross, or a
special number of fractions in parts of the cross for certain
feasts. Brown also reports on a minute inscription, only ¢. 1
mm high, with the wedge marks of scribal training cvident
even though the “scribe must, presumably, have been work-
ing blind at that scale” (165); she suggests cither a dedication
or a protective anathema (the translation is broken and diffi-
cult), and cites the Lacnunga text in which a paten is used.
The script dates most probably to the sccond half of the 8th
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century. A second set of leteers for assembly suggest a con-
temporary or near-contemporary reconstruction, perhaps
linked to a change in the fractio panss.

*Eamonn P. Kelly looks at “The Lough Kinale Book-
Shrine” (168-74), found ncar a small crannog in 1986, dated
to the 8th century. Originally a wooden box with attached
metal plates, the shrine was incomplete when found and is
still not cleaned of corrosion, so a complete description will
come only when conservation is complete. Kelly ably describes
what can be seen, and che derail and ornament are impressive,
as is the construction, though individual components differ
in quality, “particularly in their finish and they have been as-
sembled roughly” (173). A central cross with five bosses is
surrounded by four circular mounts and elaborate strips. The
cross arms are all different, with a variety of animal ornament.
The joinings of the corners are covered with diagonal oval
studs of amber. The sides seem to have had three medallions
each, and at the center of cach end is a bronze ring with four
projecting animal heads and a flange recessed to hold the fic-
tings for the carrying strap; the fittings also survive, and take
the form of a ring biteen by an animal. The shrine was bound
along che sides with tubular strips of tinned bronze. This
shrine is the carliest, largest example, and comparable in de-
sign to “carpec” pages of cross form. Kelly very briefly links
the decoration to such iconographies as inhabited vines, and
the human berween two beasts (here, the arms of the cross
carry birds), and notes affinities with the Moylough belt shrine.
He also provocatively notes that recent discoveries raise in-
teresting questions “about the relationship of church and state
in carly medieval Ircland. The recent indications are that
crannogs were aristocratic dwellings and it is possible that
objects such as the Lough Kinale book-shrine were kep,
normally, at such places. It is also possible that important
church valuables were removed to safe loccations, such as
crannogs” (174). It is a spectacular find, as are the Derrynaflan
picces found in the same decade, guaranteed to make one
return, if only momentarily, to the days of artefact fixation
now eschewed by archacologists who fear losing the contex-
tual forest for the trees.

*Cormac Bourke looks at “The Chronology of Irish Cru-
cifixion Plaques” (175-81) with an eye to description and com-
parison, in particular to question the date of ¢. 1100 for the
group and to look closcly at new evidence from examples ac
Armagh. Bourke looks at seven examples, with the seventh
published here for the firsc time in an appendix; an eighth
discovered after the paper was completed is noted in an ad-
dendum, and another may be cither one of the known
unlocalized picces or a ninth, now in private hands. One plague
ts a solid picce and the rest are openwork. All have Christ
with angels over each arm, and the sponge bearer and spear
bearers below; stone crosses have more variety in the figures
depicted. He shows arguments for late dating as “demonstra-
bly weak,” and turns to a stone sculptured cross in Armagh
cathedral, much damaged, for new evidence. It has the two
angels and two bearers as do the mertal plaques, but more

importantly “the lower limit of the field is a raised band which
connects the lower edges of cheir garments. Close parallels
are the plaques found near Tynan and its unlocalized ana-
logue . .. in which garments are simlarly linked, for strue-
tural reasons, and the five figures have almost identical posi-
tions and poses. Was the sculptor copying a metal plaque?”
(179). If so, it matches dependence on such models ac
Clonmacnoise and Kells as argued by Harbison and Kelly.
Bourke leaves the chronological question open for the mo-
ment, as independent dating from, for cxample, inscriprions
is not possible.

The final paper in the metalwork section is *Perette
Michelli's “Migrating Ideas or Migrating Craftsmen? The
Case of the Bossed Penannular Brooches” (182-7). Noting
that most see bossed penannular brooches as either made by
the Irish for Irish, or by Irish under Scandinavian influence,
Michelli asks whether the Scandinavians really brought ne
craftsmen along with them. Beginning with methodology,
she analyzes the “grammar” of an artefact: type, material, pos-
sibly iconography and style tcll us about the patron; tech-
nique, style and internal structures of decoration tell about
the craftsman’s professional origin; decoration detail gives
information about the crafesman’s professional history; and
the artefact therefore gives us information about the environ-
ment in which it appeared (182-3). Turning to the 40 ex-
amples of this type, Michelli finds that the best parallel for
their main decorative techniques are Scandinavian models,
specifically stamping and double shelling. In additien, inter-
nal structures of the decoration such as a three-fingered grip-
ping paw or a snake occupying more than one panel are Scan-
dinavian structures. She notes motifs with a similar Scandi-
navian occurrence, as well as elements derived directly from
Insular traditions. In fact, Michelli, in noting the survival of
pennanular brooches as commeon well into the gth century in
Pictish areas, sees the type and much of the iconography based
on Pictish modcls, and ends by proposing that bossed
penannular brooches were made for Pictish contexts, not the
Irish. She suggests craftsmen trained in Broa/Borre Jellinge
methods, and a second group trained in Mammen methods.
By using her methodology, she finds that concepts are ex-
changed, but techniques are not, a striking conclusion and
one which invites others to test her proposed method in their
own areas of art historical expertise.

d. Sculpture

David A. Walsh considers “Ryedale Zoomorphic Ornament
and Tenth-Century Anglo-Scandinavian Art” in the Jnl of
the Brit. Archaeol. Assoc. 147 (1994), 35—48. Walsh analyzes the
style and motifs of 2 group of sculpted crosses from Ryedale,
Yorkshire and compares them with contemporary monuments
from Skaill in the Orkneys, and Kirk Bradden on the Isle of
Man. He also sets the Ryedale monuments firmly wichin the
broader context of Insular and Scandinavian art. Ryedale is
located on the edge of the N. Yorkshire moors, an arearich in
Anglian monastic sites and pre-viking age sculpture. The core
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material of the paper is the sculpture from Sinnington and
Levisham “characterized by a vegetal bound beast motif™ here
referred to as the “Sinnington beast” (n). He identifies two
groups of sculpture defined by similaritics of style and motif:
1) A Sinnington Group consisting of Sinnington 3, 4 and s,
and Levisham 2; 2) A more dispersed and slighcly later
Middlecon Group made up of Middleton 1 and 2, Ellerburn
1, Pickering 1, Nunnington 1, and Kirby Moorside 1. Walsh
concludes that the crosses reflect political events within the
arca—displaying influence from the art of Scandinavia and
the Irish Sea Province at the time when the general area had
a strong Scandinavian presence, but becoming “provincial”
with a return to predominately insular influences after the
decline of Viking power in 954. Walsh is careful to include a
preliminary explanation of his methodology and, for those
without an art historical or archacological background, he
provides a thorough definition of his terms, including “style”
and “motif.” This is an excellent and close study of che styles
and motifs used to decorate a select group of works, but the
auchor fails to consider possible differences berween sites, or
media that may have affected the meaning and function of
the zoomorphic ornament (e.g. the different finctions of and
possibly different types of patron for the brooches and crosses
discussed).

*Ross Trench-Jellicoe focuses on the “Hilton of Cadboll’s
Female Rider and Her Gear,” in the Pictish Art Society Jour-
nal 5 (Spring 1994), 1=7. The late-7th/carly-8th cencury (?)
Hilton of Cadboll slab is unusual in depicting a female rider,
In this article Ross Trench-Jellicoe points out chat there are
two other important images of female riders in insular sculp-
ture with which the Hilton of Cadboll image should be com-
pared. The first is the image of Mary in the entry into/exit
from Egypt pancl on the 8th-century Ruthwell cross; the sec-
ond, the viking-age cross slab at Kirk Andreas on the Isle of
Man. Bug, as Trench-Jellicoe notes, on neicher of these lac-
ter monuments is the focus on the woman as it is on the
Hilten of Cadboll slab. A bird of prey perched on or near the
Hilton of Cadboll rider's hand identifies the scene as an im-
age of the hunt. Trench-Jellicoe convincingly argues that an
object near the woman’s waist, previously identified as a torc,
is better understood as a perch for her bird.

In *“Hilton of Cadboll’s Female Rider and Her Gear Part
II: The Hunt Continues.” Pictish Arts Society Jorrnal 7 (Spring
1995), 3~9, Trench-Jellicoe identifies the perch carved on the
Hilton of Cadboll slab as a portable bow-perch, and provides
further evidence that the object cannot be read as cither a
torc or a brooch, as suggested by previous scholars.

*The ten papers in The Age of Migrating Ideas on sculp-
ture {see previous sections above) begin with Michael Herity's
examination of “The Forms of the Tomb-Shrine of the
Founder Saint in Ireland” (189—95). Founder saints are much
revered in Ireland, not least because only one “red” marryr
exists. Herity examines 2 cypology which starts with ogham
stones and cross-decorated pillars of the 5th and 6th centu-
ries and continues with upright cross-slabs of the 7th cen-

tury, though some are conjectural; his use of the Fahan Mura
cross-slab may be compared to Richardson's use of the same
monument in her previously discussed article on licurgical fans
(31). A-roofed tombs and box shrines with decoraced stones
appear at the end of the 7th century, and include designs re-
sembling roundels or medallions in the Book of Durrow and
contemporary metalwork, especially house-shaped reliquaries
which may imitate these forms. Herity also reconstruces a
tomb-shrine form, found at Kilnaruane, Cork, and Kildrenagh,
Valencia Island, with four corner pillars slotted to receive walls
and also a bar to lock the walls into position before the roof
stabs were added {fig. 23.5.a). The latest form, of the gth
century and after, consises of small buildings separate from
the church or oratory to house a founder’s grave, a funda-
mental change which allows pilgrims to enter the shrine it-
self. Hericy's survey allows him to show that Irish founder
tombs are overwhelmingly sited in the open, regardless of
dace. He traces this trait to their use in an turas, che pilgrim-
age round at such sites, in contrast to English and continen-
tal practice. Only Scotland, especially in the west, has compa-
rable forms. He also notes that increasing use of metal reli-
quaries after 700 may explain why fewer stone shrines appear
after thac date, and raises che interesting point that some sites
retain more than one form of shrine: “What happened w the
remains or relics of the Founder when a new tomb-shrine
replaced an older?” (1g5).

*Carola Hicks provides another survey, this time of “The
Pictish Class I Animals” (197-202), noting the imbalance in
frequency of the 14 animals incised in stone. Five occur only
once, four more four or fewer times; the most prevalent are
the “Pictish beast” at 24 occurrences, the fish at 14, the snake
ar 14, the cagle at 10, and the bull/bovine figures at g, though
6 of the g occur ar a single site, Burghead. Hicks questions
whether these are truly symbols, as they scem interchange-
able and have resisted numerous attempts to translate or in-
terprec them. To see them as symbols is to assume that some-
one devised them as a system in a single place and time; this
theory has been justified by the consistency of the designs,
“but the impression of a unity of style is enhanced by the
simplifying medium of outline drawing on stone. When the
animal designs are looked at numerically or individually, the
idea of a coherent symbolic language is hard to sustain—the
animals themselves may represent individual variants selected
for particular purposes” (19g). Hicks goes on to discuss the
“Pictish beast,” which she sees as closest to representing a
dolphin, and see Roman carvings as a potential source of
models for the animals represented. Animals on altars, tomb-
stones and distance slabs were numerous, and may even ex-
plain why of all the animals, the snake is the one likely to
appear with a symbol (the Z rod), since the staff of Aescu-
lapius shows a similar pairing. She rejects the claims by Ross
and Green that the symbols represenc Celtic belief, as these
animals are not those frequently depicted in Celtic art and
iconography. She also rejects derivations for the animals from
evangelist symbols and ornament in manuscripts and metal-
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work, due to distributional and chrnological problems; more
likely than a widespread adoption of a symbol from a single
manuscript page is the copying of and experimentation with
established conventions by a single artist. She concludes that
if some animals have Christian inspiration, the source could
be depictions on Irish cross-slabs, an arca she recommends
for further rescarch. She notes that Class I monuments are
erected in places of ritual significance, both pre- and post-
Christian. Arguing for contextualization, Hicks notes that
“all other animals on carved monuments in Britain and the
rest of Northwestern Europe are there because of their reli-
gious symbolic values; there is no good reason why the Pictish
animals should be regarded differently” (201). She recom-
mends considering the symbols as especially selected for this
medium and a specific purpose. Hicks’ approach is extremely
persuasive and well reasoned, and one hopes other scholars
will accept her challenge.

*“Pictish Cave Arc at East Wemyss, Fife” by J. N. Gra-
ham Ritchie and John N. Stevenson (203-8) continues the
interest in Scottish carvings. Modern drawings are added to
the Victorian illustrations and set in the context of cave carv-
ings generally. The main difficulty is identifying which sym-
bols and scenes are ancient; carvings decpen over time, or in
some cases the surface has flaked away and reduced scenes to
a fraction of the original. Yet the authors stress the authen-
ticity of the carvings, warning only abourt “the more imagina-
tive markings recorded in the past” (205). New discoveries at
Westfield Farm, Flakland and at Strathmiglo have shown the
Wemyss symbols to be less isolated than thought, and the
authors remind us that caves could be used for religious, so-
cial and industrial activities. The latter provides a final thoughr,
that the morifs of the caves may come from encampments of
silver workers, as the work of Henderson (1979) and Shep-
herd (1983) has suggested links between cave art and metal-
work.

*Isabel Henderson writes on “The Shape and Decoration
of the Cross on Pictish Cross-Slabs Carved in Relief” (zog-
18), arguing that a system of symbols was central to Picrish
sacicty, and so a cross shape and its attendent symbolism were
readily assimilated. Her usual dense and wide-ranging evi-
dence cannot be reproduced here, but her main conclusions
rest on “the interdependence of the art in Ireland and Britain
in all media in chis period” (215). Unusual as che Pictish cross-
slabs seetn, Henderson traces them from Jona and Columban
models, through the dissemination of such models to
Lindisfarne, as shown in the dated cross on Cuthbert’s cof-
fin, and to Northumbria, as shown in the Hereberiche slab of
Monkwearmouth. Preference for the decorated cross stems
from an acknowledgement of the symbolic depth such a mo-
tif can involve, especially the conflation of crucifixion and res-
urrection, and the variety of internal decorations for the cross
confirms a broad workshop repertoire from several crafts. Some
crosses, such as the Cossins cross, may have brought the two
media of metalwork and stone sculpture in dircct contact, as
the center may have held “a metal enrichment” at the cross-
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ing. Henderson concludes chat “the Picts were fully aware of
the cross as the unique sign of spiritual salvation, and like
their neighbours, were fully committed to using artas a means
of intensifying devotion” (216).

*Dorothy Kelly looks at a local west Scottish form in “The
Relationships of the Crosses of Argyll: the Evidence of Form”
(219-29), where remains of at least 19 free-standing crosses
survive. She surveys coverage of Irish and AS crosses, and
argues for Jooking at the overall form without being distracted
by optional details such as rings. This method produces a
clear difference: the Irish form is a tall Latin cross, the AS an
equal-armed cross clevated on a pillar, with a distinction made
(a break in the stone or in the ornament) between the cross
head and the pillar below it. Kelly then proceeds to re-evalu-
ate the Argyll crosses in light of this distinction, noting that
all western Scottish crosses are of the Irish type, with a rall
Latin cross. This idea counters the Royal Commission’s ar-
gument that crosses in western Scotland are an experimental
group, and Kelly further notes that Pictish monuments regu-
larly follow the AS tradition of pillar and cross rather chan
the Irish, in contrast to the western Scottish examples. The
Argyll crosses represent all of the classes of cross represented
in Ircland, and derails of ornament and structure are most
closely matched in Irish examples. A brief survey of some
ornamental motifs concludes the article and reinforces Kelly's
contention that the Scottish examples participate in the Irish
tradition, so much so that she urges us “to envisage an en-
larged province, comprising Ircland and the southwest of Scot-
land . .. where one particular concept of the monumental
cross was dominant at the time when the tradition of erecting
free-standing stone crosses was emerging” (227), and a map
at the end certainly makes this point succintly (fig. 27.10).

We return to Pictland with *Leslie Alcock’s look at “Im-
age and Icon in Picrish Sculpture” (231—6), where, as Shapiro
argued, the animals and people carved in stone capture natu-
ralistic detail and represent the daily life of royals and nobles.
Alcock sees naturalism in the bovine and bull images (though
the incorrect placement of legs on some receives no comment
from him as unnatural), and adds the humor of the Invergowric
carving as a further sign of naturalism, affectionately depice-
ing the bald, drunken warrior. He also notes that Pictish stones
rarcly make the mistake of showing horses with “false gal-
lops” where the legs are fully extended to front and back si-
multancously, instead showing them ambling or trotting at
most. In this context, Alcock turns to the Hilton of Cadboll
stone, terming the central figure a queen, accompanied by
male groom while she delights in watching her husband (lower
left) hunting the stag. He discusses another form of hunting,
the Elgin, Moray, stone depiction of falconry, dated to the
8th cencury, and sces such depictions as oblique or allusive,
but reinforcing social standing and reminding an audience of
wealth and privileges. He then wrns to the Christian sym-
bolism of the hunt, attempting to extend Cummins’ work
back several centuries. He focuses on the Aberlemno stone
and its battle, often considered to depict Nechtansmere.
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Alcock notes difficulties of chronology, where the stone would
have been carved some 15 to 30 years after the battle, He won-
ders instead if a Christian reading, given its placement on the
back of a cross, indicates the triumph of the cross over sin and
death. Alternatively, drawing on Bede’s condemnation of
Ecgfrith for destroying churches and his divine punishment
in losing his life in Pictland, he sces it as possibly a “vivid
warning of the death of an unrighteous king” (234), though
he does not explain who would commission such a monu-
ment, Alcock may well be right ro see a merging of realistic
and allusive scenery here; the development of his argument,
however, sometimes lacks coherence. He says no one would
speculate that a hunting scene is a specific one, yet speculates
that the battle scene most probably is, while arguing for a
generic Christian import. In fact, why couldn’t cach scene be
specific, but also representative of a common pursuit? They
could, for example, be scenes which show how specific people
commemorated died, in a hunt, or in a battle, and allusive
references to Christianity would give such a death scene more
resonance,

*Catherine Karkov examines the combination of “The
Chalice and Cross in Insular Art” {(237-44). She briefly sur-
veys as background gth and 6th century gravestones from
Vienne and Grenoble with cheir chalices and doves, including
one depicting the host above the chalice, as well as 6th to 7th
century Burgundian bele buckles with beasts on cither side of
a figure molded into a chalice shape. Karkov reads this as
Christ rather than, as Kithn argued, “Danicl als Vase.” Turn-
ing then to Insular forms, she notes the number of crosses
found on the great Irish chalices of Ardagh and Derrynaflan
as specifically an Insular feature. Another unique feature sub-
stitutes the chalice for the sponge on Irish sculprured crosses,
and the emphasis on the chalice continues in manuscripts
such as the Book of Kells, occurring in frames and as incerlin-
car devices. For example, Christ Enthroned (fol. 32v) shows
two peacocks above him on vines growing from chalices; circled
crosses on the birds may depict hosts. The “Arrest of Christ”
also depicts two chalices with vines, which Karkov reads as a
reference o the eucharist, with Christ himself as a cross in
the center. In contrast, AS depictions of chalice and cross are
rare and not as early as che Irish examples, wich the AS pre-
ferring cross symbolism such as the blood-covered cross. While
the Sherborne Pontifical and the Arenberg Gospels show a chal-
ice ar the foot of the cross, the illustrations are not as closely
associated with the texts as in Irish examples, being frontis-
picces. Continental works also connect chalice and cross more
literally, wich the Utreche Psalter depicting 2 man with paten
and chalice catching the blood of Christ (Psalm 115[116]) and
the popular image of Ecclesia holding a chalice to catch blood
in Byzantine and Carolingian art. Returning to her starting
point of funerary contexts, Karkov notes a type of Irish cross
occurring ar 25 different sites centering on Clonmacnoise and
the Shannon valley; a slab from Gallen Priory, Co. Offaly, has
terminals of chalice shape, and it is matched in Northumbrian
name-stones of the 8th century. Bur the chalices are not cop-
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ies of Insular chalice forms, and should be read as “signs”
rather than as “skeumorphs.” Karkov looks at a variety of
crosses built up from individual images such as interlaced
humans or animals, or arms whose hands form the terminals,
reminding readers of her carlier Burgundian buckle example
of the chalice-shaped human. The chalice promises both fi-
nal communion and rebirth, and its proliferation “is likely to
be the result of the importance of the chalice within the lit-
urgy of the carly Irish church” (242). In addition, the chalice
may imply social status as well; Karkov presents somewhat
weaker evidence linking mead cups, drinking horns, and the
cup on the Franks casket as evidence for such a context, but
strengehens and supports her point by discussing the link of
the blood of Christ as King, kingly blood, and the phrase fin
fuil, “wine blood,” to indicate noble or royal heritage; Aldfrith
in exile from Northumbria was given the name “blood of wine,”
fland fina. The result of following these two images of chalice
and cross is a multiplication which “is used to heighten sym-
bolic content, opening these monuments to a number of dif-
ferent but incerrelated meanings” (243).

