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11 comfirms € in reading fead fisca (C f'ols fisea) for H firea frode in line 5a and der
gepor 1 (C B gepesorn i) for H Sere gepeccrw in line Ga.* Tr also offers a unigue
Egnmﬁnﬂagwﬂuut_nﬂnﬂnn—aéhﬂﬂ following © in reading &
{against H #ar) in line 200 while introducing a number of highly significant
changes in vocabulary, metre and syntax:®

H

Eardiall =t fem cadige In I Bem mynstre
Unammeda rellquaa,
[20]" Brer monige pandrum gepurBal, EXe prita segped,
Miif Bene dribipnes per doemees” hided,"
|
Eardiz £t fem sadige in juflern mingme,
200 e monin TE.E_..E_:HH_."_FE& En-.nn%_n_ segpell,
midd Bene drilines per domies bided,!
11
Eardref 3 bem eadlge imualiem far yimb Pem mynstoe,
isnarsmieda reliqusa
20 Be monis pundrs gepyrcal, iies Be pric secgel,
el B drihnes andpeardnes bydes.!?

¥ AN cimtions froen the ceses of Dhankas have bheen 1 trmefiscribed feom fecsimiles, exceptin the cise
of [C, T, 5 (s appendix} and [ (se belirag i 17), where 1 have beehi ahle o consabt the rele-
vans mansscript or book directly. Becwase the misapprehension of individual letvers plays an
Hnipaneta E?pnF___hEEEHE.EI mEEE}E_EEEb
(for w) amd 7 {Fue avd) ars retained & my cimbons, Spaceng snd sund-division o moeguler in
theeze witnesses, epecially T end [2. To faciimte comganson they have been silendy regularzad.
Spelling, cspimlisaven and punensarion sse irvsecelbed diphomaealiy

¥ O the diffinalty of the lines, see Diobhic, The Alagle- Toae Minar Fuer, pp 153-3, The tramla-
ticins thar follorw are based on those suggested by Dobbie on p 155,

" Hickes pranis and numbers his fext per metresl hadl-line, These do noe abwwys eorrespoms]
Egilgrﬂ;ﬂnﬂm-iq&i?gﬂﬂn&ﬂlag
iy thanughua.

¥ Uneoursted relics dwell with the blesscd ane mnaide the minstier, wheee ehe mltitudes elcbrane
with mermcles, as writngs sy, fand] await judgement with the man of the Lonk”

1" enakes no disiseeion hesween apea (pf and g the same chasecoer is used in frovee (Le. sy
arwil e e (lines Taand Ba) 1" Prrand e arm ran sogether in

¥ Unooumed relics, which: e multinsdes celebrise with mimdes, dwell, a8 wor says, with ibe
blessed one iide the-minssss, [end] swis palgement with ehe man of che Lond'

2 | Handel and with the blessed one dswifees snder amound thet minstort, encounied el
which prodduce many miracles, as writ says, with the ane fwho] swaits the presence of the Lord.
Cf, Juniug’s Larin eansbatian: ', . ctres momastensem mnusesshiles religee qoe nubis mis-
cala opemnrar, prout soipts feyEnsr, in i qai Domicd procsentism expecant vel imploont”
(. . wrvmsngd whar pnnssrery innumserahle relics which work many mirecles, i wrtings ressify; in
thier wrho mwabt of erireit the presence of the Lond.
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H_.._._.__.uu._._. I8 muot eartect. —uhn.mwﬂaﬂ._unﬁtﬂ_uhun.”_nuiﬂrﬁﬂfﬁqss of @ pioar-
Ioat third medieval copy of Dwbew, |1 can mstead be shown o dertve from C
through a series of Aawed seventeenth-cennury transcriptions, beginning with
the poem's first printed edition in Reger Taysden's Hicwnie. A gpliome Sonpvorer X
{T)." As we shall see, |1 shares a number of elementary copying mistakes with
these roughly contemposary transcriptions and, just as significantly, differs from
them precisely in those places inwhich they (and in some cases C itself) are the
mast difficult to understand. [t s, tn effect, an edition of these ‘editons’ — one
whose cditor has devoted considerable ingenuity to the correction of his
sources” obvious ereor, but one which was almost cectainly made without
recourse to any medieval manuscript. [ readings are therefore of mose rele-
vance to the histoman of Anglo-Saxon studies than to the editar of the Old

English poem.