*Douglas Mac Lean cxamines “Snake-Bosses and Re-
demption at lona and in Pictland” (245-53) to refuce the long-
held tradition of Pictish origin for this ornament, developed
by Curle, Henry, Stevenson and 1. Henderson over the last
so years. He argues that “new rechnical and iconographical
stimuli must have prompted the higher relief and the fusion
of previously separate clements,” and that “Successive waves
of Northumbrian technical expertise may have affected che
developmental phases of Pictish relief sculpture, alchough one
must allow for an appropriate time lapse at each stage” (247).
Noting Stevenson’s attention to Northumbrian aspects on
Tona crosses, Mac Lean describes the two types of snake-boss
at lona as based on the circle and on the rectangle, with very
little relation with interlace. Such bosses are generally com-
bined with spiral ornament at Iona, and arguing that interlace
has claimed too much attention, he notes that lona creates
crosses from snake-bosses and spirals, while the Picts fill spaces
around crosses with these clements. Mac Lean turns to ico-
nography next, citing Stevenson’s observation thac snake-
bosses may have been replacements for the symbolism of vine
scroll, of death and resurrection, exteaded by Henderson's
demonstration of snake ornament highlighting the text of
the Passion in Kells, linking with the brazen serpent and Christ
crucified of John 3.14. He continues with three Hiberno-Latin
texts (the hymn Altus Prosator, the poem “A maccucdin, sruith
in tag,” and The Annals of Ulster) supporting the link be-
tween snakes, death and resurrection. To conclude his refu-
tation of Pictish origin, he notes a basic difference berween
snakes on fonan and Pictish monuments: “Tona snakes threaten
not only each other, but also represent the evil that the Cross
was crected to overcome. With a single toothless exception at
“Tarbat, the more decorous serpents of Pictland keep their
prim mouths closed and their delicately inquisitive tongues
are at one remove from the original purpose of the motif: to
demonstrate the stark contrast between the beacon of victory



142

and the darkness of its defeated cnemy” (252).

*Jane Hawkes describes one of the few AS picees repre-
sented in the volume in “Mary and the Cycle of Resurrec-
tion: the Iconography of the Hovingham Panel” (254-60).
She divides che panel into three by observing the direction of
the feer on the figures in the 8 panels. Figures A and B repre-
sent an Annunciation with a rare form emphasizing the de-
livery of the message rather than the angel greeting Mary;
here the figure is static and “conversational.” Unusual too is
the depiction of a tall basket containing wool drawn up for a
spindle, which Hawkes considers not as part of the
“handmaiden of the Lord” imagery but items which, by the
8th cencury, had “be ome traditional attributes of Mary, be-
ing indicative only of her feminine occupations—hence their
reduced position” {255). She concludes that the model or
models for the scene were derived from sth or 6th century
Italian or Byzantine prototypes, adapted to exalt the Virgin
with accessories such as a footrest, cushion and curtains, Fig-
ures C and D represent the Visitation of Mary and Elizabeth,
conversing rather than embracing, in part due to the arches
under which all 8 figures stand. The scenc is extremely weath-
cred, obliterating detail, but Elizabeth is probably on the right
with hands open and raised, while Mary extends 2 hand 1o
her; the iconographic source would be the same as for the
first panel. The final panels of E, F, G and H show three
figures to the left turned to the far right figure, an angel, all
the most damaged of the pancl. Hawkes rejects Lang's read-
ing of these 4 pancls as two scenes, citing the feet and also
disagreeing wich his identifications. She sought a scene which
completed the salvation promised at the Annunciation, and
concurs with Goldie (1849) that this is the Three Women at
the Sepulchre. Thus the firse figure raises a hand to her face,
the second holds 2 mancle to its head, and cthe third sits wich
clbow on knce supporting her head, a traditional posture of
bercavement. Parallels exist on a sth century Roman ivory in
the BM, and on the gth century Quedlinburg Casker. While
the addition of the angel is rare, the desire to balance che
panels by putting an angel at cach end might have determined
the choice. Hawkes notes that the greatest obstacle to her
Resurrection interprecation is the absence of a scpulchre,
though this too has parallels. Alternatively, paint might have
indicated a sepulchee now lost, or “the monument itself may
have been symbolic of the tomb, functioning physically as the
sepulchre omitted pictorially” (258), an ingenious and aterac-
tive solution. She considers dependence on carly models the
most likely reason for omitting the tomb. With her usual
thoroughness, Hawkes does not stop here, however, proceed-
ing to consider the strong indication that the carly types cho-
sen at Hovingham were “to convey the importance of Mary's
role as the Mother of God” (258). The sequence depicted
emphasizes Mary's part in man’s redemption, with the angels
mirroring cach other a5 do the two women scated at either
end. The scated figure in the Resurrection scene might even
be Mary, identified in some traditions, such as chat of
Ambrosc, as “the other Mary” at the tomb. Hawkes con-
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cludes that the “racher specific manipulation of the iconogra-
phy may well provide some indication of the original context
of the panel; its emphasts on Mary might for instance, indi-
cate its possible production within, or for a nunnery or double
monastery, although reverence for the Virgin was not limited
to such female centres” (259). If the penel was part of a shrine,
however, it might be most appropriace for a female saint. The
paper is a succinct and entirely persuasive argument in keep-
ing with Hawkes' usual care and clariry.

The final paper of this extremely importanc volume is
James Lang’s “Survival and Revival in Insular Art:
Northumbrian Sculpture of the 8th to 1oth Centuries” (261~
7). He asserts that Nerthumbrian art is “Janus-headed,” mov-
ing between Celtic West and Classical East, and tries to docu-
ment instances of revived tradition alongside surviving monu-
mencs which may serve as models or reminders. His two ex-
amples of the Western influence are key frees which recur in
the Allertonshire district in the 1oth century, where they had
not been current for 200 years in any medium, and the profile
animal on Sockburn 8 copied by a 10th century Northumbrian
from Moone and Castledermot. The bulk of the article, how-
ever, documents the more widespread Mediterranean influ-
ence, especially noting the “assertively classical monuments at
Easby, Masham and Otley” as parc of a general interest in
embellishment in the antique style across Europe. The Church
at York, Charlemagne’s appropriation of classical spolia, and
the basilica on Murano in the lagoon of Venice all partici-
pated in acquiring surviving picces and in creating “revival”
monuments: “No Carolingian vehicle is necessary for the
implemencaiton of classical revivalism, either in Northern Iraly
or West Yorkshire” (264). Lang cspecially considers the role
of Roman memorials and monuments, wich their bust and
inscriptions, showing their relation to works at Otley, the
Easby cross and a picce at Little Ouseburn which seems to
respond to female hairstyles on such memorials. He notes
that a straight revival picce, Ocedilburga’s image on Hackness
1, inspired no “eclectic response,” while the Otley figures “seem
10 have affected styles along the river at Ilkley and Collingham”
(265). By the late gth and 10th centuries, stylization had dis-
tanced imitation from its classical sources; the Leeds Cross
shows “Insular taste eventually dominating a classically de-
rived motif, a latterday echo of the process seen centuries ear-
lier in the Evangelists’ portraits in the Lindisfarne Gospels”
{266). Yet even Anglo-Scandinavian picces of the 10th cen-
tury show the Janus dimension Lang notes at the beginning:
he shows that a shaft fragment from York Minster and the
Newgare shaft illustrate not a fusion of styles but the intro-
duction of a new style with survival of che older classical one.
He concludes, “It was a time when long-cstablished roots
should be expressed through long-cstablished artistic con-
ventions: what more rooted in the past than the art of Rome,
and what more identifiable when there were so any English
revivals of it so close at hand to serve as the model?” (267).

Caroline Richardson. “A Late Pre-Conguest Carving from
Corbridge (Roman Sice).” Archacologia Aeliana sth ser. 22
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(1994), 79-84. Richardson discusses a reused fragment of a
Roman plinch base now in Corbridge stone park. One face of
the stone is carved with a seated bearded figure which she
dates ro the late-gth or 10th century on stylistic grounds,
The identity of the figure remains a mystery (there are no
iconographic clues), and the function of the fragment is also
difficult to establish. The size, shape and quality of the stone
suggest that it may be the work of an apprentice, and/or that
it may have been carved in sitw, presumably in an architectural
sceting. Richardson believes that the stone comes from an
Anglo-Saxon setddement known to have existed from the 8th
century near the town of Corbridge.

¢. Iconography

See papers from * The Age of Migrating Ideas under the head-
ings of manuscripts and sculpture.

f. Numismatics

Mark Blackburn's review of “Stenton and Anglo-Saxon Nu-
mismatics,” in Stenton’s Anglo-Saxon England 5o Years On,
ed. E. Matthew (Reading: Department of History, Univer-
sity of Reading, 1994, 61-81) was published as part of the
Stenton celebrations of 1993. Sir Frank Stenton’s contribu-
tions 1o the study of Anglo-Saxon England have been of in-
estimable value. Less well-known, but no less important than
his contributions to che ficlds of Anglo-Saxon history and
place-name studics are his concributions to the study of nu-
mismatics. Blackburn discusses the history of Stenton’s in-
terest in numismatics and its impact on his scholarship, par-
ticularly his book Anglo-Saxon England, pointing out both
the strengths and weaknesses of Stenton’s understanding of
the material. Of equal if not greater value ro Stencon’s schol-
arship was his support of contemporary numismatists, includ-
ing Christopher Brook and Michael Dolley, as well as his
role in the creation of the Sylloge of Coins in the British Isles,
and the majority of this paper focuses on the details and docu-
mentation of that support. Blackburn concludes with a brief
consideration of the ways in which the field of Anglo-Saxon
numismatics has changed since the publication of Anglo-Saxon
England, and the directions thar it might take in future.
‘The purpose of Keancth Jonsson's “The Coinage of
Cnut,"in The Reign of Crut: King of England, Denmark and
Norway, ed. Alexander Rumble (London & Cranberry, NJ,
1994, 193-230), is to present the current state of research,
“with some additional comments” (t94). This is litcrally what
Jonsson does. No new theorices are put forward, but he sup-
plies 2 nice presentation of the material evidence to dare, and
an excellent consideration of the strengths and weaknesses of
its various interpretations. A comprehensive analysis of the
coins of Cnut is left for the future. Jonsson opens by setting
the historical, administrative, and typological background to
Cnut’s coinage. He points out thar while only three types of
coin (Quatrefoil, Pointed Helmet, and Short Cross were struck
tn England during Cnut’s reign, the differences between the
three are not great, and the dates of the issues are problem-

atic. He offers 2 good summary of the numismatic evidence
and the debate that surrounds it, as well as a discussion of the
composition and distribution of coin hoards (largely outside
of Britain), and what that evidence has to tell us abour the
economic and political history of Cnut’s England, and its re-
lations with Denmark, Sweden and Norway.

In the same volume (pp.- 231-82) is Michael Dennis
O’Hara’s “An Iron Reverse Die of the Reign of Cnur,” writ-
ten in collaboration with Peter Thorncon-Pitt, and with a
contribution by Elizabeth Piric. The subject of the paper is a
reverse die (short cross type) minted in Norwich and found
in spoil from the Thames Exchange site. The coin is cur-
rently in O'Hara’s private collection. No coins struck from
the die have been traced, and the moneyer’s name PrufD
(Old Norse Thurulfr) is otherwise unateested in Norwich—
although moneyers of that name are known at both Leicester
and Stamford. Elizabeth Pirie considers the possibility that
the dic was made in error, with the wrong mint signature,
and hence never used. O'Hara discusses the important new
evidence for the manufacturing process of dics that the find
provides. The paper includes much information on mints and
minting not dircctly relevant to the dic in question, and it is
therefore very casy to lose track of O'Hara’s central argu-
ment, particularly as the different areas of discussion are not
all brought together in the paper’s conclusion. Nevertheless,
the sections of the paper that do focus on the London dic are
strong, and the paper includes useful appendices on moneyers,
the name Thurulfer, mincs, and terminology.

g. Inscriptions

Elizabeth Okasha looks at “The Commissioners, Makers and
Owners of Anglo-Saxon Inscriptions.” ASSAH 7 (1994), 71—
77. Okasha examines fifty-cight names (all listed in an appen-
dix), six of which are incomplete. Her particular interest is in
trying to determine the motivation behind the inclusion of
personal names in inscribed texts. Verbs are used ro deter-
mine whether a name is thac of an owner, maker, or commis-
sioner, and whether commissioners had an object made for
themselves of for someone clse. For obvious reasons texts
consisting of single names only are excluded. The names
Okasha does include end up dividing roughly equally berween
her three categories, although a number of objects fall into
more than enc category. Some of her results are surprising,
others not so. It is not surprising, for cxample, that the names
in all categories are predominantly male, but it is startling to
find that only onc of the commissioners is clearly female, and
that while only one female seal owner is attested, there are
four female owners of objects other than shiclds—a number
equal to that of male owners in this category. Only one com-
missioner and one owner can be positively identified with
known historical figures. Okasha divides the motives of com-
missioners into two groups, stated and unstated, alchough
she notes that the two are not mutually exclusive. Stated
motives are limited to commemoration and piety; unstated
motives include: statement of wealth, status, gencrosity, or
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skill; concern for one’s soul; pride. She states that we can be
fairly certain that the commissioners, and probably the own-
ers, of inscribed objects were relatively well-off, but she could
push her analysis of the class and status of commissioners and
owners further. Do the longer, more complex, or more care-
fully laid-out inscriptions occur on the higher quality or more
costly objects? Are there differences in the locations of in-
scriptions cither berween types of object or between the ob-
jects associated with the names in her three groups? All in all
this is an interesting paper that opens a number of avenues for
future research.

h. Textiles

Lise Bender Jorgensen discusses “The Textiles of the Sax-
ons, Anglo-Saxons and Franks” in Studien zur Sachsenforschung
7 (1991): 11-23, summarizing the findings of a major research
project on North and Central European textiles. Over go
museums were visited in 16 countries, and Jorgensen has es-
tablished differences beeween the textiles of various areas in
the period from 4000 BC to 1000 AD. Because her article is
a summary, it relies heavily on statistics and pie-charts, mak-
ing a condensed version here difficult. Also, she uses Scandi-
navian or German place references for many types of cloth,
with explanations of the weave scattered throughout the ar-
ticle, making it difficult to recall the weave type. For example,
the Hessens/Elisenhof C-type is a diamond ewill with z-spun
warp and s-spun weft, not an casy description to retain in
cither form. The bias for placename tags is understandable,
however, given the preponderance of textile survival in such
areas. A reference table would have been helpful, or a single
paragraph with the equivalents noted. Her general points re-
main exciting in their potential, however. She notes that “the
textile remains of northwest Europe fall into a number of
mutually inerlinked [sic] regional groups” (23). Scandinavia
relates to Saxon Germany and AS England, excep for Kent,
which falls into an English Channel group including the south-
ern Netherlands, Belgium and Normandy. The northern
Netherlands/Frisia link Saxon and AS areas and those of the
Franks; Jergensen thinks she has identified the Frisian cloth
or pallium fresonicum, the Hessens/Elisenhof C-type men-
tioned carlier (13). She also discusses rarer weaves, such as che
Rippenkirper of south Germany, honeycomb weave, coptic
tapestry, and silk. She finishes with a plea that textles may
become more central to archacology and less the realm of the
specialist.

i. Wales, Ireland, Scotland and the North

Discovery by Design: the identification of secdar elite settlements
in western Britain A.D. 400~700 by Kenneth Rainsbury Dark
(Oxford: Tempvs Reparatvm, BAR British Serics 237, 1994)
attempts to create a theory which could help identify a type
of site before excavation, and that theoretical model in itself
holds potential for adapation to Anglo-Saxon studies. The
book is based on Dark’s Ph.D. dissertation; in fact, though
this reviewer has not read the dissertation, the book’s flaws
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imply too close a resemblance. It reads far too often as an
annotated catalog of the sites surveyed, what would have been,
in a book, more uscfully presented as appendices, with more
extensive coverage of the results of such surveys and their
implications in the text itself. Illustrations are numerous but
mainly schematic outlines of site shapes and carthworks from
a variety of sources, giving a sketchy, even unreliable feel to
the collected plates, though clearly to gather so many illus-
trations together was laborious. Unfortunately, often the plans
of others are simply reproduced, regardless of style and even
accuracy; the most obvious crror is in reproducing a penned
field drawing with the specific label from the RCHME, “this
in NOT an iflustration prepared for publication bur a repro-
duction of the archive drawing” (85). Given the huge number
of sites surveyed and discussed in scant, very general thumb-
nail sketches, the lack of an index for the volume is inexcus-
able,

But having listed major flaws in organization and presen-
tation, it must be added that the concepts modelled here are
often worth wading through the dense material collected. He
begins with an interesting discussion of the use of texts by
archacologist, calling texts crucial middle-range contextual
evidence, which must be used by archacologists as archacolo-
gists, not part-time historians. At times, he seems to have a
naive trust in texts, as when implying thac Irish sources de-
scribing the size of a king's house should be used to survey
houscs found in excavation, though at other times he is prop-
erly cautious; we have no idea if these texts are prescriptive,
generally descriptive, or idealized. But his examination of texts
as sources for behavior of a political-military clite, as well as
for evidence of wealth and ceremonials, demonstrates the
methods he suggests; in fact, Dark is especially honest about
scriously trying to create and test models for every aspect of
his larger model to find secular clite secclements before exca-
vation. The strength of the book rests in his careful building
up of definitions, types of evidence which accuratcly indicate
such sites, how to recognize such sites without excavation. In
his final section, he is able to test a prediction from the model
by excavating in Wales the first new hillfore site dug in 20
years, at Brawdy, and the first ever co be correctly recognized
before excavation without specific textual or arcefactual evi-
dence. An immense amount of detail must be omiteed in this
review, and at times the detail overwhelms the argument of
the book; but the method described deserves serious consid-
cration, doubtless with adaptations as it is further tested, but
certainly with recognition of the potential for modelling site
types before money is invested in excavation.

C.K.
K.W.-C.

*Works reviewed that did not appear in the 1994 Bibliography

Cramp, Rosemary. “Monkwearmouth and Jarrow in their
Continental Contexc.” “Chirches Built in Ancient Times™
Recent Studies in Early Christian Archacology. Vaol. 16
Occas. Papers, Soc. of Anciquarics of London, 1994, 279-
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Hills, Catherine, Kennech Penn and Robert Rickett. The
Anglo-Saxon Cemetery ar Spong Hill, North Elmbam. Part
V: Catalogue of Cremations (Nos 2800-333.4). East Anglian
Archacology Report No. 67. Dercham, Norfolk: Field
Archacology Division, Norfolk Museums Service, 1994.

Spearman, R. Michacl and John Higgite, ed. The Age of Mi-
grating Ideas: Early Medieval Are in Northern Britain and
Ireland. Edinburgh: National Muscums of Scotland/Alan
Sutton Publishing, 1993. (32 papers)

Trench-Jellicoe, Ross. “Hilton of Cadboll’s Female Rider and
Her Gear.” Pictish Arts Society Journal 5 (Spring 1994), 1-
7.
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Trench-Jellicoe, Ross. “Hilton of Cadboll’s Female Rider and
Her Gear Part II: The Hunt Continues.” Pictish Arts

Society Journal. 7 (Spring 1995), 3-9.

Warks not seen (*not in the Bibliography for 1994)

Ashley, Steven, and Andrews Rogerson. “An Enamelled late
Saxon Disc Brooch from Walpole St Peter.” Norfolk
Archaeol. 42 (1994), 102-4.

*McKinley, Jacqueline I., with contributions from Julic M.
Bond, Neil Garland, and Peter Murphy. The Anglo-Saxon
Cemetery at Spong Hill, North Elmbam. Part VIII: The
Cremations. East Anglian Archacology Report No. 69.
Dercham, Norfolk: Field Archacology Division, Nor-
folk Museums Service, 1994.

a. Bibliographical and Reference Works

The issue of a second edition of Simon Keynes's Anglo-Saxon
History: A Select Bibliography (OEN Subsidia 13) is greatly to
be welcomed. First published in 1987, the Bibliography has
been updared to be current to 1993 and includes listings of
several forthcoming publications {a few of which have now
appeared). Some section-headings have been re-titled, and
there are new sections on “Anglo-Saxon Scholarship” and
“Collections of Papers.” About half as long again as the origi-
nal, the new cdition also includes an increased number of
helpful annotations drawing attention to the key aspects of
cereain sources and to the quality and strengths of some stud-
ics. The Bibliography makes no claim to be comprehensive—
indeed the preface describes it, over-modestly, as “an informal
and cphemeral document™—and inevitably there are some
omissions: for example, the “Hagiography” subsection of “Pri-
mary Source Material” does not include Werner Jaager's 1935
edition of Bede's verse life of St. Cuchbert, and in the list of
“Scientific’ and ‘Medical’ Writings” there is no place for
Godfrid Storms's Anglo-Saxon Magic (1948) or for the fasci-
nating sct of minor texes gathered together by Heinrich Henel
in three articles published in the 19305, Nonetheless, the Bib-
liography provides a superb reference tool that greatly reduces
the labor of bibliographical rescarch for those within the ficld,
and is a monument to the purposcful industry of one of the
most productive and insightful of practicing Anglo-Saxon
historians. Ifin the future a third edition is planned, the work
could be made yet more serviceable to students and research-
ers by che addition of an Index of Authors that would sim-
plify the process of working through the different sections in
search of a specific title. Readers of the Old English Newsletter
will be interested to know thatan on-line version of the Bib-
liography is now available for consultation at che website of
the Richard Rawlinson Center at Western Michigan Uni-
versity (htep://www.wmich.edu/medicval/rawl/keynest/
index.heml),

The Dictionary of National Biography was one of those
heroic nineteenth-century enterprises that so characterize that

era of supreme European self-confidence. Between 1885 and
1900 sixty-three volumes recounting 29,120 lives appeared.
Now another 1,086 persons “from the beginnings to 1984
have been added in *The Dictionary of National Biography:
Missing Persons, ed. C.S. Nicholls (Oxford and New York:
Clarendon Press). It is a mark of the strength of British me-
dieval studies a century ago that only ninety-five “missing
persons” from before 1500 have been found—and only four of
these are from the Anglo-Saxon period. M.K. Lawson writes
on three of them: Cenwulf, king of Mercia (fl. 796-821) (12.4-
5); Ealdred, bishop of Worcester, Hereford, and Ramsbury,
and archbishop of York (fl. 1046-1069) (199-200); and Ed-
ward Atheling (d. 1057) (203). ].R. Maddicott contributes an
entry on Ecgfich (ca. 645-685), king of Northumbria (201-
2). There is much else here of interest and entertainment.
For instance, the volume concludes with the “merchant of
deach” and bigamist, Sir Basil Zaharoff, and Zosimus, an carly-
nincteenth-century balladeer and street encertainer {(741). A
new DNB is in gestation and the first of a series of newslet-
ters on the project has recendly appeared. It will be interest-
ing to sce how long the new enterprise will take—and how
much it will cost!

b. Collected Studies

David N. Dumville’s Britons and Anglo-Saxons in the Early
Middle Ages, Collected Studies Series, 379 (Aldershot, Hants.,
and Brookfield, VT Variorum; xiv, 323 pp.) is a collection of
sixteen arcdicles of which fifteen were published between 1977
and 1989, while one appears here for the first time. As noted
in the preface, “[t]he principal issue with which these essays
are concerned is the nature of relations between the English
and the British in the period from the collapse of Roman
authority in Britain to the end of the First Viking-Age” (p.
ix). The articles are grouped thematically under six headings:
“The End of Celtic Britain,” “Heroic Poctry and the Histo-
rian,” “Anglo-Saxon Kingdoms,” “Brittany and its Neigh-
bours,” “Scribes and Books: Anglo-British Interaction,” and
“Britons and English in the Viking-Age.” A strong emphasis
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that binds thesce various sections together ts Dumville’s reit-
crated, and righcful, insistence on the need for historians to
evaluate the status and credibility of their sources before us-
ing them as cvidence. Two articles on Gildas—"Gildas and
Maclgwn: Problems of Dating” and “The Chronology of De
FExcidio Britanniae, Book I"—wiscly note that the generally
accepted date of ca. 540 for the composition of De excidio
remains no more than probable, that Gildas should be treated
as a primary witness only for his own time and place, and that
the historian should never overlook Gildas's strong literary
powers and the religious purpose that shaped his writing. Simi-
larly, the essay “Texrual Archacology and Northumbrian His-
tory Subsequent to Bede” observes that the primary evidence
for Northumbrian history between 731 and 867 is exiguous
and that the several cwelfth-century accounts (largely ema-
nating from Durham) of cighth- and ninth-century
Northumbrian history must not be taken at face value. A
special strength of the whole coliection is Dumville's ability
to span both the Celtic and the Anglo-Saxon spheres, and o
detect cultural interaction. Thus the paper on “Beowulf’ and
the Celtic World: The Uses of Evidence” both applauds the
new light that has been thrown on Old English literature
through closer study of its Latin context and indicates that
further illumination will come through fuller exploration of
Ccltic influences. Welcome also is Dumville’s inclusion of
Brittany within his ficld of view and in “On the Dating of the
Early Breton Lawcodes"—one of the most clearly structured
papers in the colleccion—he supports and refines Léon
Fleuriot’s attribution to Brittany of the so-called Canones
Wallici, while demonstrating that textual and other evidence
docs not justify Fleuriot's narrowing down of the date of com-
position to the period ea. 520 x ca. 560. Unsurprisingly, pa-
lcographical analysis is a recurrent theme of the collection,
and the paper on “Beowulf Come Lately: Some Notes on the
Palacography of the Nowell Codex™ persuasively argues that
the character of the hand of Scribe B of the Beowulf manu-
script rules out the possibility thac che manuscript could have
originated as late as the reign of King Cnut (as was suggested
by Kevin Kiernan). The one previously unpublished item in
the collection is “The English Element in Tenth-Century
Breton Book-Production.” Based on 2 conference paper de-
livered in Britrany in 1935, the essay is primarily a palcographical
and codicological study of Cambridge, Corpus Christi Col-
lege, MS. 192, a copy made at Landévennec in 952 of the
Retractatio prima of the Liber officialis of Amalarius of Metz.
CCCC 192 is onc of a group of four related manuscripts—
two Breton, two Anglo-Saxon—of the Retracratio prima.
Certain Insular characteristics of CCCC 192 led Dumville o
propose that it derives from an Insular exemplar, whereas the
other three manuscripts he believes derive ulimately from a
ninth-century manuscript that in the early tenth century was
exported from Brittany to England. Such passage of a manu-
script across the Channel would accord well with Dumville’s
view that, following the Viking wars and before the arrival of
Benedictine Reform, there was a revival of English learning
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and ccclesiastical life partly encouraged by Breton contacts.
However, in the course of his exposition, he demonstrates
his curious abilicy—paradoxical given his strictures on the
use of evidence—to support an argument with insufficient or
flawed evidence: one of his reasons for proposing that the
Paris, Boulogne, and Trinity College, Cambridge, manuscripts
of the Retractatio prima “reflect an ultimate mode! rather ac-
curately” is that they “are constant in devoting about 118 fo-
lios to che texe” (XIV: 8), but here he overlooks that the Paris
manuscript is now incomplete and would originally have had
substantially more leaves than it currently recains. Nonethe-
less, Dumville’s emphasis on the Breton-Anglo-Saxen links
suggested by this group of manuscripts and his underscoring
of the historical evidence for Breton contacts in this period
are salutary. In this article, as in che collection as a whole, he
reveals the fruitfulness for the Anglo-Saxon historian of never
losing sight of Celtic contexts.

¢. Narracive Histories

A general, but agendized, survey is offered by Peter Berresford
Ellis's *Celt and Saxon: The Struggle for Britain AD 410937
{L.ondon: Constablc; 288 pp. + plates). The book provides an
outline of the history of the British Isles, and of the interac-
tion between Celt and Saxon, from the end of the Roman
occupation to the Battle of Brunanburh, which in Ellis’s view
finally killed off che “Celtic dream of driving the Saxons out
of Britain and regaining their lost territories” (266). Self-pro-
fessedly wricten for the general reader, the book is somewhat
marred by the author’s purpose, announced in the introduc-
tion, of exploring this period in order to demonstrate that
the British Empire was in reality an English empire and was
a logical corollary of the dynamics of Anglo-Saxen history.
Frequent comparisons between Celts and Saxons display a
bias in favor of the Celts, whose spirituality and altruism are
contrasted with aggressive Anglo-Saxon expansionism. There
are occasional gaffes, as when a passage quoted from King
Alfred’s preface to the Old-English Pastoral Care is said to
come from a preface to the Old-English Bede (196) or when
it is remarked that Beownlf “only sutvives in 8th-century cop-
ies” {258). Although the book provides a readable introduc-
tion to the period, it will not satisfy the rigorous scholar (there
are no footnotes), and it must be treated with caution on
points of detail.

Lconard Dutton's The Anglo-Saxon Kingdoms: The Power
Struggles from Hengrst to Ecgberbe (Hanley Swan, Worcs.: SPA,
in conjunction with the author; 290 pp.) is evidently the work
of an amaceur historian aiming at providing a narrative his-
tory of the Anglo-Saxon kingdoms up to the reign of the
West-Saxon king Ecgberht. Unfortunately this kind of his-
torical writing will just not withstand current scholarly scru-
tiny. One looks in vain for the names of Dumville, Kirby or
Yorke in the bibliography. Bassett’s book is there but it does
not seem to have had a discernible impact. And so one finds
the old cast of characters: Hengest, Horsa, and Archur; the
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle is regarded as a reliable contemporary
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source; and so on. In short, this book is unlikely to interest
readers of this journal.

d. Roman Bricain and the Romano-British Period

The late Roman coastal forts in south-castern Britain have
traditionally been regarded as a defensive system designed to
keep Saxon raiders at bay. More recently Ian Wood, amongst
others, has suggested that they really were trans-shipment
centers. John Cortrerill in an important review of the evidence
in “Saxon Raiding and the Role of the Late Roman Coastal
Forts of Britain” {Britannia 24, 227-39) finds that the Saxon
shire forts actually represent the military architecture of the
third century and were not constructed to defend fourch-
century Britain against putative Saxon raiders. He argues that
their main function was to support the Roman fleet in its
duty to provide supplies and to exploit the resources of the
country. The Welsh forts and the harbors of Caerleon and
Chester were important in the transportation of annona and
other taxes in kind from the north and west of Britain, as
Michacl Fulford has observed. Taxation in kind became im-
portant following the fiscal collapse of the mid third century
buc it required greater supervision, “so it is no mere coinci-
dence that, as these changes took place, a series of forts was
constructed on the sites of major ports in the south and cast”
(238). The maritimus tractus under a contes was thus a logisti-
cal command, not a military one. The decline in the strength
of the garrisons in the latter half of the fourth century should
thus be interprered as the result of reorganization of frontier
supplies. He suggests that the litus Saxonicum may have been
a late development dating from ca. 390-408. Though he docs
not deal with later history, Cotterill’s explanation combined
with Fulford’s observations about the route of the northern
and western annona provides a context that explains the pres-
ence of fourth- 1o sixth-century Gallic and Mediterrancan
pottery in the Scillics, on the western side of the Irish Sea,
and in western Scotland, which Charles Thomas has dis-
cussed in several publications (most recently in cthe First
Whithorn Lecture delivered on 19 September 1992, entitled
*Whithorn's Christian Beginnings [Whithora: Friends of the
Whithorn Trust, 1992]). Even after the Roman military forces
had withdrawn from Britain, there may have been sufficient
demand for wine, luxury goods and pottery amongst local
petty rulers and ecclesiastical foundations for it to be worth-
while for Gallic traders to make the occasional erading voyage
following the old Roman western military supply routes, es-
pecially since there is accumulating evidence for the preserva-
tion of Latin in the western regions of Britain in those cen-
turies, thus casing verbal communication between trader and
purchaser.

Maurizio Muraglia’s “I valori guida proposti da Gilda nel
De excidio et conquesty Britanniae” (Schede Medievali 22-3 1993
for 1992], 19~42), stresses the importance of Gildas’s De excidio
as a unique source for the reconstruction of the course of
fifth- and sixth-century British history following the with-
drawal of the Romans. Analyzing the structure of the work,
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Muraglia notes that it comprises two principal parts, respec-
tively focused on the British past (chs. 2-26) and on Gildas’s
own era (chs. 27-109). The second part, homiletic in tone,
subdivides into sections in which Gildas crivicizes first kings
(chs. 27-63) and then pricsts (chs. 66-109): their misdemean-
ors have led to the downfall of Bricain in the face of the Saxon
invaders. In Muraglia’s view Gildas's work is structured on
the premise that a healthy socicty must adhere to four virtues
to which Gildas alludes in a crucial passage in ch. 4: the fear
of God, charity towards onc’s fellows, respect for those hold-
ing legitimate power, and faith. The narrative of the De excidio
can be seen as a demonstration of how deviation from these
values draws down divine punishment. Gildas himself assumes
the role of prophet admonishing the British people (which in
one revealing passage he terms “praesens Israel”).

¢. From the Settlement until the Ninth Century

Barbara Yorke points out in “Fact or Fiction? The Written
Evidence for the Fifth and Sixth Centuries AD,” in ASSAH
6, 4550, that our corpus of written material has not increased
in size, unlike the archacological evidence, but we now know
more about societies analogous ro Anglo-Saxon England and
how those societies viewed their past. This has led to greater
reservations about how far we can rely on Anglo-Saxon writ-
ten macerial for chis carly period, since the Anglo-Saxons were
not then literate. We should thus not assume that chey re-
sponded in the same way as those creating records who fol-
lowed a Christian literate tradition. She notes that “a histori-
cal sensibility, as we would understand it, does not tend to
exist without permanent written records” {46): present con-
cerns are likely to shape memories of the past. She claims
that “the carly annals of the Chronicle read as a seamiess whole”
{47) and thus do not appear to preserve carlier stages of com-
pilation (though I should have liked to have seen this impres-
sionistic claim tested against individual entries). She points
to the work of Sisam and Dumville on the claboration of
royal genealogies and the redrafuing by the end of the ninth
century of sixth~century West-Saxon history in the Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle as examples of the complexity of the carly
documentary sources. This is why “many historians are now
preferring to work back from what can be learnt from the
more sccure basis of the seventh century” (48), which has
enabled them to draw some conclusions abour sixth-century
political history.

Y Gododdin, a heroic poem allegedly composed by Ancirin
in the sixth century, claims that in the latter part of that
century the Britons rode to a place called Casraeth to attack
the norchern Anglo-Saxons. Amongst scholars who accept
the historicity of this event, most associate the battle with
modern Catterick in Yorkshire but Ifor Williams questioned
this and suggested thar che battle site was a few miles away at
(the later Norman) Richmond Castle. T.J. Clarkson in
**Richmond and Catracth” (Cambrian Medieval Celtic Stud-
ies, no. 26 [Wincer], 15-20) argues that the balance of current
evidence goes against Williams's identification, but pleads for
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a program of excavation which might clucidare the carly his-
tory of the castle and also the lincar carthworks known as
Scots Dyke, which lic 2 mile from the castle. (Readers should
note that CMCS has cleverly transmogrified with this issue
from Cambridge vo Cambrian Medieval Celtic Studies, mark-
ing the migration of its edicor, Patrick Sims-Williams, to the
Principality of Wales to take a chair at Aberystwyth, where
the journal now makes its home in the Department of Welsh.
In all other respects nothing has changed: neither its high
standards of production and accuracy nor its remarkably stable
price. No. 26 also contains indexes for nos. 1-25 of the au-
thors of articles, books reviewed, and the names of review=
ers.)

The seventh century was a time of intense Christological
controversy and more could be done to link the views of En-
glish prelates with the debates that ook place in Mediterra-
nean centers. Which is precisely what Henry Chadwick does
in **Theodore of Tarsus and Monotheletism,” his contribu-
tion to a Festschrift for Luise Abramowski cdited by H.C.
Brennecke, E.L. Grasmuck, and C. Markschies entitled Logos
{Beihefte zur Zeirschrift fir die ncutestamentliche
Wissenschaft und die Kunde der alteren Kirche, 67 [Berlin
and New York: Walter de Gruyter]), pp. 534—44. Bede records
that Theodore had held a council at Hatficld, probably in
679, to cnable the English church to affirm the decisions made
at the five ecumenical synods held berween 325 (Nicea) and
649 (the Lateran Council in Rome). Pope Agatho had hoped,
in fact, that Theodore would be present at his own council
held in Rome in 680 which declared that Christ both had
wwo natures (human and divine) and two wills; instead only
Bishop Wilfrid was present—and that was because he was in
Rome to fight his deposition from the see of York by none
other than Theodore. The Council opposed Monothelitism,
a doctrine that argued for Christ’s having two natures but
one will in an atcempt to reconcile Chalcedonian dualism with
the Monophysite belief in the single nature of Christ, a view
that had strong adherents in the East. Henry Chadwick gives
a succince summary of this debate. (Those with more time
and energy can read the texts of the 649 and 680 synods in R.
Riedinger's recent monumental editions.) Hatficld also af-
firmed the notorious addition of “Filioque” to the creed, some-
thing not sanctioned in Rome until the eleventh century: ic
had been opposed by the Byzantine monothelites and so Pope
Martin had cannily avoided the word in the 649 synod that
had reaffirmed Chalcedon. Chadwick speculates that
Theodore, a Cilician Greek, may have included the “Filioque”
(which would not have helped Agatho in his dealings with
Constantinople) because he was secking to fend off any claims
Wilfrid might make in Rome against his orthodoxy. Wilfrid's
activities in Rome may also explain why the pope sent John
the Precentor to England to verify the orthodoxy of the En-
glish Church. Theology and politics were so inextricably
bound up together in the seventh century that those like
Chadwick with a taste for the theology can find much to
advance our understanding of English ecclesiastical history in

that period.

One must trust that Ciba-Geigy, who sponsored the St.
Hilda’s College Centenary Symposium book entitled A Cel-
ebration of the Education of Women, edited by Jane Mellanby
(Oxford), are more carcful in creating cheir pharmaceutical
confections than the editor has been in assembling ar least
one chapter of her book: Patrick Wormald has kindly for-
warded a corrected copy of his paper, *“St Hilda, Saint and
Scholar (614-80)” (pp. 93-103), which reveals that he wanted
a very different paragraphing structure and a somewhar dif-
ferent text. He thus has restored Erhelthryth’s father to be-
ing an Anglian rather than an Anglican king (94), a correc-
tion which would have disappointed Archbishop Parker. Hilda
presided over the Council of Whitby {though Bede denied
her a say in the proceedings) and opposed the formidable
Wilfrid; five bishops emanated from her monastery and one
notable poet, Caedmon. A person one would like to have
met. Wormald stresses, however, not her singularity but her
example as “a type of early English feminine sanceity” that
was so important in the carly history of the English Church
{94). A third of the chapters in Bedc’s fourth book of the
Ecclesiastical History are devoted to nuns like Hild and their
houses. Orther historical sources enlarge the number of such
women; land charters from Kent, Mercia, and the West Mid-
lands increase their number yet further, although the char-
ters become rare in che laceer part of the cighth century and
virtually cease in the tenth and cleventh centuries. One sixth
of the letgers collected in St. Boniface’s correspondence are
to or from women, again a number not paralleled in lace leceer
collections. The early religious communities in which these
women lived were double monasteries. In a warrior culture
where women often outlived their menfolk, family property
became highly vulnerable were these women to (re)marry. By
booking land by charter to a nunnety, property could remain
within a family’s control—and a family’s spiricual well-being
could be assured through the prayers of the female religious.
Aldhelm's treatise on virginity implies that these religious
women did not always reject their aristocratic style of living,
an implication reified by the car-rings and costume jewelry
(not “imitation jewels” as recorded in the text [100]) found in
the excavations at Whitby. Bue there was also much learning
in these houses, both in England and in Frankish Gaul.
Wormald reiterates his carlier suggestion that a warrior aris-
tocracy was ambivalent about learning: “for menicwas. . . in
competition with a warrior cthos . . . [b]ut warrior prioritics
were not of course shared by women” (1ot). Later the promi-
nence of such women went into decline because, he argues,
“the Carolingian age and its late Anglo-Saxon offshoot were
ages of reform. Reform was on the whole a very male-domi-
nated activity in the Middle Ages” (102). In correspondence
Wormald described this paper as a jen d’espric but it contains
much sound observation and many stimulating ideas. Like
his other papers it merits re-publication, duly corrected and
annotated, in a volume of kleine Schriften.

C. Cessford brings forward in “Cavalry in Early Bernicia:
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A Reply” in Northern History 29, 185~7, iconographic evi-
dence from the Aberlemno Stone, the literary example from
Bede of the priest Coifi hurling a spear from horseback, and
archacological evidence of horsegear to counter Nicholas
Higham's view that cavalry was not used in carly Bernicia.
(The Aberlemno Stone illustrates in “strip-cartoon” format
Ecgfrich’s defear by the Picts ac Nechransmere in 685.) He
suggests that “Northumbria was more *horse oriencated’ than
the southern Anglo-Saxon kingdoms” (187). Nicholas Hooper
also enters the debate in the same journal (188-96) with “The
Aberlemno Stone and Cavalry in Anglo-Saxon England.” He
rejeces Higham's view that spears and swords in Bernician
graves were simply infantry weapons or that the evidence of
the Gododdin for spear-throwing from horseback should be
sct aside. Like Cessford, he points to the Aberlemno Stone;
both of them note the similarity between the helmets por-
trayed on the stone and the cighth-century Coppergate hel-
met as proof of the stone’s validity as evidence. He suggests
that the stone, and the literary evidence from the Brunanburh
poem and the Chronicle, s.a. 1016 indicate that the Anglo-
Saxons did not always dismount to fight, though “[w]hen the
English fought on horseback it will have been as mounted
infantry rather chan as specialized cavalry” (195), which scems
a sensible conclusion.