JURIUA'S TRANSCRIPTIONS OF ‘DURMAM

Junies iz knoan to have made three copies of Derbaes J1, 12 (boand with |1 in
Stanford Misc. 0100 and [T {(bound wath “various fragments, some of them
Saxon’ in Londan, Beitish Libeary, Hatley 7567).'%

As Fry noies, |2 and | C can be linked fiemly 1o For )2, the connection is via
T, which Junius appears to have copied directly, The two transcriptions share n
muather aof commeon nﬂdﬂnﬂim.rm.nﬂnﬂ_.rnmunwﬂﬂ_nenﬂnﬂﬁr.rnn—nﬂh! HL.rn...—._'
J2 bas the nonsense or unusual forms rseud for C geoad, line la; magere for
C. wwperim, Line Bb; 7 Sele geferes for C ek geferer, line 13b; Jere s fior C er i,
lisve: Rk fierdwenr Fror C dartze, line 1 7a; Bandred (T Eandrep) for C Eendied, bine 183;
7 e for C et dem, line 1 8a; tongbenr fror C fn st (expected do on Sow'™), ine 18L;
mimgrire for C sinstee, line | Bby; perddaer for C persdemr (e, per doweed), line 21a-h,
O the ten readings in which |2 differs from T, eight invalve varadon in the use
of §and p. Junius — like the scribe of C - prefiers to use p initially and § medially
and finally; Twysden is less consistent and often strays from his exemplar, The
remaiming two differences involve other minor variatgon in spelling: |2 aw for T

Kin, line 5a; and |2 Chapteerd for T Cabidiers, line 16a.

For its part, |C appears to have been copied directly from C Leaving aside
differences in spacing, word-division and layour, its main text difflers from that of
the twelfth-century mamscript in only roebve readings, most

" Hirtonis Auplhans sppiorns X {Loados, 16525, cal. 76, A corrected veraon of thiz wext by W
Somner (5 @ pringed on s unoembered page [DdSy] i the same volume, Tt does not sppear
s have been consulted by |ummas. | discuss Somner’s correcticns in an wppendia, bekmw.

A Catalggnr af sy Harkin Maraicripes fa she Reivivk Musrns svtk fades af Fersary, Pleves awd Matiery,
£ vali {London, 18085 KL, 536, Fry noes that the camlogue incoceectdly sicnbunes: chis

trenscoption 1o Hackes

" CE Hickes's trenscrapivon of the equivalen in ¥ r.ln.i.mf:e._.a—ltnﬂi nesrmalizen) el
[hahbie’s nose 20 line _ﬁ"__".ﬂqitﬂl.._.:_ll.._nli._.'ﬁ, 155
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imveldve minar differences in orthography or the correcton of ohyvious minor
errors: | ks free for C ek o, lne Sa JC paied for C pewied, line Ta; |G opermges
for ¢ ._...w_.p____q._.. line .___f.”_a... trrary for _H_mqﬁ_n_ line _m.u_...mﬁh....hﬂ..m_u-_ ﬁh...n.u.l_ line
17h. In bao cases, Junins makes a more substantial emendation in his main tex,
substituting e pinens for C pirlara (Le, pickend) in line 1 Th and ir dew for C fo e
{expected v om dew), line 18b, In line 3b, he ignores a correction now in €, reading
orbvarwan for C pabessiad (where o has been adapted from an undetdying ),
expected parbeorsal. A final four vaoants invelve Junioss misimterprettion of
individual letrers in his exemplar: erymological pas the runic chamcrer syme (p) in
JIC i oo il Fror © fir aleage alofiees, ine Ba; Insular £ {7 as Insolar r(7) in [C arferts
fiar C arferts, line 10a; and the minim ermrs: s for serein JC pamdrae gepardal for C
purwadrace gepaerilad, line 200; and r for  in JC pesorgr for C goarnge, line 5.7

Jumius also incledes six sugpestions for altermative readings and corrections in
notes and his Latin teansladon, Unlike the changes introduced int the basic
rranscription, all but ane of these sugpestions have & significant effect on sense,
syntax, or metre and = as Junies explicltly cites the C fiorm i each case before
offernyg his alternative — are cleady imtended o be understood as emendations
ta the received poem. OF these, four involve suggestions for the correction of
obwious ermors in © or of wonds which Junius has incorrectly copied into his
transcription’s main text [C é depe dafes (forte legendum i deee dadver™ for
C i donpe i, lie S C.*7 Bepaid (ege oBelpold"™ o C 7 flpol, line 145 JC
'unvrrneds {forte lependum swapemeds)™ for C swarmede, lne 19 and [ “drihmer
(Forve aivimed) ™! for © drbwes, line 212, Another rao offer emendations for read-
ings from O which are also supported by Hickess wranscription of Ve JC "aw
pecheide (lepe on pepeabie)™ for C am gechede (H O gicdefle), line 16b; and, in & reading
also included in J1, C “puadnion ppwnded (lege pareald ved pyreaif)™ for C pumdrme
sepwrlad (H pandrn geparad), line 20

THE 'THIARD' TRANSCEIPTION {J1}

Of junius’s three rranscriptions, |1 exhibits what appears at first glance to be the
must independent text of the poem. Ignomng once again differences in punco-

T Fry incatrectly reds peesize in b trasscriptios of JC (4 Newly Desoovered Verssion',p 87

the madiy consanant is cleardy rin che meammsenpt. 5 D' Braors makes the same mistaks w8 0 5
___._..Pq_.._.:m i in Beigtal Lilorary, Hedey 555 (0¥, where the word is mranscoibed grasctipe (125,
As this reading suggrsts, the mitake appess to have arsen thiough o nisieepeetation of -
inCasams # » ligmsure fnllowsed by i ) and ¥ share a few other minor ermaes snd anusis]
frrrms, bsnt none which exnmon bse atmnbuted w0 the coincidennl mininrerpremcion of forms ;o
their commean exercplar, Both eranseripions also exhibis unicgue erroes not Buesd in the otler
corpry; these b o evidence o suggest that | C was copied from D or vice vena. Seealsa A 5,

4 o ot [van s 4 boe- womd v dwre o)’ ¥ %2 e (read allaeddy’.

Bt pparraady (unless o be read avapesda)”, 3 el {undeas dridion)’.

13 e gredelle {read on pebradis’. n ‘poesiren gepecilad (read Faread or readi’,
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ation, word-division, capitalization and sir es page, this tanscription exhibirs
thirty-cight varane forms found in neither © nor its cardy modern descendants
T, ]2 and JC {Ag 3).

Bue the sheer amount of this varason is misleding, For despite s many
unique forms, |1 neverthebess shows a strong affinity with the other members of
the C—T=| 2 "tradition’ and with | 2, its probable exemiplar, in particular. 1t shares
i mumbher of common ercors and unisasl forms with these eardier transenpticns
and differs from them prmarily throwugh the same type of cofrection and noe-
malization we have already seen to be Juniuss peactice in copying J2 and JC.
While ]1 does occasionally reject 4 reading in which |2, T and C agree, these
readings are themselves invariably problematic and bave been frequently
quenied ar emended by modern scholars of the poem. Given the generally poos
quality of the seventeenth-century copies from which he worked, it seems Fkely
that Junius would have thought these accurarely transmitted forms e be
mdern corrupions,

Although it eliminaies maost of their more egregious ettoes, |1 nevertheless
shares seven unusual forms with ]2, T and, in vwo cases, C (as we shall see,
several of these common forms are accompanied by suggestions for emencda-
tion of correction in ]1). All seven involve the mesinterpretation of relatively
commen Insular chamcters or ligntures: 7 (the Insular character for and) for
expected @ (apparently misunderstood as &, Le. the ligature for Latn ) in
J1 J2 T 7 Bk gefores for C wileke geferes, line 13b; J1 J2°T 7 peipodd (C 7 Sefpold) for
expected Adapald, line 14b; 11 12T 7 Sew for C et e, line | Ba; Tnsulsr me (o) for
i () i 1 ] 2 Fardeed (T Bardred) for C Eardied, line 18a; wymn () for expected o
i J 1 2T e piskarss (€ e i) Giot b s dar (a5 i H), line 178 and rwo minim
errors: |1 ]2 T See winr for © der drar, e 140; and |1 twailiew (12 T touprewe C o
i) for expected fmos Jew, ne 18k,