Huguette Taviani-Carozzi’s article, “De I'histoire au
mythe: la généalogic royale anglo-saxonne” in Cabiers de
civilisation médiévale 36, 35573, notes the growing role played
by myths of origin and by royal genealogies in national histo-
ries or chronicles composed between the seventh century and
the tenth. She focuses on the genealogies of the Anglo-Saxon
kings, and in particular, of the houses of Kenr and Wessex, in
three sources: the Historia Brittonum, the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle, and Asscr’s Gesta Alfredi. She handles with par-
ticular forcefulness the issue of the combination of pagan he-
roes and gods and biblical parriarchs in the genealogy of Britto
(¢ponymous founder of Britain) in the Historia Brittontm,
and that of Alfred’s father, Ethelwulf, within the Chronicle's
entry for 855-8. The completion of the line of descent with
biblical patriarchs from Adam to Noah represents more than
the simple placing of a Christian venceer on a pagan tradition.
Especially in the case of Alfred’s genealogy, there scems to be
definite intent to show Alfred as the legatee of a dual heri-
tage, that of the gens to which he belongs, and that of che
Christian tradition. The same message is given by Asser’s
description of Alfred’s love of both the Psalms and vernacular
poctry. The combination within the gencalogy of pagan and
Christian elements should thus be seen not as the awkward
grafting of one tradition upon another, but as the product of
coherent thought.

One of the most notable features of ninth-century En-
glish political history is the collapse of Mercian dominion
over Kenein the 820s, and the subsequent success of the West
Saxons in maintaining control over it. Simon Keyncs, in *“The
Control of Kent in the Ninth Century” (Early Medieval Eu-

rope 2, 111-31), draws on the evidence of charters and coinage
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to show that fundamenually different methods of rule were
used by the Mercian and West-Saxon regimes in Kent; the
differences help to explain the greater success of the West
Saxons. Starting his analysis with King Cenwulf (796-821),
Keynes argues thae the Mercian rulers tended to keep their
distance from the sub-kingdom of Kent. Furcher, from 810
onwards, the names of native Kentish noblemen are conspicu-
ously absent from the witness-lists of charters, “as if they no
longer had a role 1o play in their own affairs” (117). Mereian
interest in Kent appears to have been focused primarily on
creaming off its wealth, notably through control of the royal
minsters. Following the defeat of King Beornwulf of Mercia
by King Ecgberhe of the West Saxons at Elandun in 825, the
West Saxons made themselves rulers of Kent. In contrast 1o
their Mercian predecessors, the West-Saxon rulers maincained
a direct presence there, and were far more concerned to pro-
mote the interests of the local Kentish nobility; they appointed
members of that nobility to the office of ealdorman. They
also took measures to secure the loyalty of the archbishop of
Canterbury, and adopted an attitude toward the minsters that
was calculated to respect common interests. These charac-
teristics can be observed during the reigns of Ecgberht (802~
39) and /Ethelwulf (839—58). The witness-lists of their char-
ters indicace that when in Kent these kings acted with a small
West-Saxon entourage bur otherwise relied upon local nobil-
ity. "The West-Saxon kings also developed the habit of ap-
pointing one of their sons as “king” of Kent, thereby mim-
icking, and utilizing more cffectively, a tactic used by the
Mercian Cenwulf when he appointed his brother Cuthred
king of Kent. With the reign of King Ethelberht (860-65)
came yet a furcher development, a new concern to integrate
the western and castern parts of the West-Saxon realm, a
concern deducible from a Kentish charter (Sawyer, Anglo-
Saxon Charters, no. 327) issued in the firsc year of Ethelberht’s
reign, and remarkable for the number and geographical spread
of its witnesses. When Alfred assumed the kingship, it scill
remained for him to carn the suppore of the Mercian people,
but where the south-cast was concerned, “he could reap the
rewards of the skilful manner in which his predecessors had
handled cheir interests in Kent” (131).

Janee L. Nelson, in *“The Political Ideas of Alfred of
Wessex” (Kings and Kingship in Medieval Europe, ed. Anne J.
Duggan, King’s College London Medieval Studies 10 [Lon-
don, pp. 126-58), notes that the ninth century was unusual in
witnessing several rulers who were self-professedly lovers of
wisdom. On the Continent, however, the rulers in guestion
wrote very little themselves, although they were successful
patrons of learning. Among ninth-century rulers only the
Anglo-Saxon Alfred has been credited with the authorship
of significant literary works, Following a preliminary consid-
cration of aspects of Alfred’s laws, notably his introduction of
a law of treason, Nelson analyzes the king's literary works for
what they reveal about his political ideas. She accepts thac
four works—the Old-English translations of the Pastoral Care,
the Consolation of Philosophy, the Soliloguies of Augustine,
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and the first fifty Psalms—manifest a single authorial voice
that is plausibly identified as that of Alfred himself. She then
examines certain passages of the Old-English versions that
represent additions to che original Latin texts and other pas-
sages that significantly modify the original, and finds chat
such passages provide insight into Alfred’s views of rulership
and the state. For example, into his translation of the Conso-
lation of Philosophy, 11.vii, Alfred introduced the idea of three
orders of socicty, “praying men, fighting men, and working
men.” Yet, as Nelson demonstraces, although the three speci-
fied orders are peculiarly Alfredian, the idea of a threefold
division of socicty may well have been transmitted to Alfred
through texts composed at Auxerre and mediated through
Saint-Bertin, with which Alfredian England is known to have
been in contact. What is particularly characteristic of the
Alfredian translations is the revaluation of worldly goods
(woruldselda) and of worldly life as a whelc. Alfred converts
Bocthius's message of world-rejection into one of “clear, if
conditional, acceptance” (146), and also modifics Augustine’s
view of the pilgrimage of carthly life. Notable too is Alfred’s
introducrion into the Bocthius of the notion that resistance
to a ruler can be justified if the ruler is unrighteous. As Nelson
perceptively notes, Alfred's ideas are markedly different from
those of the churchmen who wrote mirrors of princes for
Carolingian rulers. The latter texts stressed the auchoritative
role of bishops in directing royal power, but Alfred, in con-
trast, says nothing of the institutional church in any of his
Boethian interpolations; and cven in the Old-English Pasto-
ral Care there is a tendency to shift Gregory's original sense
of reczor (“bishop”) to those in secular authority, and kings in
particular. Nelson aptly comments that if Alfred had had more
authoritative bishops “breathing down his neck,” he “could
never have framed his distinctive idea of the realm as a teeri-
tory within which the king wiclded unique authoricy over
resources and over men” (148). Nelson ends her study with a
consideration of Alfred'’s taking of London, which modern
interpretations of numismatic evidence indicate could have
occurred as carly as 882 or 883. She suggests that Alfred may
for a time have planned to make London the metropolitan
seat in preference to Canterbury, and that it could have been
this intention that prompted his despatch of an embassy to
Pope Marinus (882—4).

f. From the Tenth Century to the Conquest

Nicholas Brooks first brought the importance of Wulfred of
Canterbury 1o our attention. Now his namesake, Sister Beda
Brooks, has re-cxamined the evidence in “Archbishop Welfred
(805-32) and the Lordship of Minster-in-Thanet in the Early
Ninch Century” (Downtide Review 1, 211—-27). Waulfred's de-
sire to have control over the church'’s lands—and notably those
of Minster-in-Thanet—brought him into conflice with King
Cocnwulf of Mercia, and Sister Brooks sees his trip to Rome
in 814 as part of an attempt to regain lordship over his dioc-
esan monaskeries, an attempt that took shape at the Synod of
Chelsca, which sanctioned cpiscopal rule over monasteries
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whose regular life was under threat. After the death of Ab-
bess Selethryth of Minster conflict berween Waulfred and
Cocenwulf came out into the open and Wulfred was suspended
berween 817 and 8z21. The archbishop’s documentary claims
were weak, so the cathedral community provided the neces-
sary evidence, written in the very poor Latin that character-
ized Wulfred's scriptorium. In 821 Coenwulf and Wulfred
reached a settlement: the latter was reinstated and gained
Minster-in-Thanet and Reculver but in recurn had to sur-
render an estate that almost equalled what Canterbury held
in Kent at the time of Domesday Book—and he had to pay a
king’s wergeld to boot. When Coenwulf’s successor was de-
posed, Wulfred successfuily claimed the minster at the Council
of Clovesho in 825. After his death, however, the claims of the
West Saxons and then the attacks of the Vikings meant that
his gains were short-lived. This paper cannot be said to add
materially to what Nicholas Brooks has written buc it pro-
vides a convenient résumé of the evidence.

The Battle of Maldon stimulated more than one millennial
conference. It will be convenient to treat here several papers
from one such gathering that were subsequently published in
The Battle of Maldon: Fiction and Fact, ¢d. Janer Cooper
(London and Rio Grande, OH: Hambledon; xii, 265 pp.).

James Campbell brings alive “England ¢. 99t” (pp. 1-17), 3
customarily lucid account based on a wide range of primary
sources and up-to-date contemporary scholarship. He begins
by recalling the celebration with musical accompaniment at
Ramscy Abbey on 8 November that year, when the Anglo-
Saxon aristocracy was at its apogee. Shortly thereafter the
magnificent funeral of ealdorman Athelwine took place.
Drawing on Kennedy's suggestion, he asseets, “The possibil-
ity that the Maldon poem was 2 funeral seng to be sung ac
such a ceremony has to be considered” (2). The ceremony
was able to call on tremendous wealth and he observes thar all
evidence suggests that “something like a major economic revo-
lution was in progress” in the tench and eleventh centuries in
England (4). His paper cxplores something of the aristocratic
life-style of the time, where there is “the considerable likeli-
hood of there having been aristocrats who were licerate in
Latin and military monks” (8). At this time there was great
emphasis on political and social order. He notes that the
sources say little about people of the middling sort, the gen-
try and yeomanry of later days, and he stresses that our as-
sessment of the nature of Anglo-Saxon society will go badly
awry if we ignore this group. The most original aspect of this
paper arises out of the possible literary connections between
France and England, derived from his examination of the
writing by Adalbero of Laon on the three orders of socicry
{sce Nelson above). He suggests that aristocratic culture, lay
and ccclesiastical, had contacts abroad as well as with cach
other, contacts that extended into the realm of quite complex
{and licentious!) Latin. These aristocratic interests also em-
braced craftsmanship (including embroidery) and the writing
of history. But it was an aristocracy about to crumble: by
A.D. 1000 some leading men had been blinded as a punish-
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ment and dispossessed. Campbell concludes his paper, which
as ever contains flashes of insight and points to ponder, by
exploring two contexts in which the poem could have been
writien: in ¢a. 1000, at something like the establishment of
the abbey of Eynsham, and in the 9gos, when the Anglo-
Saxon aristocracy still felt secure.

The lamented Karl Leyser discussed “Early Medieval
Warfare” (pp. 87-108) at the colloquium, a paper which has
now been helpfully annotated by Tim Reuter (no small task
as Leyser ranged widely over the sources and 120 notes have
resulted). Leyser stresses the almost annual, relentless nature
of warfare in Carolingian Europe and how from the mid ninth
to the carly eleventh century “a process of mobilisation and
militarisation inescapably became part of the church’s experi-
ence” (90). Much warfare was about “rule and lordship,”
though what underlay this “was a simple quest for wealth in
all its forms: booty, treasure held by enemy kings, labour ser-
vices, manufacturing corvées and last, but not least, tribute”
(91). Plunder could be had in plenty because great men car-
ried much wealth with them on campaign as a mark of their
standing. It was difficult for commanders to coordinate op-
erations between different groups; he stresses “the enormous
importance and the central role of leaders in holding together
the litcle universes of cheir followings” (97). Leyser mentions
many of the realities of medieval warfare: the cunning of the
participants and their boasting; and the hazards of disease and
famine while campaigning and besieging (che Saxons depended
on meat, unlike the Byzantines, perhaps because their heavy
weaponry required a protein-rich dicr). The most original
part of his article is where he draws attention to the
Northmen's methods of land warfare, which greatly
discommoded the Franks: “They could and frequently did
use ground which Frankish armies always avoided if possible.
They massed, hid and then emerged from woods” (106). (One
may suggest that perhaps Alfred’s success as a military leader
lay in his obscrvance of this tactic and his adoption of it him-
selfin territory that was well-known to him.) The Northmen
also retreated into buildings that they then fortified {one thinks
of the church at Repron); they occasionally attacked ac night;
and, like Uncle Toby’s corporal, were adepr at raising fortifi-
cations. Today things have changed: now we engage in war-
fare on the roads,

Niels Lund adds to our understanding of the Battle of
Maldon by examining “Danish Military Organisation” (pp-
109-26). He questions the widespread belief that the armies
of Swein Forkbeard and Cnur were large. He explores how
far the armics of the Scandinavians were dependent on the
landed wealth of the free peasantry, a system called (with some
phonological variations) leipangr in the twelfth century and
later. He sees chis system as one that evolved, the degree of
cvolution being related to how far the various Scandinavian
countrics were unified and centralized, Norway had the greatest
claim to the antiquity of the leipangr organization, going back
to the tench century, but Lund shows thar this interpretation
must be rejected. He systematically demeolishes other Scandi-

navian (especially skaldic) and Anglo-Saxon “cvidence” for
the carly development of the leipangr system. Lund believes
that the first actempt to introduce it was under St. Knut in
1080; it first really came into being in the reign of King Niels
(1104-34). Its creation was 2 consequence of the fragmenta-
tion in the eleventh and twelfth centuries of the larger ¢s-
tates, which formerly would have had the resources to pro-
vide men for an army.

The twelfth-century histories dealing with Scandinavia
in the period of the Battle of Maldon are not very reliable,
Archacological evidence making use of dendrochronology has,
however, provided some fairly precise dates for specific re-
MAINS; NUMISMATIcs, runic inscriptions, and skaldic poctry can
provide some smidgens of further information, but as Peter
Sawyer ruefully concludes in “The Scandinavian Background”
(pp- 33-42), “It is hardly possible, on the basis of the evidence
bricfly mentioned here, to trace developments in Scandinavia
before the batele of Maldon, or for some time after it, in any
detail” (37). He notes two general features of interest, how-
ever. First, power was shared by a varicty of rulers, a feature of
governance that was exported from Norway to lecland. Sec-
ond, Scandinavia was dominated by the Danes—and remained
so until the seventeenth century. He traces the vicissitudes of
those holding or seeking power in the region from the ninth
century on, a discussion notable for his rehabilication of Svein
“Forkbeard,” who received a bad press in German sources but
not in the Encomium Emmae reginae. He suggests that Svein
led the Maldon campaign after having won the Danish throne
from his father, thus providing the unfortunate Byrhtaoth
with a worthy opponent.

Essex is one of the three counties recorded in the so-
called Little Domesday. Cyrit Hart shows in “Essex in the
Late Tench Century” (pp. 170-204) that the main adminis-
trative and economic lincaments of the county were already
largely in place by the time of the Battle of Maldon and thac
its population level was also about the same as in 1086. Liccle
Domesday, unlike its larger counterpart, preserves figures for
both 1066 and 1086—yet, Hart notes, scholars such as Round,
Finn, and Darby have focused on the later rather than the
carlier statistics, thus ignoring information about Anglo-Saxon
England in faver of the Norman successor. He publishes for
the first time the hidation and population of the county at
the two dates, broken down according to hundred and vill
(175-6). What he finds is that “[a]t all levels, there was far
more change in the structure of rural sociey during the two
decades following the Norman Conquest than in the whole
of the previous century” (179). Hart argues that half the
Domesday sectlements were certainly in existence by the year
1000 and probably as many as two-thirds. He also shows how
fundamentally stable Essex remained in later cencuries: a map
of 1777 proves that the main, and even minor, roads were largely
in place by 1086. Hare also provides a useful excursus on the
economy of the region, which was based on sheep and cheese-
making, the latter industry requiring the substantial produc-
tion of salt. Dr. Hart knows his county well and his paper
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concains useful additional information on woodlands, ficld
systems, churches, boroughs (notably Colchester and Malden)
and even the rearing of domestic poultry, supplemented by a
series of detailed maps drawn by himself.

A quarter of a century after Maldon in 1016 Cnut de-
feated the Anglo-Saxon king, Edmund Ironside, at Assanduen,
variously identified as Ashdon and Ashingdon, which happen
to be at opposite ends of Essex. Warwick Rodwell weighs up
the merits of these and other sites and brings new evidence to
bear in “The Battle of Assandun and its Memorial Church: A
Reappraisal” (pp. 127-58). The place-name evidence favors
Ashdon and a detailed review of the geography also suggests
tha this is the most likely site, with the Danish fleet possibly
being beached on the south bank of the Stour near Harwich.
Unfortunately archacological evidence is lacking but a careful
review of the parish boundarics of four churches is more help-
ful. St. Andrew’s, Ashingdon, appears to have been a propri-
etary church attached to a small Essex manor; certainly it was
not a minster foundation. Canewdon parish, another possible
contender, appears also to have been of proprictary origin.
Ashdon is a large parish with extensive glebe land, which
was, however, totally detached from the church; this is con-
sistent in form with a proprictary origin. Another contender
is Hadstock, which appears to have been a minster or monas-
tery in origin but is associated wich the cult of St. Botolph
and Ely rather than with Cnut. Unfortunately, all this cccle-
siastical evidence still does not point to the site of Cnut’s
church that he buile after the battle, as Rodwell frankly ad-
mits. In his view Ashdon is the most likely site for the battle
but is “less certainly” (154) the location of the minster church.
He suggests, however, that Cnut’s church may have been a
collegiate foundation that subsequently failed in the Middle
Ages; other examples are known. Furcher investigation of ficld
and local names here might prove to be informative: there are
a number of names in Hadstock parish with a Danish cle-
ment, bur the most interesting, which “may hold the clue to
this whole enquiry” (156), is Old Church Field in Ashdon,
near the rectory and next to its manorial lands. This could be
the site of Cnut’s church, though only archacological evi-
dence will provide the answer. This is an intriguing paper
displaying good sleuthing and containing excellent maps to
help the reader follow the arguments. It is very admirable
that the author is willing to end his paper with a question
racher than force an answer from inadequate evidence: of Old
Church Field he asks, “If this was not Assandun minster, what
was 102" (158).

M.K. Lawson’s Crut: The Danes in England in the Early
Eleventh Century, The Medieval World (London and New
York: Longman; xiv, zgo pp.) is the first full-length study of
Chnut since L.M. Larson’s Canute the Great of 1912. Lawson
ably surveys Cnut’s reign in England while taking full ac-
count of the broader northern European context within which
Cnut’s English activities must be scen. He emphasizes thac
the period of Danish supremacy in England had behind ica
history not only of conflict, but also of longstanding contacts
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and exchanges between England and Scandinavia, evidenced
by trading relations, by sectlement, and in literature. The
historical sources, both English and Scandinavian, for Cnut's
reign are scanty and problematic. Lawson’s survey of the
sources in his chapeer 11 draws attention to their potential
pitfalls, while showing how, when used with duc caucion, they
can establish an informative picture of the reign. The sources
include the law codes drawn up by Wulfstan, which Lawson
wiscly notes are “something of a quicksand in which their
compiler and his motives can never be forgotten” (63). The
thoroughness of Lawson’s account of Cnut’s dealings with
the church reflects the fullness of the documentation in this
area, and Lawson shows how Cnut's cultivation of good rela-
tions with several ccclesiastical centers, notably Canterbury
and Winchester, resulted from a combination of piety and
sound political sense. A special strength of the book is
Lawson's use of numismatic and charter evidence. His survey
of landholding during the reign establishes that there was no
great influx of Danish landholders and no large-scale replace-
ment of native landowners by colonists. Here there is a clear
contrast with the Norman Conquest that was to come and a
clue as to why the Danish conquest of 1016 was so much
more limited in its long-term effect.

Henry Loyn’s “De Jure Domini Regis: A Comment on
Royal Authority in Eleventh-Century England” in England
in the Eleventh Century: Proceedings of the 1990 Harlaxton Sym-
positm, ed. Carola Hicks, Harlaxton Medieval Studies, 2
(Stamford: Paul Watkins, 1992), pp. 17-24, considers the
growth in the nature and extene of the king's jurisdiction in
cleventh-century England by comparing the law codes of Cnut
(in particular 11 Cnut), largely put together by Wulfstan, with
the so-called Leges Henrict primi, compiled in ca. 1118 partly
from Anglo-Saxon and Continental codes by a legal expert
from the Winchester area. In Cnut's laws a homiletic tone
blends with a businesslike concern for detail. There is spe-
cific and practical formulation of royal rights of jurisdiction
under such heads as mundbryce, bamsocn, forsteal, flymena
fyrme, and fyrdwite. A close association is established be-
rween royal authority and the preservation of peace, and “[o]nce
this was firmly cstablished in men’s minds the capacity for
growth in royal institutions caleulated to preserve the peace
was vircually unlimited, and the king's positive functions in
the art of government could be extended and deepencd in
response to more sophisticated ideas of what truly consti-
tuted social peace” (19). The Leges Henrici primi include a
much larger number of specific areas over which the king had
jurisdiction, but the beginnings of the process of extending
the royal jurisdiction are clear to sce in the eleventh-century
codes. “The legal position was clear-cut, ripe for refinements
brought in by Norman bishops but secure on an Anglo-Saxon
base™ (22).