In his drele, Fry tmkes these forms o be evidence that the connection
between |1 and ]2 was psychological rather than textual — that is to say, to be evi-
dence that Junius used |2 as a guide in copying |1 from the supposedly mow-lost
‘third" medieval Dwrbaos manuseript and was led into incorporating a number of
it8 mistakes in his rranscription as a resule
I suspect Jushs bad )2 la frome of m as he weote 11, Anyone who has ranscribed a
manuscrpt knows how sach o pony’ sets ap expectations of what we see on the manu-

gcript page, and we tend o stay {and therefore stray) with our ardgnal impression .., 1
think Junsus sew what his fair copy of Twyaden predseted |, 2

¥ While the reading in |1, )L T and C makes senie, i ls oo be sejecied on mesreal grousds: po-
ardds @ nom-allineeazing lift oo the beginning of an off-verse thar shoeld alliterste on /15 The H
tﬂifiﬂjﬁmiwflr:nﬁﬁin&ﬂnmﬁ_rmn:mﬁ?nﬁignm&b
variant, see O'Trannedl, ‘Marseoripd Varstion®, p B1.

Uy, A Mewly Discovered Vemicn', p %4
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But the connection bevween |1 and ]2 can aleo be seen when the two transerip-
tons diffier. For not only does |1 have a few unusual formes in common with |2
wnd T, it alses exhibits o number of readings which are best understond as
responses to some of the more obvious ervors in Junius’s earlier copy of T, As
we have seen to be his practice in copying J2 from T and JC from C, in copying
11 Junius silenty normalizes a number of ]2% remaining non-standard spellings
and minor errors, substituting Wess-Saxon « for non-West-Saxon ¢ (J1 clear
12 T C ckar, line 16a), West-Saxon -4 for noo-West-Saxan -ch (J1 bk
J2T C bwrch, line 1) and unseeessed -2 for late -& (1 beeatowrice |2 T C brvaverrics,
line 1b) o give only a few examples. As in JC, Junius also suggests & number of
emendations to his received pext. On two occasions, he “cormects” the ]2 form
silently, substituting seqed for |2 seped (C sged) in Bne 20b and sudpearduer for
the nonsense form |2 peridaver (C perdomer [Le. por o]} in line 21a~b In most
cases, however, the link to his exemplar is made through the explicir citation of a
form similar or identscal to that in [2: 11 ‘e deorr i vel v deore pealdun™
(12 v heape dlafiuner € i degpe dlatiom), line: Ba; |1 * Bede geferes Foree » Jere geferas™ ()2 7
Bele pefires Foe C aliels gefires), line 13b; ]1 7 peipold frurve aflefold™ (|2 7 pedpeid C 7
defpodd), line 14b; and || *mwien foree ymb pow™ (2 imufren C in indem), line 185,

A final group of innovationsin ] 1 invobves forms which are neither relared o
miistakes in |2 nor obvious arttempts ae the normalization ar correction of its
noa-standard spellings. Instead, these replace readings in which 12 {and T) acew-
rately tranemit 4 more-or-less sensible and metncal form from C In three of
these examples, Junius makes the substitotion withous citing the: form from |2,
T and C: J1 stopa for ]2 T © stsppe, line 2a; |1 ow gecbete For |2 T on gechepe (C on
jgrobeile), for expected aw gapapr (7), line 160;" and, in o reading Fry considers
prefersble to those in © and H, |1 pwadne prppmel for |2 paadnoes prueiled (O
prnstruss petueilol T pawdries pepurpap), line 20u. In the other three cases, however,
Junius fallows his usual practice of citing the word he wishes o emend before
suggesting his improvement: |1 'festers vel perters™ for J2 T © facters in line b,
J1 “engle dew riasi forte malis emgle oo™ for |2 T C engle deo in line 120; and J1 * s
forte ponitur pro fudie’™ for the nonsense form dwtue in ]2 and T (cf. C futun)
in fine 17a,

The fact that |1 explicity cites a reading from the |2-T-C traditon in half
these cxamples is of course strong evidence of its connecton o the carlier
copéce But even ifl we were toignose these citations, we would not need o assume
the exsstence of a thind medieval text in order 1o explain the differences berween