Several other papers in 1993 dealt with the upper levels of
society. In “Rural Elites and Urban Communities in Latc-
Saxon England” (Past and Present, no 141 [Novemberl, 3-37)
Robin Fleming links the history of late Anglo-Saxon
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England’s carls and thegns with its urban history, a connec-
tion she notes that has been strangely ignored by most histo-
rians. From her deep knowledge of Domesday Book she cites
many examples of urban property of all kinds held by the
thegnly class, as well as fiscal and judicial privileges. Many of
the bourgeoisic also attached themselves to such men, thereby
increasing their power. The Godwines were notable for their
avaricious acquisition of urban holdings. Some were respon-
sible for encouraging markets on their estates; successful ones
led to che formation of such towns as Newport Pagnell (Bucks.)
and Newbury (Berks.). She also rightly points to the symbi-
otic refationship between rural estates and towns: “The sur-
plus raised or manufactured on country estates needed to be
sold in local market towns in order to transform it into cash”
{18-19); urban-manufactured goods in turn were traded back
to the rural areas. The consequence was “a more cohesive and
unified England” (22). The well-to-do maintained urban halls
and sought burial in urban cemeteries; they attended urban
religious festivals and annual markets; they visited notable
relic collections at such places as Exeter, Canterbury and
Winchester; they built churches. Fleming has done an excel-
lent job in this paper of showing the inextricable links be-
tween town and country for the ruling élite. I suppose itis in
the nature of such a paper that the rural peasantry, whose
labor produced most of the surpluses that fucled the town
cconomies and provided the élites with much of their wealth,
receives scarcely a mention.

Still on an élite theme, we might now turn to the third of
a series of studies on images of women in Anglo-Saxon art
that Carol Neuman de Vegvar has been conducting. In OEN
26.1 (Fall 1992), 56-8 she discusses the portrait of Queen Emma
in London, British Library, Additional MS. 33241 in a paper
entitled, *“A Pacan for a Queen: The Frontispiece to the
‘Encomium Emmae Reginae.”” She shows that the portrait
(which is reproduced in the paper) merges two Carolingian
representations, the “enthroned and acclaimed ruler, and the
book donor presentation scenc” (57). The depiction of Emma
as a consecrated queen being observed by Harthacnur and
Edward the Confessor, then joint kings of England, shows
that the portrait dates from between 1040 and 1043. It served
to celebrate her as the architect of a peaceful succession.

Nicholas Rogers's article, “The Waltham Abbey Relic-
List” (England in the Eleventh Century, ed. Hicks, pp. 157-81),
provides an edition of the list of relics owned by the abbey
that was founded by King Harold while he was still Earl of
Wessex. The list, which occurs on fols. 3it-35v of the four-
teenth-century manuscript, London, British Library, Harley
3776, appears to have been compiled in the early thirteenth
century. The portion describing the relics given by Waltham's
wwo pre-Conquest donors, Harold and Ealdred, archbishop
of York, is written in hexameters, and may go back to the
time of Adelard, Harold's physician from Liége, who became
Moagister scholarum at Waltham. The metrical portion may
have been intended for reading aloud when the relics were
displayed. Rogers's learned introductory comments to the

edition link the fifty-nine relics given by Harold and cthe
tweney-six given by Ealdred with those individuals’ known
contacts with different parts of England and with France,
Flanders, Germany, Rome and the Holy Land. Rogers also
discusses lucidly the issuc of the “miraculous” discovery at
Montacute of the objeces—rood, bell, and Gospel book—
that prompted Harold’s foundartion, and suggests thac these
objects could originally have belonged to the Montacute es-
tate of Logworesbeorh owned by Glastonbury Abbey and may
have been buried during a Viking invasion.

Elites cannot exist without an economy to support them.
S.R.H. Jones in **Transaction Costs, Institutional Change,
and the Emergence of a Market Economy in Later Anglo-
Saxon England” (Economic History Review 46, 658-78) notes
that by the eleventh century the Anglo-Saxon economy had
become one of the richest and most progressive in Europe.
While this partly reflected the quality and extent of England’s
natural resources, it also resulted from a shift from “an
allocative system based largely on gift exchange and institu-
tional redistribution” to a system “in which commodiries were
increasingly exchanged for money in price-making markers”
(658). The key period for this shift was the late ninth and
carly tenth centuries, the key factor the reaction to the Vi-
king threat. The Anglo-Saxons were obliged cither o pay
geld to buy off the invaders, or to combine politically and
militarily to defeac them. Both courses of action required that
much larger surpluses be realized than hitherto, and this led
to more systematic exploitation and monetization of resources,
which entailed the greater use of markets. Furcher, the estab-
lishment of some fifty fortified burhs by Kings Alfred and
Edward the Elder and by the Lady Athelflzd of the Mercians
provided a protected environment for merchants. The sys-
tematization of the administration of justice from the time of
Alfred onwards also impacted on the economy by establish-
ing tolls, fines, rents, and taxes that were increasingly levied
in 2 liquid form, and the growing monetization of the cconomy
was reflected in the establishment of mints in ac least sixty
locations by the end of the tenth century. In the early elev-
enth century, the Anglo-Saxons were able to pay huge sums
in geld to the new wave of Viking attackers, something that
would not have been possible unless the economy had been
able, through its neework of markets, to produce significant
monctized surpluses. As Jones concludes, “[Bly the early elev-
enth century, production for sale in che local market town
had become relatively commonplace. By then Aclfric was able
to write, ‘he who has pennies or silver can get anything he
pleases™ (675).

g- Post-Conquest Studies

Matthew Strickland asks whether “the concepts of knight-
hood and the behavioural usages in war adopted and devel-
oped by the Norman nobility and recognisable from the carly
eleventh century [were] essentially similar to those in opera-
tion among the late Saxon aristocracy” (41) in “Slaughter,
Slavery or Ransom: The Impact of the Conquest on Con-
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ductin Warfare” (England in the Eleventh Century, ed. Hicks,
pp- 41-59). The question is an important one, for the answer
might help explain a significant change in lace-eleventh-cen-
tury England: the disappearance of slavery. Strickland points
to an ethos different from that of Saxon and Viking warriors,
one that suggests a warrior élite. This ethos reveals itself in
such incidents as the compensation paid to the citizens of
Dover when undisciplined troops set fire to their town, though
they were seeking to surrender, and also when captured war-
riors were ransomed rather than slaughrered by Duke Will-
iam in 1050. Strickland docs, however, note that “frequently
the dictates of animosicy and vendetta outweighed the finan-
cial advantages of ransom” {43). In contrast, “even the most
cursory reading of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle conveys a strong
impression of the frequency with which considerable num-
bers of high ranking men were slain in battle” (45): both Vi-
kings and Anglo-Saxons were inclined to kill rather than cap-
ture warriors and both peoples tended to enslave rather than
ransom those whom they did capture. Particularly significant
to this reviewer’s mind is Robert of Rhuddlan, who after the
Conquest cnslaved his Welsh captives. Ordericus Vitalis
strongly condemned him for this. Strickland points out that
Robert had been in England prior to the Conquest and his
actitudes thus might reflect the values of those amongst whom
he lived racher than those of his homeland. Ransoming did
occur among the Vikings but in general slaughter was more
common. The blood feud, the conflict between pagan and
Christian, and the desire of the Anglo-Saxons to defend their
homeland he sees as factors explaining the sanguinary nature
of pre-Conquest warfare. He believes that the difference be-
tween the Saxon and Norman attitudes lay “in the nature and
context of the warfare itself” (56). Anglo-Saxon warfare was
largely directed at external threats rather than against neigh-
bors, whereas in Normandy “[p]rivate war was endemic” (56)
but was directed against fellow Christians rather than pagans.
Above all else, Norman warfare came to be based on the
warhorse {unlike the ship-based Scandinavians), resulting in
a martial aristocracy. Warfare amongst the Normans was be-
tween scttled neighbors who might be, or might become,
kinsmen: to destroy them or depopulate their lands made
lictle long-term scnse. Ironically the Battle of Hastings was
thus “for many Normans to be the largest and most bloody
engagement they would cver experience” (59). This differ-
ence in outlook between Anglo-Saxon and Norman must
surcly provide a partial explanation for the virtual disappear-
ance of slavery from England by the end of the cleventh cen-
tury.

The Battle of Hastings received a graphic depiction in
the form of the Bayeux Tapestry. In “The Borders of the
Bayeux Tapestry” (England in the Eleventh Century, cd. Hicks,
pp. 251=65 + plates 24—39) Carola Hicks considers the
Tapestry’s animals and birds and the question of whether they
should be scen as pure ornament or as relating to, and com-
menting on, the main action of the Tapestry. Within the
borders Hicks distinguishes between narrative scenes and or-
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namental depictions. The narrative border scenes include some
that illustrate Esopian fables, although scholarly calculation
of the number of fables portrayed has varied from eight to
forty-two. Other narrative pictures include genre scenes thar
appear to derive from calendar and natural history illustra-
tions. One or two depictions appear to represent bestiary ani-
mals, as Yapp suggested, but Hicks notes that there is no
surviving illustrated bestiary from this period. The purely
ornamental depictions generally show pairs of confronted or
addorsed creatures, often exotic ones. Frequencly it is pos-
sible to relate these illustrations to Sassanian or Byzantine
silks, but the immediate source is most likely to have been an
illuminated manuscript. Hicks notes that David Bernstein,
in his The Mystery of the Bayeux Tapestry (1986), saw the
borders of the Tapestry as presenting a pro-Anglo-Saxon sub-
text. She rejects his interpretation, pointing out that his de-
sire to see a link berween William the Conqueror and the
border depictions of the winged lion—which in the Book of
Danicl represents Babylon—fails because the winged lion, i.c.
griffin, also occurs in conjunction with Anglo-Saxons. For
Hicks the borders are decorative and do not contribute to the
message of “the central cext” of the Tapestry. In the course of
her study she observes that che stylistic differences berween
the border portions of the eight strips that make up the Tap-
estry may suggest that it is the work of different groups work-
ing concurrently to 2 master design for the central portion
but with some discretion as to the border details.

With the Normans came new ecclesiastical foundations.
As Jane Martindale notes in “Monasteries and Castles: The
Priories of St-Florent de Saumur in England after 1066” (En-
gland in the Eleventh Century, ed. Hicks, pp. 135-56 + plates
6a-b), onc of the policies adopted by the Normans in their
colonization of England after the Conquest was to found prio-
rics affiliated 10 Continental mother-houses and to populate
them with monks brought from across the Channel. Fre-
quently the mother-houses were not in Normandy burt were
abbeys with which the Conqueror’s followers had personal
connections. Basing her study on careful research conducted
in departmental archives at Angers, Martindale traces the early
history of four priories founded in the late cleventh century
and affiliated to the abbey of St-Florent de Saumur in Anjou.
Located at Bramber (Sussex), Monmouth (Herefordshire),
Sporle (Norfolk), and Andover (Hampshire), the four prio-
ries each had a differenc lay founder. The priories of Bramber
and Monmouth were centered on their founders’ castles, Such
a link with feudal power was alicn to the Anglo-Saxons, but
there were Norman precedents for it. Martindale conctudes
that “the early history of the priories founded for St-Florent
in England follows the pattern of settlement which has been
described as the ‘complex’ of ‘castle-bourg-monastery’, and
judged to be an important ‘instrument of colonisation’ in
England after the victory of 1066” (155-6).

In a fascinating and painstakingly rescarched article, George
T. Beech (™Queen Machilda of England (1066-1083) and
the Abbey of La Chaise-Dieu in the Auvergne”, Friib-
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mittelalterliche Studien 27, 350-74) investigates the sources of
the belief still current in France that Queen Edich (d. 1073),
the wife of Edward the Confessor, was buried at the abbey
church of La Chaise-Dicu in south-eastern France. The
French legend cannot be true, for there is evidence that Edich
was buried next to her husband in Westminster Abbey. The
ultimate source of the legend was evidently a twelfth-century
vita of St. Adelelm (d. 1097), monk and third abbot of La
Chaise-Dieu: che wita records that an (unnamed) English
queen was cured of illness after despatching messengers to
the saint and receiving bread that he had blessed; in recom-
pense the queen sent Adelelm a “precious priestly vestment.”
Further, according to a medieval prayer now lost but copied
in the seventeenth century—a prayer recited ac the abbey’s
annual ceremony commemorating dead benefactors—an En-
glish queen had provided funds for building the abbey’s dor-
mitory. Beech concludes chac the information in the prayer is
probably authentic, and chat the queen commemorated must
have been the same queen as had been miraculously cured. By
the seventeenth century, the community ac La Chaise-Dicu
believed that this queen actually lay buried ac the abbey. Al-
most certainly this belief was erroncous; it may have resulted
from a misunderstanding of the cause of her annual com-
memoration. It was apparently only in the nincteenth cen-
tury that it was suggested, by a local historian, that the queen
was the Confessor’s wife. Beech points out that, given the
span of St. Adelelm’s carcer, any one of four women could be
the “queen” whom Adelelm healed: Edith cthe Confessor’s
wife; Edith Swansneck, who was Harold Godwinson’s con-
cubine or wife while he was the Duke of Wessex, although
she was never actually queen; Edith of Mercia, whom Harold
married around the time of his coronation carly in 1066; and
Mathilda, the Conqueror’s wife. Beech’s analysis of the his-
torical records of the activities of these four strongly suggests
that, alchough the other three cannot be ruled out completely,
the most likely candidate is Mathilda (d. 1083), whose hus-
band William had been present at the foundation of La Chaise-
Dicu in 1052 and who is known to have presented precious
vestments to Continental houscs.

Two incisive studies consider the establishment of a
Benedictine community at Durham in 1083 and the preced-
ing history of the community of St. Cuthbert which had
settled at Durham in the late tenth century after departing
from Lindsfarne in the ninth. Ted Johnson-South (*“The
Norman Congquest of Durham: Norman Historians and the
Anglo-Saxon Community of St. Cuthbert”, Haskins Society
Journal 4, 85-95) treats with skepticism the account of the
pre-1083 community that is presented in the carly owelfth-
century Historta Dunelmensis Ecclesiae aceributed to Symeon
of Durham. According to that account, when the Vikings
attacked Lindisfarne in 875, they slaughtered the monks, and
those who departed with the relics of St. Cuthbert largely
consisted of children who had been educated by the monks
but who had taken no monastic vows and who later broke the
discipline they had learned, married, and produced children;

by the late eleventh century their successors lived corruptly
and the religious life of the community had declined sadly.
Symecon thus justifics the replacement of this communiry by
Benedictines introduced by Bishop William of St. Calais.
Johnson-South uses two late Saxon sources, the Historia de
Sancto Cuthberto and the Annales Lindisfarnenses—sources
which, however, arc known only from post-Conquest wit-
nesses, a fact that Johnson-South omits to mention—to cast
doubt on several key poings of Symeon’s account. These two
sources, while chronicling the Viking attack of 875, do not
record the slaughter of the monks, which for Symeon was the
principal factor that caused the disintegration of monastic
discipline. The cvidence of the Historia de Sancto Cuthberto
suggests that the relocation of the Lindisfarne communicy
may have been premeditated rather than a reaction of panic.
The communicy’s seven years of travel before settling at
Chester-le-Streetin 883, far from being the erraric flight por-
trayed by Symeon, was apparently an orderly progression
through cstates owned by the communiry, which during and
after this period shifted southwards the center of gravity of its
considerable territorial holdings. Further, if members of the
tenth- and eleventh-century communiry did indeed marry,
this need not mean that the community no longer considered
itself monastic. Eric John has shown that in southern En-
glish houses before the tenth-century Benedictine reforms
monks were apparcntly able to marry, and it is possible that
the pre-Conquest monastic tradition in Northumbria may
have allowed marriage. Johnson-South’s study suggests that
the pre-t1o83 Durham community may have been well con-
nected with powerful local families and chat it may therefore
have been political as well as pious motives that resulted in
the replacement of this community under William of Saint-
Calais.

David Rollason reaches a similar conclusion in “Symeon
of Durham and the Community of Durham in the Eleventh
Century” (England in the Eleventh Century, ed. Hicks, pp.
183-98), although Rollason accepts the traditional view that,
after the departure from Lindisfarne, the community of St.
Cuthbert was transformed from a monastic body to one of
secular clerks. Noting Symcon’s emphasis on the lax condi-
tion of the pre-1083 clerks, Rollason underlines Symeon’s pro-
pagandistic tendencies, ascertainable, for example, from his
glossing over Bishop William’s cxile in Normandy in 1088~
g1. Rollason cites evidence showing that the pre-1083 com-
munity was to a degree both licerate and devout, and then
explores in decail the possibility that the real motivation for
the replacement of that community was ccclesio-political.
Post-Conquest Northumbria was politically unstable. In 1080
Walcher, the first Norman bishop of Durham, whom the
Conqueror had also appointed earl of Northumbria, was mur-
dered by a member of the house of Bamburgh, which had
traditionally furnished the earls. The secular communicy of
Durham had intimate links with the house of Bamburgh. On
Rollason’s persuasive analysis, the introduction of Benedictine
monks at Durham formed part of a conscious Norman policy
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of breaking the influence of the traditional holders of power
and extending Norman control over the North.

As ever Domesday studies loomed large in the period under
review. William E. Kapelle (“The Purpose of Domesday Book:
A Quandary,” Essays in Medieval Studies: Proceedings of the
fllinois Medieval Association g (1992, 55-68) presents a con-
cise summary of scholarly theories concerning the origin of
Domesday Book and draws attention to neglected aspects of
the Domesday survey that may throw further light on its pur-
pose. All assessments of Domesday Book have to account for
the structuring of the book’s information by landholder rather
than by hundred (the administrative upit below cthe shire).
J.-H. Round proposed in the [ate nincteenth century that
Domesday was fiscal in purpose; that it was the direct result
of a geld inquest; and that an carly draft of Domesday for
Cambridgeshire indicated that che original returns on which
Domesday was based were organized by the hundred, which
was the traditional unit for geld collection. This view was
challenged by V.H. Galbraith, who, beginning with a study
published in 1942, used the cvidence of the Exon Domesday
to show that the structuring of the survey was from the first
on the basis of the new honerial feudal framework and that
Domesday Book was planned as a feudal assessment to assist
the Congqueror in exercising his rights as a feudal overlord.
Subscquent scholarship has clustered around these two com-
peting theories and has refined upon them, so that, for ex-
ample, Sally Harvey, an adherent of the geld theory, has shown
persuasively that Domesday stood at the end of a tradition of
surveys thar stretched back to Anglo-Saxon times; her evi-
dence combines with that revealed by che researches of James
Campbell to suggest that the late Anglo-Saxon state was more
centralized and sophisticated than has gencrally been assumed.
Kapelle’s own view is that both the geld and the feudal ad-
ministration theories display weaknesses on questions of de-
tail, and he suggests, albeit tentatively, that difficulties en-
countered by attempts to exphin Domesday could result from
a misunderstanding of the chronological relationship between
the survey and the Norman settlement of England. That
settlement has normally been dated to the lace 10605 or early
1070s. Had that indeed been the main period of settlement,
one would expect much more evidence in Domesday for
Norman landholders who had died by the date of the survey.
Kapelle proposes the alternative hypothesis that initially sertle-
ment was light, and that a major wave of settdement followed
later, after the mid-1070s. If this were so, Domesday Book
would be explicable as “part of the process of creating the
Norman honors in England” (63), and would have had an
immediate practical usefulness. Kapelle acknowledges that
“more evidence is desirable before we embrace such a radical
readjustment of the chronology of the Norman settlement”
(65).

N.J. Higham proposes an innovative interpretation of the
aims of Domesday in *“The Domesday Survey: Context and
Purpose” (History 78, 7-21). Higham draws attention to the
grave threat of a Danish invasion of England in 1085, a threat
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that according to MS. E of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle caused
King William to recruit “a larger force of men and infantry
from France and Brittany than had ever come to this coun-
try.” William was obliged to billet these soldiers on his vassals
in England. In the cvent, the Danish attack did not take place.
Nonetheless, the expense of billeting the troops, coupled with
heavy taxation imposed by William from 1083 onwards, must
have arousced considerable grievances among che lesser baron-
age and others on whom the principal burden fell. In Higham's
view, the Domesday survey was aimed at alleviating these griev-
ances by creating a register that would result in a fairer alloca-
tion of the burden than had been possible by using existing
geld-lists: Domesday included the nearly geld-free rerra regis
and all those estates of the grear vassals that had ¢njoyed ben-
eficial hidation. “By commissioning the Domesday Book,
William was conceding an cquality of misery to his baronage
and agreeing to shoulder an equivalent share of that misery
himself. The new system was demonstrably fairer than the
geld lists as a basis for the quartering of troops” (17-18). Time
will tell whether Higham'’s interpretation of the purpose of
Domesday gains acceptance; meanwhile, his seudy performs
the service of highlighting the strength of the fear of Danish
invasion as late as the 1o80s and the complex political circum-
stances at the close of the Conqueror’s reign.

Consideration of the purpose of Domesday also informs
Patrick Wormald's “Domesday Lawsuits: A Provisional Lise
and Prefiminary Comment” (England in the Eleventh Cen-
tury, ed. Hicks, pp. 61-102). Wormald tabulates the 339 dis-
putes over landholding that are recorded in Domesday as hav-
ing been heard or generaced by the 1086 survey. In the pen-
etrating analysis with which he prefaces the table, he notes
the imbalance in the number of lawsuits recorded for the seven
different circuits into which the Domesday commissioners
divided England: thus no disputes at all are listed for Circuit
IV (the Midlands), whereas 55 per cent of all the listed Jaw-
suits are for Circuit VI (the North). It is also striking that
not infrequently when Domesday Book records the sertle-
ment of 2 dispute in favor of the plaintiff it nonetheless lists
the land concerned under the name of the defendant. Thus,
“the Book is itself an inefficient guide to the outcome of the
lawsuits it incorporates” (74). As Wormald observes, this
should qualify J. C. Holt’s conclusion that, while the primary
motivation of Domesday was the Conqueror’s concern to make
manorial ownership yicld fiscal dividends, it was also intended
to provide William's barons with a formal title to their lands
and thereby secure their loyalty. The failure to list dispured
lands under their legally proven holders suggests a lack of
concern for this issue and reinforces the essential correctness
of Maitland's conclusion that Domesday Book was “no regis-
ter of ticle.”

The Domesday survey presented informacion that had
been attested by sworn jurors in every hundred covered by the
survey, While for most of England the names of the jurors
are not recorded, two of the so-called Domesday satellites,
the Inguisitio Comitaris Cantabrigiensts and the Inquisitio
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Eliensis, provide the names of the jurors for the fifteen hun-
dreds of Cambridgeshire and for three hundreds in
Hertfordshire. C.P. Lewis's **The Domesday Jurors™ (Haskins
Socieey Journal 5, 17-44) offers a detailed analysis and illumi-
nating interpretation of these jury lists, leading to significant
conclusions about patterns of landholding in 1086. Each of
the Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire hundreds had cight
jurors, and, of the total of 158 different names listed, Bo were
Englishmen and 78 Frenchmen. Far fewer than half of these
jurors are fisted as landholders in Domesday, a point that re-
quires explanation. Onomastic analysis suggests that both the
French and English jurors came from the middle ranks of
society. Of those jurors whose lands are listed in Domesday,
the French jurors were somewhat more prosperous than the
English, although basically both groups fell within the same
class. As for the jurors whose lands are not listed in Domesday,
many can be presumed to have belonged to tenurial level three;
that is, they were tenants of the undertenants of tenants-in-
chief. Apart from Cheshire and Shropshire, Domesday sys-
tematically omitced chis chird tenurial level; hence those ju-
rors’ failure to be listed, Other jurors may have been the holders
of fragments of manors that were not separately mentioned in
Domesday; and yer others may have been unrecorded lessees
of manors (Ely Abbey in particular is known to have favored
leasing). Lewis concludes that the Domesday jurors in gen-
eral, both French and English, were occupicrs of land rather
than peasants or unbeneficed knighes. This means that “the
jury lists for Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire are a highly
significant corrective to any picture of the landed settlement
of England derived from Domesday Book alone” (32). The
jury lists add a substantial number to the landowners
ascertainable in Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire in 1086;
and they suggest that the number of native English landown-
ers at this ttme was much higher than has previously been
recognized, although admittedly these English landowners
probably held land only at a restricted local level. The jury
lists thus provide information that impacts significantly on
the debate over the extent of the “tenurial revolution” re-
flected in Domesday Book. Lewis rounds off his study with a
useful appendix listing all the jurors named in the fnguisitio
Comitatis Cantabrigiensis and Inquisitio Eliensis.

Domesday has frequentdly been cited as providing evidence
for the devastating cffect of the Conqueror’s ravaging of the
North of England in 1069-70, as D.M. Palliser notes
(*Domesday Book and the ‘Harrying of the North,” North-
ern History 29, 1-23). The survey describes numerous York-
shire vills simply as “waste,” and scholars have tended 1o con-
clude that this indicates chat ac the time of Domesday large
tracts of land had failed to recover from the Conqueror’s cam-
paign of seventeen years carlicr. However, Palliser underlines
that it is frequently unclear what the term “waste” implied.
No entry in the Yorkshire section of Domesday specifically
identifics William’s campaign as the cause for fand lying waste,
and some land described as waste is nonetheless listed as hav-
ing certain resources. Moreover, significant portions of the

Yorkshire scction, norably leaves that list large numbers of
lesser manors but provide little information about them, may
have been seriously misinterpreted. The failure to provide
detailed information need not imply thar the manors in ques-
tion were depopulated and valueless, as has been believed. As
Palliser notes, D. Roffe’s recent codicological and diplomatic
analysis of Domesday Book proposes that, while the York-
shire section now comes at the end of Great Domesday, that
section was probably prepared before any other part, for its
scribe experimented extensively with formulae for presenting
his information before he arrived at a formar that then be-
came standard. The Yorkshire section appears to reflect haste
and changes of plan, and the occurrence of abbreviated infor-
mation about Yorkshire lands has too readily been assumed
to mean that the lands lay waste. While there can be no doubt
of the severe effect of the Conqueror’s punitive campaign in
the North, “Domesday Book for Yorkshire cannot be used
scraightforwardly as a simple index of land still lying waste
seventeen years after a recorded devastation and lying waste as
a result of that devastation™ (21).

What determined the value recorded for a manor in
Domesday Book? Carl R. Jackson, Jr. (**How the Normans
Determined Domesday Book Manorial Values for Essex
County,” Albion 25, 1-z1) notes that scholars have variously
identified the key factor as the number of & manor’s sheep, its
annual income, the amount of its tax units, or the number of
its plowlands. The wealth of information contained in
Domesday Book makes it eminently suitable for computer-
based statistical analysis, Such an analysis was undertaken by
John McDonald and G.D. Snooks in their Domesday Economy
{1986) (sce OEN 21.1 [1987] 148-50) and their conclusion was
that the value of 2 manor was strongly related to its total
agriculture and its population. However, Jackson observes that
the Normans, lacking sophisticated techniques of calculation,
would have been unlikely to have used such a complex com-
bination of components as was proposed by McDonald and
Snooks in order to establish manorial value. Jackson’s own
computer-based analysis of the Domesday returns for a single
county, Essex, indicates that the unit on which manorial value
was based was the plowland or carucate, defined as the amount
of land that could be plowed in one year by one plow and a
team of eight oxen. To support this conclusion, Jackson pre-
sents a set of cight tables based on advanced statistical tech-
niques. He expresses the hope that similar statistical studies
will be conducted for other countics, for only when this has
been done “will the question of how manorial value was de-
termined in 1086 England, be put to resc” (11).

Anthony W. Fox’s *“Non-Monastic Priests in Domesday
Essex” (Essex Journal 28.2, so-1) examines chis, the largest
group of persons in the Esscx Domesday with an unusual
occupation, some ten of them in all. Their holdings were
akin to those of villeins. All but one of the rural priests were
dispossessed after 1066 but the five who were also Colchester
burgesses managed to reeain their properties. He provides a
uscful table of the priests’ names and their lands in 1066 as
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recorded in Litele Domesday.

h. Regional and Urban Studies

Rather in the manner of John Leland we shall undertake an
itinerary of England, though following a somewhar different
route, beginning in Cornwall, moving northwards and east-
wards, then straying south again, and finally ending in Wessex.
Peter Herring and Della Hooke engage in *“Interrogat-
ing Anglo-Saxons in St Dennis” in Cornish Archacology, no
32, 67-75, by paying close attention to Sawyer, Anglo-Saxon
Charters, no. 1020, a document of 1019 granting part of Trerice
in St. Dennis, Cornwall. This rescarch is the historical and
geographical equivalent of a “rescue dig” because the western
third of the charter boundary falls within the “Winning and
Working Arca” of the St. Austell China Clay region. All who
feel a pang for what has been lost of the Anglo-Saxon past
whencver they drive past Breedon-on-the-Hill, teetering on
the brink of a vast quarry that has gobbled up much of its hill,
will be chankful for their industry. The document mentions
a “highway,” a “lane,” and a “way.” They note: “A fragment of
this highway survives as a very deep and un-metalled hollow-
way. . . . Unfortunately this rare survival of an early medieval
road, continuously used for well over goo years and still es-
sentially in its original form, is to be finally cur and partially
destroyed by the Fraddon/Indian Queens by-pass” (70). How
sad, when the overall conclusion is that this charter shows
“how stable this part of the Cornish countryside has been
since 1049" (73). Lexicographers should note Della Hooke's
discussion of the term uz-hlyp, which she defines as an “out-
lying common pasture over which stock roamed frecly” (74).
“Patrick appears to be one of those saints who died re-
peatedly, in different places, and at different times.” So begins
Lesley Abrams's exercise in skepticism, *“St Patrick and
Glastonbury Abbey: Nibul ex nibilo fit?” in Saint Patrick, A.D.
493-1993 by David Dumville et al. (Woodbridge and Roches-
ter, NY: Boydell), pp. 233-42. Not that she dictates what we
should think about the founder and founding of Glastonbury
Abbey. After all, one eminent scholar has incautiously com-
mitted himself in print to the view that che elder Patrick was
the founder of Glastonbury Abbey, though unfortunately, if
one believes this, one is not relieved of decisions, since there
are two candidates for the title of Patrick Senior. In point of
fact, Abrams observes that the genesis of the Patrician cule ac
Glastonbury can be traced back no earlier than the tenth cen-
tury—but then, given the nature of the sources a “[cJonfirmed
sceptic” would note that “the clustering of sources in the tenth
century is inevitable” (242), so the belief could be older. A
teasing problem for anyone writing a history of marketing in
Western culture, a skill long pracciced at Glastonbury. . . .
The Revd. Canon Eric Gethyn-Jones observes in *“The
Church in Berkeley” ( Transactions of the Bristol and Gloucester
Archacological Society 110 [1992], 59-60) that references to the
abbot, abbey or familia of Berkeley are surprisingly frequent
between the cighth and tenth centuries. The abbey may have
been destroyed when the Danes landed in g1o in Sharpness
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(which may have been the site of the abbey, although chis has
been the subject of debate). The parish church was “the
mother church of the parochia in the Berkeley Hernesse”
(60); whether the latter housed a community or was of colle-
giate STatus is uncertain,

Christopher Cox aims at correcting translations and “some
topographical distortions™ made by C.E. Watson and G.B.
Grundy in the carly 19305 in their examination of the bounds
of two charters, Sawyer, Anglo-Saxon Charters, nos. 103 (A.D.
716x745) and 1441 (A.D. 896). His paper, **The Woodlands
of Woodchester—the Charters Reconsidered,” is published
in the same journal as the previous article (61-76). Even with
his new contributions, the bounds are still not unambigu-
ously identified in all respects; there is scope here for further
work based on a re-edition of the texts.

Patrick Wormald in How Do We Know So Much About
Anglo-Saxon Deerburst? (Decrhurst Lecture 1991 [Deerhurse,
Gloucs.]) notes that the church of Deerhurst is mentioned in
more historical documents and narratives than most other
Anglo-Saxon buildings, although the number of mentions is
still small. Deerhurse first appears in a document of 804 (known
only from efeventh-century Worcester sources) in which it is
granted land by Arhelric, son of thelmund, this Lchelric
having evidently been its lay patron. The document leads
Wormald into an illuminating discussion of the practice of
bestowing land by charter and of the types of dispute thac
might arise therefrom. Secondly, Deerhurst is mentioned in
Osbern of Canterbury’s late eleventh-century Life of St.
lfbeah as the place where ZElfheah began his monastic ca-
reer before taking up the hermit’s life ac Bath. Osbern indi-
cates that Decerhurst was then a reformed monastery, but
Wormald casts doubc on whether that was really so. Thirdly,
in MS. D of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, and in the related
Latin chronicle of John of Worcester, Deerhurst is mentioned
in the annals for 1016, 1053, and 1056, Wormald takes this asa
cue for a significant discussion of the likely origin of MS. D.
The manuscript was certainly in Worcester in the sixteenth
century, when it was seen there by John Joscelyn, and prob-
ably in the twelfth century, when it scems to have been used
as a source by John of Worcester. But it need not have origi-
nated there, and its failure to say anything abour Sc. Wulfstan,
bishop of Worcester (1062-95), suggests that it did not.
Wormald notes the prominence given by D to Ealdred, bishop
of Worcester (1047-62) and archbishop of York (1061-69),
and suggests that D was compiled somewhere in the North
of England (although not at York itself), largely from sources
closely associated with Ealdred. A link with Ealdred would
serve to explain the several mentions of Deerhurst in D, for
Ealdred had connections in Deerhurst, having dedicated Earl
Odda’s chapel there in April 1056 and, later in the same year,
bestowed monastic orders there on the dying Odda. Wormald
concludes his lecture by commenting that the reason why
Deerhurst has survived as an Anglo-Saxon church, and was
not rebuilt in early Anglo-Norman times as might have been
expected, may be because Edward the Confessor granted the
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church to the abbey of Saint-Denis in France: the church’s
absentee landlord appears to have treated it with benign ne-
glect.

Because of the chance survival of primary material—and
the current geographical location of contemporary scholars—
some English counties receive rather more attention from
Anglo-Saxonists than others. Apart from Burton, Tamworth,
and Lichfield, Staffordshire tends to be rather neglected. The
new journal, Staffordshire Studies, might help rectify our ig-
norance of this geographically diverse county, best known to-
day (now that its potteries have languished) for its beer and
the Abbots Bromley horn dance, both of which probably had
Anglo-Saxon origins (for the latter, sce OEN 17.1 [1983], 136).

None of the twenty Newcascles in the British Isles fea-
ture in standard tourist itineraries. Newcastle-under-Lyme
in northern Staffordshire is no different from the others but
its ancestry may be more venerable than some, as Robin Studd
argues in *“Medicval Neweastle-under-Lyme: A Hidden
Domesday Borough?” (Staffordshire Studies 3 [1990=1], 1-21).
Hitherco the town has been deemed to be a twelfth-century
foundation that became the wealthiest and perhaps the most
populous town in thirteenth-century Staffordshire (5). Studd
fooks for earlier evidence of its presence in the Domesday
entry describing the manor of Trentham, in which the lacer
Newcastle was to be found. He points out that much of north-
ern Staffordshire is difficule terrain, which would thus be of
little interest to William's commissioners as a source of rev-
enue, and, in any case, the survey was better geared to the
assessment of rural manors than of towns. He draws atten-
tion to a double entry for the population of Trentham and a
risc in its manorial valuation berween Edward's death and
1086. Studd suggests that this may indicate an incipient town
in existence before the Conquest. The evidence is slight and
would be more convincing if he could point to analogous en-
tries in other counties. The title of his article is certainly
misleading as the term “borough” changed over time: in 1086
it could be said neither to have been an Alfredian brurb nor
the Newcastle that received a borough charter in 1173.

John Hunt's *“Land Tenure and Lordship in Tenth and
Eleventh Century Staffordshire” (Staffordshire Studies 4 [1991-
2], 1-20) examines the relationship between lordship and land
tenure in the county (and the slightly more extensive honor
of Dudley) and what that tenure entailed for many thegns.
He specifically explores how far dependent tenure involved
the expectation of military service, termed by him “feudal-
ism”, which Susan Reynolds for one would like to see ban-
ished from the historian’s lexicon. He believes that in Stafford-
shire there was a link “between tenure, military service, and
effective lordship since at least the middle of the tenth cen-
tury” (10). Much of this is speculation, however. Hunt rightly
points to the fragmentation of larger estates in the tenth cen-
tury and suggests that the evidence often records landholders
rather than landowners. He also cakes issue with Robin
Fleming's suggestion that consolidated territorial fees were a
secondary proof of change under the Conqueror, which fol-
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lowed the granting of land to William's followers based on
the holdings of the antccessor under che Confessor: Hunt's
claim chat such fees were a primary phase in Staffordshire
thar followed the fall of Earl Edwin in 1071 has racher more
cogency. However, phrases such as “one might postulate” (10),
“it is improbable that,” “One can speculate that,” and “it is
probable that” (1), “The cumulative impression” (13), “it is
quite likely that” (14), “The impression created” (i5), “links
. . carearguable” (17), “there is a strong impression” and “The
impression is given” (18) cumulatively do not give an impres-
sion of a strong case.

N.J. Higham’s The Origins of Cheshire, Origins of the
Shire (Manchester: Manchester University Press; xvi, 241 pp.,
ill.) is an excellendly illustrated book with numerous maps
which promises rather more than it can deliver. Written evi-
dence from and about pre-Conquest Cheshire is exiguous and
archacology still does not have a great deal to offer. As he
frankly observes of the late Roman period, “[I)c will always be
possible for scholars to approach the very limited body of source
matcrials from different perspectives or with different vatue
judgements, and then offer hypotheses which differ dramati-
cally one from another” (64).

He begins his volume with a topographical description of
the county and a bricf discussion of its prehistory. From a
modern popular perspective its leading carly figure is the un-
fortunate Lindow Man, whose garrotted body was found in a
bog in 1983, where it had lain since at least the post-Roman
period but perhaps even for several centuries longer. After a
chapter devoted to the Roman period, he turns to the
Romano-British cra. His examination of an important carly
document, the Tribal Hidage, leads him to the interesting
suggestion that the hitherto unlocated Westerne of the texc
referred to British kings living west of Wroxeter, e.g., the
kings of Anglesey or Gwynedd (70, 72). He identifies “very
tentatively” (75) the Wrocen sete of the Hidage wich che
Cornovii of Roman Britain and believes their cerritory in-
cluded Cheshire, much of Shropshire, and western Stafford-
shire (74). He believes this was a British court based in sub-
Roman Wroxcter (77). Place-names suggest that Christian-
try survived up until the conversion of the Anglo-Saxons and
that Cheshire formed “part of 2 comparatively large sub-Ro-
man British kingdom within which Christianity had survived
the collapse of Empirc as the official religion” (84). He sug-
gests that Chester was the venue for the famous mecting
Augustine of Canterbury had with the British bishops, though
this reviewer does not find his arguments persuasive.

A substantial portion of the book is devored to a detailed
investigation of all the Cheshire regions by reconstructing
carly estates, primarily using a combination of information
derived from parochial structure and tenurial patterns as en-
shrined in Domesday Book. Middlewich Hundred may be
taken as an example. He suggests that Sandbach (known for
its extant Saxon stone crosses, whose iconography he dis-
cusscs on pp. 167-8) was the mother-church of what are now
four parishes in the west of the hundred, with Astbury (“East
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burh”) being another on the castern side. He notes that chis
bipartite organization is found in many Cheshire hundreds.
Sandbach, he suggests, may have been an episcopal residence
in the late pre-Viking period, though by the end of the Anglo-
Saxon era it had lost its status and its parachia had begun to
fragment. His penultimate chapter, “Saxon Cheshire and the
Normans,” notes how little property Anglo-Saxon kings pos-
sessed in Cheshire in the eleventh century; before the exten-
sive Viking ravages of 980 the situation had been far different.
In this late period Cheshire, Shropshire and Staffordshire scem
1o have formed a single caldormanry. Earl Leofric {ca. 1030~
57} was a powerful figure. His carfdom “highlights the ten-
dency in late Anglo-Saxon England for royal offices to be-
come heritable. In many respects the earldom of Leofric ap-
proximated to the heritable and dynastically oriented coun-
ties of contemporary France” (186-7). The arca was a focus
for Mercian rebellion in 1069—70 and was wasted by William.
Domesday Book reveals how little power Edward the Con-
fessor had wielded in Cheshire: apart from Earl Leofric the
only other substantial landowner was the Bishop of Lichficld.
A postscript briefly treats of the county's uncasy relationship
with neighboring Wales and discusses the definition of its
boundaries, which in the west were settled only in 1284 by
Edward 1 under the Statute of Rhuddlan.

N.J. Higham in 1993 also provided a guide to the north-
cast of England in The Kingdom of Northumbria, AD 350-
oo (Dover, NH: Alan Sutton; ix, 296 pp., ill.), a large book
whose colour plates alone should atcract. Bue this is no mere
coffee-table book: it provides a detailed survey of the histori-
cal and archacological evidence for this large region. The firsc
Anglo-Saxons were to be found there before the mid-fifth
century: Sancton, one of forty-two cemeteries found east of
the Pennines dates from the third quaster of chat century
(66-8). Wharram Percy and West Heslerton illustrate the
continuity of cemetery sites. Of the various early kingdoms
he suggests that the Deirans were the “people of the Derwent
Valley” (81), with its principal shrine at Goodmanham and
the (now-lost) royal residence in the vicinity of Sancton.
Bernicia's likeliest origin is in Cleveland, with the capture of
Bamburgh being a late development. The boundaries of
Rheged are less easy to define. Other rterritories were
Strathclyde, Craven, Elmet, and Hatficld, whose locations he
discusses in detail. Out of these kingships Northumbria came
into being between A.D. 550 and 640. Even though native
place-names were probably supplanted by Anglo-Saxon ones
between the sixth and eighth centuries, “to suggest that the
peoples of the tribal British kingdoms could have been re-
placed wholesale by waves of settlers in their tens of thou-
sands from the core of Deira or Bernicia is to create problems
of demography which are insurmountable” (99).