3 deory dnfor 0T fir alare peaiue’. T bl grierei-imiess 7 olleey g,

i bedd unless efepeld’. B {imilee undess yak bos,

» ?F?EE%&E_HEEEE
Y msgeworpeoew’. 7 gl e unless vou profier el e

9w nnless ser down for Seils',
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1V and its likely ancestors, Por while |2 and T accurately transmit the C readings in
all sty cases, Junius himself would have had no way of knowing this if, as seems
likely, he did not yer have aceess 1o the osiginal manascripe. Althouwgh acrested by
C and in some cases H as well, all six forms are notomously difficalt and have been
frequently emended i modemn mrestmens of the poem.™ Withour being able o
consule the £ MAnUSCTIpE upson n which his e Eﬂ—tﬂﬁﬂ.ﬂrﬂnﬂ.— .__...ﬂ_..._u wrald have
attributed them guite mamsally o the same lind of incompetence which led
Twysden w produce such obwvious nonsense a8 soad for C grond and sugeriae for C
wnperiee, Had © been lost and J1 better known, 1 suspect that more than one
mndem schalar would have been tempaed o joan Jonies in his emendatons

THE CHEOMOLOGY AND RELIABILITY OF JUNIUS'S “punmam’
THRAMSCHIFTIONS

.D.ﬂ-..m:.n s myany n..mn_._._.n ..nun__.._._ﬁ.—:.._.__.._hr. trankcription of H.-J_._r ‘ghuird’ Duwbase
munuscript 15 almost certninly a corrected copy of |2, Junies's fair copy of T,
Twyadens 1652 walitfo peimacfr of C. The two wranscriptions share a aumber of
commen errors and anusaal forms and differ for the most pare only in relabvely
minor detsils of orthography. Even the maost innovative features in |1, more-
envjer, can be éxpluned s responses o difficulsies in des ancestar: they dther
‘correct’ problematie readings carried over from C in T and |2, or they anempt
o fix the many nonsensical and non-standard forms introdeced in Twysden's
text. Apparently withoot secess to © or W oor the ame be mode his first oo
eopics, |umins was probably unahble to tell the difference.

Having established that J1 is most likely a copy of the same medieval version
&t |2 and |C, it s now possible o reconsoruct a eough chronalogy for Junius's
H._"H..r with the mu_..._ﬂn_.- _“mﬂ. m.u_- UH .“__Eu_.__.ﬂ.u three ﬂ__..__m..-_n:._ .—N 15 the resalt of i._.._-.n
appears to have been his st contact with Dwrbaer, via Twysden's Hisoris
Anglivawe Seripiorer X Having decided for some reason o0 copy this editon,
Junius first produced o relatvely conservatve transcnption, regulanzing =
pechaps unconsciously — some detatls of Twysdens eccentric orthograply, but
otherwise reraining even the most obwious of his mistakes. Using this fair copy,
J2, as his exemplar, Junius then appears o have set about trying to correct
Twyiden’s errors in o new transcrigtion, 1. In sddition 1o contaubng his sileat
cofrection and notmalizaton of unusual spellings in the text, Junius also uses
_“_E, COpY 10 SUERESt 4 mamber of explicic emendations. In the process, he

‘improves’ o number of forms in which T and |2 accumately report the readings
of their medieval aneesvor C.

H A good] Boe- by -Sne eccoust of the poem's editonal history can be fownd in Doblsie, T Alnglh-
Feonw A dimar .nr_i._..-__- abi—udv and 1537-4 To this shoukd be added F C Ralsnans, “The Roal
Epichet Englr des iny the Old English Darba Poem’, ALET 37 (1968, 269-51,
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Only after completing |1 does Junius appear to have consuleed C. The result
was JC, his third transcoption of the poem and the first to be based directly on a
medieval manuserpt. As was his practice in copying ]2, Junius seems to have
aimed in the first instance at producing a substantively acourate ranscription of
his exemplar: apart from a few apparently incvitable examples of orthographic
normalization, Junius introduces few significant varianss into the base text, As
in ]1, however, Junius also makes a number of explicit suggestions for emenda-
tion in his notes and teanslation, including ane — ‘pandriny gerarial (lege paroa
vel pyread)”,™ line 200 — adopted from J1.

The fact that |1, 12 and |C all appear 1o have been derived from known med-
ieval and modern exemplars also allows us 1o drew some preliminary conclu-
sions about Juniuss habits and reliabiliy a3 a copyist. On the one hand, it seems

clear that Junius was able to copy to a relatively high degree of substantive aceu-

racy when the purpose of his transeription or the authority of his exemplar
warranted, Thus the most substantively accurate of Juniuss three Db
transcriptions are his 'fair’ copies |2 and ] OF the eight substantive emenda-
thons from the texe of C suggested in JC, all but raeo are scoompanied by an
explicit citation :_._ original foem (or a very close varant); for its part, ]2
contains no suhstantive vadaton wharsooner mnﬂdﬂ_u text of ‘T In conast, | 1,
Junies's revision n._m.. far more speculative: it contains twelve substantive
readings not found in the earlier transenption and associates these forms with
an explicit citation from the eadier transcription little more than half the time.