In discussing the shift from paganism to Christianity,
Higham, who is well-informed about matter archacological
as well as historical, makes the important obscrvation: “While
it scems probable that many of the more important carly
medieval churches replaced pagan shrines or temples (as at
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Goodmanharn, perhaps), in no instance has chis yet been dem-
onstrated archacologically” (108). His account of the brief as-
cendancy of Lthelfrith, “the true founding father of Bernicia
and Northumbria” (113), rings truc in anthropological rerms:
in that discipline specialists have argued that chiefdoms tend
to incorporate weaker tribes, which, however, themselves of-
ten prove to be short-lived. What is intriguing is why Bede
allowed this pagan king to have such prominence in his Historia
ecclesiastica. It is too carly to say how far Higham's account of
such “overkings” will gain general acceptance and the detailed
defence of his claim that the Tyibal Hidage was “written by
Paulinus on behalf of King Edwin” (115) has only recently
appeared in print in his book, *An English Empire: Bede and
the Early Anglo-Saxon Kings (Manchester and New York:
Manchester University Press, 1995), pp. 74=111, especially pp.
96-7. There is much meat in his section of Edwin. Bede and
Stephen of Ripon's Life of Saint Wilfrid enables him to give a
full account of the period up to the death of Ecgfrith in 685,
much of it drawing on his own interpretations which he has
published clsewhere. Liess can be said as the eighth century
progresses, but even here he has valuable observartions to make
about “a deep, defensive frontier system to the south against
their [se. the Northumbrian kings'] powerful Mercian
neighbours” (142), which probably dates from the late-cighth
or early-ninth century (sce maps and pictures on pp. 142-3).
The weakness of later Northumbrian kings he ascribes to
their inability to retain control over lands in the hands of
ecclesiasts who were not necessarily supporters of the incum-
bents in power. He compensates for the paucity of surviving
historical material by discussing some of the manuscripts of
the Northumbrian renaissance and economic deductions thac
can be made from the numismatic evidence.

His chapter on the Viking Age moves counter to the more
positive response to the Scandinavians encouraged by Peter
Sawyer; this may mark another swing in the pendulum of
historical interpretation. “To argue that the skills shown by
Scandinavians in trading, manufacturing and colonization in
any respect compensated for their aggression, terrorism and
looting is little short of offensive, irrespective of the scale on
which that occurred” (177).

Only with the fall of the last Viking king of York in 954 is
it “possible to start speaking of England, in place of the West
Saxons, Mercians and Northumbrians, and it must be sig-
nificant chat the term emerges within the half-century fol-
lowing this event” (211). The later tenth cenury and the elev-
enth saw considerable church building in Northumbria, ex-
tant examples of which Higham describes. He relates the
troubled political history of the north in the century before
the Conquest, which will enable literary scholars to learn some-
thing of the history of Macbeth that is rather closer to the
documentary cvidence than Shakespeare’s play. Higham's
penultimate chapter is poignant: “By 1075 . . . Northumbria
had ceased to exist in any unitary sense, York was burne and
pauperized, its population decimated, and the members of
Northumbria's several regional aristocracies were dead or had
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fled” (233). Here he reviews the twists and curns of policical
fortunes that led to Northumbria's demise.

His final chaprer reviews the changes that have occurred
since collapse of Northumbria. In addition to the more obvi-
ous ways whereby the historical landscape has been destroyed—
“[large-scale industrial development, urbanization and der-
eliction, extractive industries and power generation, spoil tips,
land-drainage, deep ploughing and much more” (252)—the
growth of enclosures between the fifteenth and the nineteenth
centuries have more subtly destroyed the past, The photo-
graphs here provide particularly graphic evidence of what sur-
vives, As elsewhere in the book he notes that the peasantry
docs not appear in archacological contexts until the nucle-
ation of the cencral Middles Ages. “The Dark Age farmer
remains one of the greatest enigmas of British history and
archacology” (269); excavated villages such as West Heslerton
should be seen as “centres of consumption” (266) rather than
sertlements of farmers.

Readers who wish to pursue in more detail themes dis-
cussed in the various chapters are presented with an extensive
bibliography. Altogether this is a delightful book, learned,
stimulating, and visually appealing,

Philip Lyth and Gerald Davics present a revised map and
translation of the boundaries of Sawyer, Anglo-Saxon Char-
ters, no. 659, in *“The Southwell Charter of A.D. 956: A
New Appraisal of the Boundaries” in Transactions of the
Thoroton Society of Nottinghamshire 96 (1992), 125-9, first
published by Lyth in ibid., 86 (1982), 49-61. The revision was
undercaken after an examination of the fourteenth-century
manuscript in which the charter appears and in consultation
wich the place-name scholar, Kenneth Cameron. A notable
new interpretacion is for the word dilballe, which they sug-
gest may mean “a corner {bealh) where verch grows” (126,
128); for the puzzling esete they suggest some compound of
(ge)sete, “dwelling,” “stable,” “fold” (126).

*Pre-Viking Lindsey, «d. Alan Vince, inaugurates a new
series, Lincoln Archacological Studies, published by the City
of Lincoln Archacological Unit (Charlotte House, The Lawn,
Union Road, Lincoln LN1 3BL). There is much to interest
Anglo-Saxonists here, as might be expected from an area
scetled so carly by the Anglo-Saxons but about which little
documentary evidence survives. Two papers in particular will
be noticed here.

Sarah Foot poses the question as to whether Lindsey had
any separate existence as a kingdom in the pre-Viking period
in **Kingdom of Lindscy" (pp. 128-40). She decides that “the
preservation of a gencalogy for a Lindsey royal line does
strongly suggest that the memory of the royal authority of
such a dynasty was preserved well into che historical period”
(138); that Bede called it a provincia and that it had a bishopric
is in her view compelling supplementary evidence. She notes
that the Lindesfarona arc mentioned in the Tribal Hidage,
suggesting that in the final chird of the seventh century
Lindsey fell within the Mercians’ ambic. Its size in che Hidage
rivalled Essex and Sussex and exceeded that of che Hwicce.

The best argument for its former independence is the Lindsey
royal genealogy in London, British Library, MS. Cotton
Vespasian B. vi, fol. 109r, which is conveniently reproduced
on p. 130 and which she subjects to a close examination. |
must say that the almost abecedarian sequence of names of
the ancestors of Aldfrith ending with Godulf Geoting (A-E-
B-C-W-F-G) smacks to me of a highly artificial construct ;
1 am not surprised that it proves “impossible to assign any of
the Lindsey kings to any specific historical period” (133).
Barbara Yorke accepts the existence of Lindsey as a king-
dom in her paper, “Lindsey: The Lost Kingdom Found?”
(pp- 141-50). She notes that Lindsey takes its name (< British
*Lindo, “a pool”) from Lincoln, the only “kingdom” (which,
of course, begs the question) in castern England to take its
name from a former Roman town. She obscrves that Deira
and Bernicia to the north may have derived their names from
British tribal names; Elmet and Craven to the northwest were
British territories; and “similaritics in the internal organisation
of Lindsey, Deira and Elmet in the 7th century . . . could
suggest continuity with Roman systems of administration”
(141). A recent model proposed for Elmet of “several distinct
phases linked with differenc seeddement zones” (142} may fic
Lindsey: a change from regional to local pagan cemeteries
perhaps associated with new setclers from Scandinavia in the
late fifth century and a move from cremation to inhumation
may have been onc such phase. There is uncertainty as o
Lindsey’s carly boundaries and also as to specifically what its
name referred to. She suggests that the known ecclesiastical
links between Lindsey and Bernicia may point to unrecorded
secular ones as well; ties with Northumbria continued after
Waulfhere and Athelred, kings of Mercia, conquered Lindsey.
Aside from Aldfrith, known from the genealogy discussed by
Sarah Foor, the only place where a Lindsey dynasty might
appear is in the Church, since members of a royal family would
be likely to found proprietary minsters, an astute suggestion.
In this regard she points to the family of Bishop Athelwine.
There are mysteries even about the Church in Lindsey, how-
ever, such as the location of its bishoprics: “[a]t the moment
nowhere has a better claim than Lincoin” (146). The recent
discovery of 2 hitherto unknown Middle-Saxon monastic site
at Flixborough shows how much we have still to learn. The
coin evidence from Lindsey belies its apparent status as a back-
water. So far, however, no evidence of a trading centre or wic
has been found, but one or even several North Sea littoral
ports might be expected. As for its administration, Lindsey
had three ridings: she suggests that these might relate to pre-
Viking settlement patterns; “[i] ¢ seems likely that it will one
day be possible to reconstruct much more of the territorial
arrangements of pre-Viking Lindsey” (148). This is a thought-
ful and wide-ranging essay, which acknowledges how little we
currently know, yet which also prepares the way for further
insights. These are likely to be provided by well-planned ar-
chacological excavations, numismatic and place-name analy-
sis, and painstaking topographical examinations linked (1 sus-
pect) to such extant information as ccclesiastical boundaries.



162

A pair of charters from A.D. 944 and 1021x1033 plus an
undated set of bounds (Sawyer, Anglo-Saxon Charters, nos.
49%, 977, and 1565) relating to Badby and Newnham
(Northants.) are the subject of *“The Derails of the Anglo-
Saxon Landscape: Badby Revisited” by A.E. Brown, Marga-
ret Gelling, and Christine Orr (Northamptonshire Past and
Present 8.2 [1990-1], 95~103). A detailed translation of the
pair of vernacular bounds using our increased knowledge of
Anglo-Saxon topographical terminology is a major purpase
of the paper; both lexicographers and those who aspire to
“solve” other Anglo-Saxon charter bounds will want to con-
sult the paper. But the lamentable story of the Trerice char-
ter recounted above is repeated here: the text aims at showing
how much still survives but also “how at the present time
those remains, which are known from the documents to go as
far back as the tenth century at least, are being destroyed
through piecemeal changes in the countryside” (g5). The
authors speculate that the bounds were used by Evesham in a
dispute over Badby that arose in the cleventh century. They
note how old parish earth banks such as those at Badby have
little economic relevance now and are slowly being obliter-
ated. Ruefully one realizes that papers like this one may even-
tually be their only memorial. It is commendable, therefore,
that it is illustrated by four maps and a photograph.

Cyril Hart’s *“Oundle: Its Province and Eight Hundreds,”
in Northamptonshire Past and Present 8.1 (1989-90), 3~23, was
subjected to 2 rather ungracious drubbing by Glenn Foard in
**The Saxon Bounds of Oundle” in ibid., 8.3 (1991-2}, 179~
89. (Foard’s methodology used in interpreting North-
amptonshire’s administrative structure in another paper has
in turn been obliquely questioned by D.M. Hadley in the
Journal of Historical Geography 22.1 [1996], p. 15, n. 70.) Since
Hart has, to use his own words, “tadically revised” chis paper
in his admirable monograph, The Danelaw (London and Rio
Grande, OH: Hambledon, 1992), where it forms Chaper 4,
there seems to be litcle value in rehearsing arguments that he
has subscquently modified.

Clifford Offer, in King Offa in Hitchin (Hitchin: by the
author, 1992; [iv], 41 pp., ill.), investigates the claim, made in
fourteenth-century sources that were destroyed in the nine-
teenth century, that Hitchin (Herefordshire) had been a flour-
ishing town under King Offa of Mercia (757-96), and that in
792 Offa founded a religious house there. Noting that Hitchin
was held by William the Conqueror at the time of Domesday
Book, Offer adduces evidence suggesting chat the town may
have been royal demesne in the time of Cnut. He goes on to
demonstrate the strategic importance of Hitchin in the
Mercian era and concludes that Offa, having defeated his pre-
decessor Beornred, annexed Hitchin and the surrounding arca
to create a royal estate. Offer presents an interesting study,
although in places there is insufficient distinction between
statements based on historical evidence, and conjecture; as a
local historian writing on the 1200th anniversary of Offa’s
reputed foundation of 2 monastery at Hitchin, he has a strong
interest in reaching a positive conclusion to his study.

The Year's Work

This reviewer recalls with pleasure a ramble in the
Oxfordshire countryside one Sunday afternoon six years ago
with 2 number of congenial companions led by John Blair in
pursuit of an Anglo-Saxon charter boundary. In a green lane
berween the fields 2 man out walking his dog volunteered the
name of the lane which pointed to its antiquity. The experi-
ence showed thac however much one can learn from Ord-
nance Survey maps (as Grundy did sevenry-five years ago)
nothing can replace detailed on-site topographical investiga-
tion in order to elucidate charter bounds. The fruic of such
an exploration is evident in the paper co-authored by John
Blair and Andrew Millard, *“An Anglo-Saxon Landmark
Rediscovered: The Stanford/Stan Bricge of the Ducklington
and Witney Charters” (Oxoniensia 57 (1992], 342-8). Sawyer,
Anglo-Saxon Charters, nos. 678 and 771, dating from the mid-
tenth century, mention 2 “stone ford” and a “stone bridge.” A
concentrated section of rubble noticed in the course of their
search and partially excavated enables them with confidence
to identify the site of the stone ford/bridge crossing the present
watercourse, which in the tenth century must have been three
to four times wider than the present streambed. They sug-
gest that “bridge” and “ford” are here synonymous, having
the same meaning as they bear in the Barde of Maldon, viz.
“causeway” (348). They supgest that such rubble-built cause-
ways may have been a familiar sight in the Upper Thames
area in late Anglo-Saxon England.

One of the glories of British scholarship is the large num-~
ber of town, county and regional archaeological, historical,
architecrural, and antiquarian societies that have been spawned
over the past two centuries with their attendant journals con-
taining what an carlier age would have described as a wealth
of curious learning. Thesc are now being supplemented by
annual and occasional lectures (the Brixworth, Chadwick,
Deerhurst, Dorothea Coke, Jarrow, Quiggin, Stenton, Tol-
ler, and Whithorn lectures are steadily filling up the library
boxes on this reviewer’s shelves with the insights of leading
scholars that one ignores at one's peril). But outside a few
libraries such as the Widener, the Ashmolean and London’s
Institute of Historical Rescarch, it can be very hard to lay
one’s hands on local periodicals: even the British Library and
the Bodieian have taken to banishing newer journals to our-
lying warchouses, whence it can take twency-four hours for
them to be brought to home base. Lookback at Andover: The
Journal of the Andover History and Archaeology Society (ISSN
0960-5738) reached the fourth number of its first volume in
September 1993 and Simon Keynes must be thanked for des-
patching to North America an offprint of his brief paper,
*“Andover 994,” which would otherwise have cluded this re-
view, He provides a context for the baptism of Olaf Tryggvason
at Andover, where his confirmation was sponsored by Ethelred
in 994. It was not Andover’s first entrance into Anglo-Saxon
history (Keynes mentions its earlier appearances) nor was 9g4
the first of the Viking raids: these had been continuing since
991, as he explains and illustraces with a useful map of Viking
raids becween g9g1 and 1005, Sponsorship symbolized political
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superiority, as he shows from the examples of Alfred and
Edmund in their dealings with the Scandinavians. Wich the
addition of attractive douceurs in the form of gifts Olaf ceased
to be a menace to the English and instead becook himself
back to Norway, where the wealth he had acquired in En-
gland must have helped him gain the throne. He thereupon
enjoined his people to accept Christianity, having learned from
his English experience that this religion “was a powerful force
which could be deployed to the political advantage of a king”
{61).

Many parish churches in England are slowly revealing
themselves to be of great antiquity, though often frustrat-
ingly litele hiscorical information survives from the Anglo-
Saxon period. This is the case with the subject of Patricia H.
Coulstock’s book, *The Collegiate Church of Wimborne
Minster, Studies in the History of Medieval Religion, ¢
(Woodbridge, Suffolk, and Rochester, NY: Boydell; xii, 267
pp., ill) The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, s.a. 718, tells us that
Ine’s sister, Cuthburga, founded Wimborne, which is Jocated
in Dorser; an ostensibly carlier deed of A.D 705 of Aldhelm,
preserved first in the carly-twelfch-century life of the saine,
also mentions the nunnery there. Boniface chose a nun from
the house, Lioba, to manage his German nunneries. Alfred
the Great's elder brother, Ethelred, was buried at the minster
in 871 as was an otherwise unknown king, Sigeferth, in 962;
earlier its founder, Cuthburga, and her sister, Cwenburga,
had also found repose there. Alfred’s nephew, Athelwold,
rebelled against Edward the Elder following Alfred’s death,
seized a royal residence there and abducted one of the nuns
(97). Both the Chronicle and Asser are the first ro mention its
status as a minster in connection with Lthelred'’s deach; there
are later references to 2 “monasterium clericorum” and 1o
“Wimburnan mynstre” (sce p- 66). It is also mentioned in
Domesday. Reliable archacological cvidence is minimal: the
one seemingly sound piece of information, an 1857 newspaper
report of a “perfect tessellated Roman pavement” (16), proves
to have been exaggeraced. What survived “could be accepted
as Romano-British” (17) but it is “cven possible that the
Wimborne tessera might be Saxon” (18), which daoes not get
us very far. Ms Coulstock expands the Anglo-Saxon evidence
to nearly one hundred pages by placing it in 2 wider context.
Thus her second chapter, “The Influence of Gaul on the
Foundation of Early Anglo-Saxon Nunneries” (22-33), does
not really deal with Wimborne. It provides a uscful conspec-
tus of the evidence on double monasteries, though she was
unlucky in that a major specialist work on the subject ap-
pearcd probably too late for her to be able to consult it;
*Doppelkléster und andere Formen der Symbiose méannlicher und
weiblicher Religiosen im Mittelalter, ed. Kaspar Elm and Michel
Parisse, Berliner historische Seudien 18, Ordensstudien 8 (Ber-
lin, 1992). In her next chapter, on the foundation of the nun-
nery, she makes somewhat heavy weather of the deed of 70s.
She acknowledges that its authenticity has been doubted from
Wharton through to Lapidge and Herren but claims, “There
is no reason why the transaction that the 705 deed professes
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to record could not be authentic history” (37)—though, if
authentic, she thinks it must date to 706 (40). The only way
of convincing a skeptic, however, would have been if she had
subjected the text 1o a close linguistic analysis and pointed ro
stylistic or verbal links with Aldhelm’s accepred writings. This
she does not do. Her lengthy fourth chapter is devoted to the
background to the establishment of royal nunneries and their
landed base. Buried in this chaprer is a brief report that in the
Kingston Lacy arca “the probable site of the king's tun at
Wimborne was discovered in 1985,” which, if it has been cor-
rectly identified, should be further investigated (64 and n.
109). The following chapter draws on the ninth-century Life
of Lioba by a monk of Fulda and Aldhelm’s De Virginitate 1o
cxplore how Wimborne was governed by royal abbesses. Un-
fortunately, like ali other religious houses in cighth-century
England, its rule has been lost. It disappears from view as a
nunnery after 962, allegedly being refounded for secular can-
ons by Edward the Confessor. The lacter part of the book
examines the post-Conquest period, especially the three per-
petual chantries, for which there is rather more direct evi-
dence. The work draws on a wide range of sources and is a
survey that students should find useful.

i. The Viking World

Published o coincide with the 1200th anniversary of the Vi-
king raid on Lindisfarne in 793, John Marsden’s The Fury of
the Northmen: Saints, Shrines and Sea-Raiders in the Viking
Age AD 793-878 (London: Kyle Cathie; xv, 194 pp. + plates)
sketches the history of Scandinavian attacks on England, Scot-
land, and Ireland in the late eighth and ninth centuries and
charts the evolution of the Northmen from raiders into trad-
ers and scttlers. There is a special focus on the fate of monas-
tic and ecclesiastical cencers like Lindisfarne, lona, and, on
the Irish mainland, Clonfert, Clonmacnois, and Kildare, This
is a work of popular history not intended for an academic
audience. The narrative is compelling, but does not embody
new research, and contentious issues are not recognized as
such, as when the Book of Durrow and the Echternach Gos-
pels are atributed to Lindisfarne without further comment
{s1). There are no footnotes, and, while there is a refresh-
ingly large number of quotations from Latin, Old-English
and Old-Irish sources, the quotations arc always in English
translation only, and are not accorded precise identifications
of where they occur within their source texts. Marsden’s book
would provide a goed introduction to the subject for a non-
academic reader, but those of more scholarly inclinations will
turn in preference to existing works by Donald Logan, Peter
Sawyer, and others.

The largest hoard of Viking silver yet found was discov-
ered at Cuerdale in Lancashire in 1840. James Graham-
Campbell has edited a handsome volume of papers delivered
ac the conference celebrating the sesquicentennial of the dis-
covery under the title Viking Treasure from the North West:
The Cuerdale Hoard in its Context (National Muscums and
Galleries on Merscyside, Occasional Papers, Liverpool Mu-
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scum No. 5 [Liverpool, 1992]). It contains two papers rel-
evant to this section.

In the first of these, “Norchumbria, Mercia and the Irish
Sea Norsc, 893-926” (pp. 2i-30), N.J. Higham tries to as-
semble what historical information there is for an arca for
which no ninth- and tenth-century licerary information sur-
vives. He concludes that when the hoard was deposited ca.
gos this was done within the boundaries of Northumbria,
not Mercia, in the lower Ribble valley; where the hoard was
buried appears o have been a region with a longstanding fo-
cal role. The effect of the Danish scizure of York was to de-
stroy irreparably the unity of northern England, detaching
the western lands of the Northumbrians, who were based in
Bamburgh. The Mercians, however, were little affected. When
Zthelflzd of Mercia died in 918 without a male successor,
Edward the Elder gained the submission of the Mercians.
The Irish Norse under Ragnald then seized York, seemingly
in response to this turn of events. In turn Edward protected
the Mersey frontier by building new defenses there; he also
reinforced Nottingham and Bakewell in the Danelaw. Ragnald
was unable to foment a rebellion in the Southumbrian Danelaw
and had to be contenc with being recognized as king of York.
Higham suggests that in ca. 9o2-14 Ragnald’s base had been
Preston, near the Ribble estuary. The Cuerdale hoard, which
contains Hiberno-Viking silver and freshly minted coins from
York, was buricd “only yards upstream from the fords where
two major routeways passed within hailing distance of the
best anchorage in western Northumbria” (29). He suggests,
therefore, that the hoard is indicative of the contact at this
period between the Irish Norse and the Danes of York.

In the sccond contribution to the conference David
Griffiths in **The Coastal Trading Ports of the Irish Sea”
(pp- 63—72) discussed “maritime contact in the Irish Sea re-
gion before and during the Viking Age” (63). A number of
Irish Sca ports became urbanized during the Viking period.
There has been a tendency to skim over “urban-rural depen-
dency and the relationships berween markets and their re-
gions” when discussing urban origins (63). For the purposes
of this paper he narrows the field of vision down from the
Irish Sea as a whole to the area of the Lower Dec and Mersey
Rivers, and notably Chester and Meols. There is evidence of
exchange in the Irish Sea region in the centuries after the
Roman period; some decline took place in the late ninth cen-
tury to be replaced in the tenth by a different sort of trading
port: for instance, refortified Chester with an official Anglo-
Saxon presence and the refoundation of Dublin by the Scan-
dinavians. In gencral chere was 2 “change towards permanency”
(65). These Viking-Age ports increasingly were oriented
southwards racher than towards Northumbria or Ulster, with
their positions located upriver rather than on islands or beaches,
peinting to their control of, and dependency on, a hinterland.
The Chester-Meols area was what Kard Polanyi called a “traffic
region”: the Mersey led into the heart of Mercia and a net-
work of Roman roads converged on Chester. Meols was a
trading area from the sub-Roman period onwards, gaining a

The Year's Work

new lease of life as a pore with che revival of Chester. A review
of the numismatic and archacological evidence for Chester
reveals its long-distance trading contacts. Griffiths suggests
that Meols had a geo-political role separate from that of
Chester: the latter was valuable to the Mercians whereas
Maeols, fifteen miles away in the northern Wirral, served the
needs of the local Anglo-Scandinavian territory.

Judith Jesch examines the evidence for Anglo-Orcadian
contacts in the late tenth and the eleventh century in *En-
gland and Orkneyinga Saga” (The Viking Age in Caithness,
Orkney and the North Atlantic, ¢d. Colleen E. Batcy, Judith
Jesch, and Christopher D. Morris [Edinburgh: Edinbucgh
University Press, 1993], pp. 222-39; now available in paper-
back). The Saga contains eight references to England; En-
glish references to Orkney at this time are even fewer. There-
fore, indirect evidence must be used: legendary, archacologi-
cal (which provides supporting evidence for an cast coast sca-
route from England to Orkney), and literary. The material is
refractory and yields only what Jesch terms “historical con-
tours,” but in her view it suggests “the possibility that there
were extensive, frequent and direct contacts of a largely po-
litical nature becween Orkney and England throughout the
uth cencury” (235).

Moving further afield, Geraldine Barnes looks at English
rulership from a Scandinavian perspective in “The Medieval
Anglophile: England and its Rulers in Old Norse History
and Saga” (Parergon, n.s. 10.2 [December 1992], 11-25). She
notes that following Olaf Tryggvason’s confirmation at
Andover (sce Simon Keynes's article on Andover above), the
Church was the most notable component in Anglo-Norwe-
gian relationships for the next three centuries, with, for in-
stance, Nicholas Brekespear (subsequently Pope Adrian V)
travelling to Norway in 1152 to found the archdiocese of
Nidaros and Matthew Paris going there on a visit in 1248-9.
England was “almost certainly the source of the manuscripts
of French epic and romance” that lay behind the Norse
riddarasogur (“sagas of knights”) (i5). Though English knowl-
edge of Ieeland was sketchy, reigns of English kings and no-
table English events were used as chronological markers for
Tcelandic history, as can be seen in Ari’s Jslendingabdk and in
the Heimskringla: the later’s “uncquivocally positive portrayal
of Ethelred . . . is notably ar variance with the Chronide’s
lack of enthusiasm for, and the downright condemnation of,
the king in later English tradition” (18), possibly because of
Athelred’s successful alliance with the sainced Olaf Haraldsson
against Cnut. England is seen in the saga sources as a good
source of desirable consumer items and a place where Ice-
landers such as Egill could win honors. In the fourteenth
century the shift from “historical” to “romance” mode in the
sagas transformed the portrayal of England. Some of these
may contain kernels of truth, though Ian McDougall will
question whether this includes the rite of the “blood-eagle”
(24; see further below); Gongu-Hrdif's saga contains genuine
English personal and place names. Barnes concludes “that
writers of Old Norse history, ‘family’ saga, and romance shared
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a common perception of England’s cultural and commercial
significance for Norway and Iccland . . . which has its paral-
lels with contemporary English actitudes towards France” (z5).

j- Hagiography

Abbo of Fleury in his Passio 5. Eadmundi graphically dc-
scribes the death in 869 of King Edmund at the hands of the
Vikings in terms strikingly like those of St. Sebastian, to whose
similar agony Abbo draws attention. Recalling the marcyr-
dom of Archbishop AElfheah in 1012, Dorothy Whitelock was
disposed to accept Abbo’s account as factual. Ian McDougall
in “Serious Enterrainments: An Examination of a Peculiar
Type of Viking Atrocity” (ASE 22, 201-25) views both ac-
counts with more skeptical eyes. Alfheah’s murder was lik-
encd by his hagiographer, Osbern, to the deach of St. Stephen.
Two other carly accounts of Alfheah's death are extant: one
by Thictmar of Merseburg (ca. 975-1018), who claimed to
draw on an English informant, and the second in four ver-
sions of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle. Both reveal that the saint’s
cult was already in existence. Thietmar suggests, however,
that £lfheah did try 1o buy himself out of his predicament
and that one of the Danes himself also tried to buy him off.
McDougall cites a number of examples from later Scandina-
vian literature to show that bone-throwing (which was what
Alfheah was subjected to) was something of a literary motif
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and even manages to find a twelfth-century Latin redaction
of a purported law of Cnut that legitimizes it as a punish-
ment. He is thus more hesitant than Dorothy Whitelock was
to accept as facrual death through being the butr of others’
Target practice,

It seems appropriate to conclude this section with a bricf
review of a review. Catherine Cubitt's *“The Cule of the Saines
in Anglo-Saxen England” in Heytbrop Journal 34, 65-9, is an
extended examination of Mary Clayton's Cult of the Virgin
Mary in Anglo-Saxon England, David Rollason’s Saines and
Relics in Anglo-Saxon England, and Susan Ridyard’s The Royal
Saines of Anglo-Saxon England., Cubitt does not believe the
rescarch in this field is exhausted but suggests that now closer
atrention might be given to the theology behind these cults
to determine “the relations between the Anglo-Saxons and
their holy dead” (69).

T.C.G. and D.AE.P.

T.C.G. reviewed books and papers by (in order of men-
tion) Keynes (Bibliography), Dumville, Berresford Ellis,
Muraglia, Taviani-Carozzi, Keynes (Kent), Nelson, Lawson,
Loyn, Rogers, Jones, Hicks, Martindale, Beech, Johnson-
South, Rollasen, Kapelle, Higham (Domesday), Wormald
(Law Suits), Lewis, Palliser, Jackson, Wormald (Deerhurst),
Offer, and Marsden; D.A.E.P. reviewed the remainder and
co-ordinated the macerial.



HE OTTO GRUNDLER PRIZE 1998

Dr. Diether H. Haenicke, President of Western Michigan University, announces the second
Outo Griindler Prize to be awarded in May 1998 ac the 33rd International Congress on Medieval
Studies sponsored by the Medieval Institute. The Prize honors Professor Orto Griindler for his distin-
guished service to Western Michigan University and his life-long dedicarion to the international com-
munity of medievalists. The Prize will recognize a book or monograph in any area of Medieval Studies
that is judged by the selection committee to be an outstanding contribution to the field. The author
will receive $2,500.

Eligibility

Authors from any country are eligible. The book or monograph may be in any of the stan-
dard scholarly languages. To be eligible for the 1998 prize the book or monograph must have
been published in 1996.

Nominations

Readers or publishers may nominate books. Letters of nomination should include sufficient
detail and rationale so as to assist the commitree.

Submission
Send letters of nomination and any supporting material by 1 November 1997 to:

Paul E. Szarmach, Griindler Prize Committee
The Medieval Institute, 104E Walwood Hall
Western Michigan University

1201 Oliver Street

Kalamazoo, M1 49008-3801

Please consule the Bulletin Board at
heep://fwww.wmich.edu/medieval/board/grundler.heml
for guidelines and additional requirements

In 1997, the selection committee awarded the first Otto Griindler Prize to
Amy Hollywood (Dartmouth College) for The Soul as Virgin Wife (Notre
Dame and London: University of Notre Dame Press, 1995).
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Publications of related interest from

Medieval Institute Publications

Heroic Poetry in the Anglo-Saxon Period: Studies in Honor of Jess B.
Bessinger, Jr., edited by Helen Damico and John Leyerle

Eighteen essays by some of the most prominent British and North American
students of heroic poetry. The essays, plus two poems and a bibliography, are
gathered to honor Jess B. Bessinger, Jr., whose innovative studies of heroic
poetry have instructed a generation of scholars and whose performances of
Anglo-Saxon poems are legendary.

SMC XXXII, Copyright 1993
ISBN 1-879288-27-3 (cascbound) $45.00
ISBN 1-879288-28-1 (paperbound) $20.00

Sources of Anglo-Saxon Culture, edited by Paul E. Szarmach and Viginia Darrow Oggins

“The beginning of some new directions in Anglo-Saxon Studies.” Essays on the literary culture, iconography, and
archaeology of Anglo-Saxon England.

“. .. a very worthwhile collection.”—from History (February 1988)
SMC XX, Copyright 1986
ISBN 0-918720-67-2 (casebound) $37.95
ISBN 0-918720-68-0 (paperbound) $17.95

Anglo-Saxon Textual Hlustration: Photographs of Sixteen Manuscripts with Descriptions and Index,
compiled and edited by Thomas H. Ohlgren

“... 454 photographs of the illustrations and major decoration of sixteen Anglo-Saxon manuscripts, fully described
and indexed, are reproduced here, many for the first time.”—from the Preface

Manuscripts included are: the Athelstan Psalter, the Harley Psalter, the Bury Psalter, the Paris Psalter, the Boulogne
Gospels, the Arenberg Gospels, the Trinity Gospels, the Eadui Codex, Pembroke Coliege MS 301, the Bury Gospels,
the Judith of Flanders Gospels (Pierpont Morgan MSS 709 and 708), the Monte Cassino Gospel Book, the Hereford
Gospels, the Psychomachia of Prudentius, and the Junius Manuscript.

“[A] splendid addition to the range of reference works available to scholars and students working on Anglo-Saxon
manuscript art."—from Leeds Studies in English (1993)

“Because of its wealth of information, detailed index, and remarkably sharp black and white illustrations from the
sixteen manuscripts studied, this volume should be of great help to all persons interested in Anglo-Saxon textual
illustration.”"—from Manuscripta 36/3 (1992)

Copyright 1992
ISBN 1-879288-10-9 (casebound only) $75.00

ASTI, an on-line guide to the iconographic subjects inventoried, described, and indexed in Anglo-Saxon Textual
Hlustration, is available. For information contact: Corpus Infobases, 136 Sumac Drive, West Lafayette, IN 47906-2157
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The Christian Elements in Beowulf

by Friedrich Klaeber
Translated by Paul Battles

Published for The Old English Division

of the Modern Language Association of America

by The Medieval Institute, Western Michigan University
and its Richard Rawlinson Center for Anglo-Saxon Studies

SUBSIDIA 24 ISSN 0739-8549
1996




10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

OLD ENGLISH NEWSLETTER SUBSIDIA
Walter W. Skeat, An English-Anglo-Saxon Vocabulary (1978, rpt. 1979). [Rpt. of 1879 edition.}
$5.00

Rowland L. Collins, ed., A Glance Backward (1978). | A ten-year retrospective on the Year's
Work in Old English Studies from a 1977 MLA session.] OUT OF PRINT

Manfred Gorlach, Maccus and Mauris (1979). [M and M do their thing in OE.] OUT OF
PRINT. Revised Edition is available, see vol. 19 below.

P. A. Clemoes, Liturgical Influence on Punctuation in Late Old English and Early Middle
English Manuscripts (1980). [Rpt. of 1952 paper.] $5.00

P. A. Clemoes, The Chronology of £lfric’s Works (1980). [Rpt. of 1959 article.] $5.00

Raymond A. Wiley, John Mitchell Kemble's Review of Jakob Grimm's Deutsche Grammatik
(1981). [Set up for the Foreign Quarterly Review, but never published.] $5.00

Constance B. Hieatt and Sharon Butler, Redellan (1981). [Riddles translated into Old English.]
$5.00

Stanley B. Greenfield, ed., The Bibliography of Old English (1982). [Papers from a 1981 MLA
session by E. G. Stanley, D. K. Fry, C. T. Berkhout.] $5.00

Paul E. Szarmach, ed., Anglo-Latin in the Context of Old English Literature (1983). [Papers
from a 1982 MLA session by G. H. Brown, A. J. Frantzen, C. Chase.] $5.00

Janet M. Bately, The Literary Prose of King Alfred’s Reign: Translation or Transformation?
(1984). [Rpt. of 1980 Inaugural Lecture.] $5.00

J. D. A. Ogilvy, Books Known to the English, 597-1066: Addenda et Corrigenda (1985). [Rpt.,
Mediaevalia 7 (1981), 281-325.] $5.00

Frederick M. Biggs, The Sources of Christ H1: A Revision of Cook's Notes (1986). [An update of
Cook's source work on Christ [11.) $5.00

Simon D. Keynes, Anglo-Saxon History (1st Ed., 1987; 2nd Ed., 1993). [A bibliography for
students, revised and expanded by the author for the second edition.] $5.00

Tadao Kubouchi, William Schipper, and Hiroshi Ogawa, eds., Old English Swudies from Japan
1941-81 (1988). A selection of essays previously published in Japanese representative of the
history of Old English scholarship in Japan.] $5.00

Katherine O'Brien O'Keeffe, ed., Twenty Years of the Year's Work in Old English Studies (1989).
[A session from the program of the Old English Division at the 1988 MLA Convention.] $5.00



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

23.

24.

Jeffrey Vickman, A Metrical Concordance to Beownlf (1990). [With a preface by R. D. Fulk.
Based on A. J. Bliss' system of metrical analysis.] $5.00

Thomas H. Ohlgren, Anglo-Saxon Art: Texts and Contexts (1991). [Ten images drawn from

Anglo-Saxon manuscripts and sculpture discussed in the context of their cultural relationships.]
$5.00

Simon D. Keynes, Anglo-Saxon Manuscripts in Trinity College (1992). [A catalog of select
manuscripts and books from the Wren Library, with 40 figures.] $5.00

Manfred Gorlach, Mac ond Mauris in Old English Rhymed and Alliterative Verse (1992).
[Replaces volume 3 above, offering both rhymed and alliterative versions of the M and M saga.]
$5.00

Alan Bliss, with an introduction by Daniel Donoghue, An Introduction to Old English Metre
(1993) [Rpt. of 1962 edition.] $5.00

Constance B. Hieatt, Brian Shaw, and Duncan Macrae-Gibson, Beginning Old English: An
Elementary Grammar for Use With Computerized Exercises (1994). [Includes a DOS diskette
with the manual.] $10.00

Alan Bliss, edited and with a forward by Peter J. Lucas, The Scansion of Beowulf (1995).
[Written by the late Alan Bliss for use as a teaching tool, this work expands upon the analysis set
forth in The Metre of Beowulf.] $5.00

Richard W. Pfaff, ed., The Liturgical Books of Anglo-Saxon England (1995). [Edited with an
introduction by Richard W. Pfaff and including contributions by the editor, Alicia Correa, K. D.
Hartzell, Sarah Larratt Keefer, Janet L. Nelson, Phillip Pulsiano, and E. C. Teviotdale. This is the
SASLC volume on Liturgy.| $10.00

Friedrich Klaeber, translated by Paul Batiles, The Christian Elements in Beowulf (1996).
[Originally published as “Die christlichen Elemente im Beowulf,” Anglia 35 (1911): 111-36, 249-
70, 453-82; 36 (1912): 169-99.] $5.00

All OEN Subsidia volumes that are still in print are obtainable from the OEN offices at $5.00

each, volumes 21 and 23 at $10.00. All prices are in US dollars. A complete run of back issues of the Old
English Newslerter is also available from our offices. Send orders to:

Old English Newslertter PHONE: (616) 387-8832

Medieval Institute FAX: (616) 387-8750

Western Michigan University e-mail: MDVL_NEWS@wmich.edu

1201 Oliver Street http://www.wmich.edu/medieval/oen/index.html

Kalamazoo, MI 49008-3801

8/28/97



Old English Newsletter
Research in Progress Report

Each year, the cditors of the Old English Newsletser solicit information concerning current rescarch, work
completed, and forthcoming publications. The Rescarch in Progress Reports are an important collaborative
enterprise recording information of common interest to our collcagues. Pleasc complete the form below (1ype or
print clearly), and rctum it 1o Phillip Pulsiano, Department of English, Villanova University, Villanova, PA
19085. If the subject of your project is not obvious from the title, please add a note indicating its best
classification. For disscriations, please provide the name of the dircctor.

Name:

Address:

Academic Affiliation (if not above):

a = article; b = book or monograph; d = disscriation; IP = in progress; C = completed; TBP = 10 be published
in/by.

1. Research in progress (alP, bIP, dIP):

2. Rescarch completed (aC, bC, dO):

3. Research to be published in/by (TBP):






How to reach the Old English Newsletter

Effective immediately, for all business correspondence including publication information, subscriptions, back orders,
Subsidia information, CR to notify OEN of an address change, please contact:

Publisher, Old English Newsletter

Medieval Institute
Western Michigan Univ.

1201 Oliver Strect

Kalamazoo, Michigan 49008-3801

PHONE: 616-387-8832 FAX: 616-387-8750
c-mail; MDVL_NEWSwWMICH.EDU
WWW Site: hup://'www.wmich.cdu/medieval/oen/index.humnl

Beginning with volume 30, the editorial operations of GEN will move to the Univ. of lowa. All correspondence
regarding the editing of OEN including submissions should be sent to:

Jonathan Wilcox
Editor, Old English Newsletter
Department of English
Univ. of lowa
lowa Cily, lowa 32242
PHONE: 319-335-1913 FAX: 319-335-2535
e-mail: JONATHAN-WILCOXiw UIOWA EDU

To request information concerning the Year's Work in Old English Studies, or to send comments and suggestions, write
the YIFOES General Editor:

Joseph B. Trahern, Jr.
Department of English
Univ. of Tennessce-Knoxville
Knoxville, Tennessee 37996

To submit abstracts of papers given at conferences, or to receive information about the annual appendix of conference
abstracts to the Spring issue, write:

Robert L. Schichler
Department of English
Arkansas State Univ.
State University. Arkansas 72467-1890
FAX:501-972-2795
¢-mail: RSCHICHw TOLTEC. ASTATE.EDU

For information about the Ofd English Bibliography featured in cach Summer issue, write:

Carl T. Berkhout
Department of English
Univ. of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona 85721

Send Research in Progresy information concerning current research, work completed, and forthcoming publications to:

Phillip Pulsiano
Department of English
Villanova Univ.
Villanova, Pennsylvania 19085
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