On the other hand, Junins appears to have been far less interesied in preservy-
ing the accidental deails of his exemplars = although this o varies with their
suthority. 1n all three copies of the poem, Junius regulasly corrects and nor-
malizes minor errors and unusual or non-West-Saxon spellings — although he
does 0 mare thoroughly when he is copying from a modern edition or
EE_ESEE.EEEEJHEH._:EE..EH a medieval manuscrpt (as in
1C). In JC, these sceidental vatants include the correcsion C gwajger 1o JC
cywimges, line 11h, and sporadic normalizasons such as JC geveer for .nhia___._____.l
17h In )2 and |1, similar changes are also accompanicd by a programmate
acdjustment in the 9se of pand &,

As these differences smong the furbaw transcrptions suggest, Junius appears
to have transeribed kis Old Englich to different standasds of accuracy depending

on hig rationale for making the trunseription in the first place. Other texts might
Eﬂn?afﬂvﬁﬂﬂbﬂtﬁﬁnnﬂnﬁmhmﬂdﬁ#?i%ﬁ COWTACY,

In fact this appears to be the case. Although no comprebensive study of
Jusius's reliahility appears ever to have been attempted,™ several scholurs have

M “parnarin papariil (read parrell o prrea).
¥ For n recent discussian of il question, see B Dekker, "Fmncis Janius {1591-1677) Cogast
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examined his peeformance in copying the Repedre 5. Fudgentsd and variant readings
from London, Brtish Library, Cotton Othe B i and London, British Library,
Hatton 20 (copsed in the margins of his EE.HE ticn oof the Aamersd Care from
London, British Lileary, Comn E.._.ﬁ#n ins B, x)." In each case, Junius appears
to have been far bess conscientions in copying these texts than he shows himself
to be in his ___u____a__.nlﬁah.ﬁ:m_EE ﬂ_u...n__-:_r as Logeman notes, with regard o
the silent emendaticn of his exemplan’ wodding,

Jariiizs apgrcars w0 civjov the reputation of being a faithful copyist, but when callazing
(o10] n,..ﬁ.q.ﬁm thee s-called _.Fnﬂ_._._-.n 5, —..n_._.m_naE,E....n-._. thie M5, [ ohacrved thae this FEpHIER-
Hom was ﬂ_._.__.t.n_.“__. unfounded. He adds words noe fund @ e M55, He leaves oat
words found in his onginal, or mansposcs them, He doss nor disdnpuish bereesen &
and pwhich he consequencly uses indisceiminately, He entirely disregards the puncia-
ation of the MS and he adds numbers of chaprers after his own plensure or notions of
how they ought 1o have lseen, Lastly he corrects his text without giving the reading of
the M5

That the conscientiousness scen in the Derbas transcriptions B not unusaal,
Bowever, iz confirmed by my own test eollation from Junius’s edition of D
Z79-364. As in |2 and |1, Junius's transeription of the control passage from
Dhawiel exhibits numerous examples of the normalization of unusual spellings
(in this case, almost exclusively invedving the use of pand & sec Ag. 4). In con-
trast 1o his Durhas transcriptions, however, Junius does not mark any emenda-
ticns in this text with an explicit citation of the manuserpt form. "

or Editar®, ANE 29 (2000), Z7%-96, | was unable o consalr Dekker'’s wvrk, which was pub-
Eshed wrhile this ariicke was ar press

P The Rgeler £, Fuolgrmal’ls discessed by H Logeman, 7o Suk of 2 Beowest, BETS 08 0 (London,
18EE), pp. xxxi~xxxii, The Pl Care ranscrgimons. bave been srudied by FL Sweet see Ky
Alfredss Wiss- Saon Virnion of Grageryy Partoead Cars, edd. H, Sweeet, 2 vols, EETS o8 43 and 50
Chfand, EETE-2) [1, a akx; K. Joss, Zu den Handschrifoen der Carn Fissard’, Alngla 37 (1913),
£i3B; The Puntorsf Ciare: St fram Brabick Mssmer Catta Oitbs ML, ed. L Carlson, compleved by
-G Hollader, M Lovenberg and A, Rynell, 2 vols, At Unnersiiats Swckholmiensis:
Stockbolm Stadies in Eaghih M asd 48 (Srockbnlm, __u.__mlﬁ___..._u..wlm_a_ sl 12 M Hemgan,
“The 0dd English Pestsra’ Care the Scribal Contellugion’, Qudies i Eavter Sxglind M, ed. R E
Searmmach (Allsng, MY, 1985, pp 10928

® Logeman, Tie Sk of & Bres, pp sxai-wcxs; semiler citalogoes from the Aol Corr wre
foamitd in Jost, Handschrifren der Cam Hrmmds’ and Caslson, Puens! Care.

® F, Junius, Cardwin sy pargpbnear peetin SGeverior o7 frosgiaarae oo pagivae bisferisres,
atsdine avmer MY Anpls- Lepnisr smironly, £ Ao prissasy sl o Frandie fawi (Amsterdam,
1648), o B1—1, Tn malking this coliation | compamed Jusius's editicen agalean e Bosmile in The
?Eiﬁiﬂﬁiggi.ﬂii;g_ﬂrrng_
Gollancz (Oxford, 1927,

A lehivagh |usius makes no sohstumions in the cominal passsgs from Dees'hie makes several in
the more diheuli cpening lines of Ciant and Satar. Mome of these are sconmpanied by an
explicit citation of tho mamscrpt realing,
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Although, as a corrected copy of a fawed seventeenth-cenmury edition, [unios’s
1 is of nowvalue in establishing the text of the Old English poem Owrium, thas
oanght nat o ke eway ffom its schievement. Working with a badly fawed text
and relying apparcatly on livtle mare than his own sense of Old English orthaog-
raphy and verse, Junius nevertheless managed to construce a version of the
poem which easily passes for a legitimate medieval text, That he could fool a
moddern scholar of Donald Pry'’s expedence and ahility is very high praise
indeed.

APPENDIX

oM by Wittiam Somxon
Junius was not the frst person o recogndes the problems o Twysden's edidon of C;a
cortecied version of the poem by Willaa Somners (5] appesrs with a Latin eemnslation
on an annambered page [Dd&v] among the addends and errats to Tarysden’s volume.
Like Junsus's J1, Somner's text appears to have been ‘correceed” on intemal grounds
alone, without reference o & While it remioves many of T most egreglous errors, it
retalns same, Incotreetly ermnicls others and neroduces a few new mistakes isclf, Like
11, & emends the obviows craors mend, muprruss, S and sejpep (lines Th, Bb, 17a and
2(My), It rvorenalizey or corrects peturees to pebueen (lne Ja), periaamad to weebeenad (line
3h), pimmad tr panadl (G portind, lne Ta) end Catberd, Fadberd, » paiplf and dribmer o
Catberls, Emalbwrly, Epoipald and deibiver dincs 10b, 134, 14b and 21a). BEmendations and
noemalizations aot supposied by C arel S pane for T 8 (C S, lne S 5 Gt for T
{nevd ) jheterw, line Gl S ow grogave for T o gacheh (O an gecbilfe), line 1615 5 ine e foe T
smupren (O i aedeny), line Do, and 5 swepaeds for T mmunmess (C snarmeds), lne 19,
Among the ncw fiems introduced i 5 are: 5 7 ook ggfrar foe T 7 Sl gefeers ol grfiner
(e 134, 5 Jere tone Tne T derr simr C fer oo (linie 140) and 5 Sowe foor T il e (L ol
S, ling 21a. 5 follows T in reading s incorrectly for C Serdied (line 1Ra) and
..m_..._m_un__ﬂn-_.nnnETHahﬂ.rhﬂﬂﬂﬂ.TﬂEﬂEﬂnﬂ:ﬂmﬁEuwﬂ#ﬁﬂﬂEﬂMw_I..L
Hem for T 7 e (T i el aned 5 mpypmivire foor T syt (C amarie] o lines 182 and b

Comnppcrions To Twysorx's gniTi

Linigque errors in 5 inchude pe pésbre for T v piclane (C be poslars) im Boe 17h; and 5 per

vy for T perdde [C pendaeer, Lo per dome) in line 21a-b,
Adthough it is clear that Jonies knew of T, he does ot seem to have used 5 inoany of
his transcriptions. While |1 shares a number of emendations and normalizasbons with

B The eoerecrad 1001 b8 anmounced s foptes leveria de Dvarlssans mrir aie 20 bl Sdve sodhal
M. Fomeomr, dact swenarky, sl 7, wcbilnts, b dovma g, prasfoning o sl rrfepals, & fadd
erhiasg| Lanive it (The Saxcn composition ™ dy Dasbwanis snir ide €97 presented fithfally
?i.rngtuamm-:ﬂu?inﬁmdﬁiﬁni. M, reconsidered here, purged of =5 most
repious faule and - lierally — translased] imhs Lasin®)
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Juminr's knowledge of the Oied English poems Drurham

Scmrrumet's teat, 1t shows one of by wnigue ertors and, more significantly, fils o follow i
in gommie of i mode sensible improversents Waost of the pix emendations and normal-
izations shared by |1 and 5 invalve the correction of relatively seraightforwand graphic
errors or unsusl spellings: § |1 petearnad for T C peivonvad, Bne 3b; 5 11 pepeses for T
?ﬁ%ﬂ?ﬁﬂimh_gmﬂﬁ}lﬁiﬁdﬂm%ﬁ: ageTTAN)
for T anprraes {C wigera), line Bhe 5 |1 Sadberdy for T C sadbercd, line 1323 and 5 |1 dribemer
fur T ardbmes (C artbwed, live 218 OF the places in which S and |1 disageee in thesr emen-
dution of T, however, 5 frequenily has a reading which is ot least s pood as thar sug-
gesied by Junius: 5 reapa (cf H Seghd), 11 sapa for T O sipa, line 295 5 on peopope 11 an
pechese for T an geckepe (C an peokellr; H Chr pichele™), line 166 5 e e |1 “imesllear forie perk
hem’ for T imnfhean [ in islleme H fw foifesr), line 1Ha. Haod Jusies koown the 5 formas in
these cases, it seems reasomible 1o assume that be would bave preferred them to the
readings he cites foom T —iF not o his own suggesione ™

“ The readmg in H may have bomn influsnced by & In a foomoss, Hickes mefiers the reader oo
Bomner’s e,

41 thank Kees Dickher and Sophie van Romburngh for their heip in examining Junius’s hand and
theeie coamumee ity 00 @0 earier venion of this peper.
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1th
11b
12
13
13b
142
14h
155
liéa
1&h

radberdhy
eficle peferes
mickl

7 fielpold
abbioe

rlene

o gechele

P 3

arfesea
Cutherch
cymninges
eiijthe lers
Eadberch

7 thele geferes
imnichl

7 pelpald
il

el

an pecheps

i

barch
laeuime
brecsemmcr

e it
ymibserarnad ™
v inme
fenla fisca

EFT
prseen s
iziteri

pranrimed

Peity

in devpr dalumn
here

peeypred

7 Ipelpralkd
absha
dene

i gechele

Imnentive reacimg in |1 (mnoemive forma marked im bold)

Jn
burh vel byrig
bienine v heesie
baeatanrice
ELlE ]
yimbsearnall

Saer inne

leals face

cymn -
HepPENen i
{xsien vel pestern

punali
Baini

im deare dalam vl in deare pealdam
Bere

ey Bed

s
wrlEsn

cuiltherhi

cyninges

eryle be nisi foese mads engle leaf
Eaalbarh

7 fide geleres fone 7 Sere peferas
rwid

7 pelpoid forne efelipaold

abilsird

clarng
mpﬂhﬁm

imzorrectly s pabrvadhy Pry, A Newly Dicovesed Vemshon', p 85 -5 o cleas b Gealmde,
1 Cornected from s doer farwith deromesed o,

l1_.|uﬂ-:n'|

lustun
s

pusdrumn geparirap
lmtl

perkdmes

gepurfial

e

dethnes.




Danied Pand CF Dosemelf
Fig 4 Vemason b Junhue’ edision of Dal, 779-364,%

Teusscsption
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= Ciimtivm exchude difierences in wond-spacing, use of shbrevistion and accents. Jueius has
owr sysiem of sccents, which only orcssionally colncide with those in his cxemplar
exjiands oe combraces abbnedations as reguined by the lavontod his own edition,
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Fig 5 Transmisshon of fucbas in the severinenth conpary
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